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The Social and Spatial Dimensions of Ethnic Conflict:  Contextualizing

the Divided City of Nicosia, Cyprus.

John Frederick Oswald, Ph.D.

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013

Supervisor:  Karl W. Butzer

Ethnic conflict is a persistent and vexing problem for the world today. The

intercommunal violence during these conflicts not only significantly alters the social and

spatial geography in these regions for decades, but also frequently involves external

actors  who  magnify  the  social  conflict.  It  is  within  the  urban  areas  that  the  impacts  of

violence are often most acute and deleterious to the once functioning system. Ethnic

conflict transforms many urban areas into “divided cities” in which barricades and armed

posts dominate the landscape.  With this paradigm of conflict in mind, the overarching

purpose of this dissertation is two-fold: 1) to examine how and why certain peaceful

societies devolve into intercommunal conflict, and 2) to outline how ethnic conflict

ultimately, and often irreparably, transforms an urban area into a “divided city.” In this

dissertation, Nicosia, the ethnically divided capital of Cyprus, serves as the primary case

study used to illustrate the process of social devolution from ethnic conflict to a militarily

fortified urban division. The three main research questions are asked concerning

Nicosia’s division. 1) What historic factors contributed to the progression and

intensification of the social and spatial cleavages that appear in the urban landscape

today? 2) To what extent is the urban divide diagnostic of the overarching ethnic conflict

on Cyprus? 3) How is Nicosia’s urban division similar to or different from other

“ethnically” divided cities and how might this comparison help further the general

understanding of the causes and consequences of these entities? These three questions

help frame Nicosia within the context of the larger social conflict on Cyprus as well as
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assist in developing linkages with other divided cities. As articulated throughout this

study, Nicosia is a “model” divided city that typifies how the historically-laden process of

ethno-territorial polarization can manifest itself in the physical and social geography of a

contested region. In the end, divided cities epitomize the “worst-case-scenario” outcome

of ethnic conflict and once the urban divisions take root, they prove exceptionally

challenging to remove from the social and physical landscape.
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Chapter 1:  Introduction

This dissertation has the unhappy task of investigating how and why some

functioning societies degrade into intercommunal violence and division. The process

begins with the common human desire to associate oneself with some larger form of

identity, whether it is one based on familial bonds, religion, culture, or national

affiliation. As identities develop, they become the basis for association and

disassociation, the foundation for inclusion and exclusion, and the institutionalization of

access and disenfranchisement. This multilayered functionality of identity then begins to

transform geographic reality through the group’s claiming and controlling territory.

Identity becomes rooted in geographical space through the creation and enforcement of

borders and boundaries aimed at actualizing inclusion and exclusion. As is demonstrated

throughout the course of this dissertation, cultural groups are very creative in the

development and deployment of mechanisms (ranging from law structures, symbols,

physical walls, and many others) used to establish difference and to control space.

Often, however, these mechanisms frequently disadvantage another group thus

creating an atmosphere of tension that can ignite a larger inter-group conflict. Throughout

this dissertation, the themes of access and control are the two main drivers of creation of

an identity based territory as well as its unpleasant byproduct--conflict. Conflict in this

situation often involves competing identities that claim the same space or who are seen as

unable  to  share  the  same space  due  to  restrictions  placed  upon one  group by  the  other.

Soon these conflicts increase in their intensity and begin to manifest themselves across

every aspect of the landscape. In this situation, urban areas become the arenas for the

concentration and magnification of these ethno-territorial contestations. As the contest

amplifies within the city, the violence tears apart the urban fabric leaving a socially and

spatially “divided city.” This “divided city” soon garners international recognition as an

“emblem” of the larger social conflict, as is the case in Beirut, Jerusalem, Belfast,

Mostar,  and  Nicosia,  to  name  a  few.  These  divided  cities  capture  the  attention  of  the
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world not only due to the severity of the conflict and its consequences within these cities,

but also because they serve as a microcosm of the conflict.

Thus, divided cities serve as a diagnostic tool for understanding the causes and

consequences of ethno-territorial division, but one limiting issue concerning their

analysis is that the divided city alone receives the majority of the attention of analysts and

those working toward social rapprochement. These cities are a vital component of the

ethno-territorial conflict and thus cannot be investigated myopically—focusing only on

the city and its socio-spatial divisions without contextualizing it within the larger regional

conflict. This dissertation seeks to bridge the gap between divided cities analysis and

geopolitical histories of the regional ethno-territorial conflicts. To fully understand the

magnitude of the importance of the divided city within the overall conflict dynamic,

divided cities must be investigated as having a reciprocal relationship with the larger

ethno-territorial conflict. Therefore, to understand the process of the devolution of a city

and society into violence and division, a holistic analysis drawing from the perspectives

of both Urban and Political Geography must be followed.

The overarching purpose of this study is twofold. First, it investigates the

evolution of ethnic division across the social and physical landscape. Second, it evaluates

how a “divided city” can serve as a measure for better understanding the general socio-

spatial conflict of a region. To comprehend the complexities and nuances of the process

of social and urban partitioning this work sets out to accomplish three objectives:

1) To demonstrate how and why certain peaceful societies can devolve into
intercommunal conflict and division along ethno-national lines. This involves an
identification of the various inputs, both internal and external, that exacerbate the
process.

2) To identify how the process of social devolution into intercommunal conflict
manifests itself within an urban setting. This involves an analysis of how the
social conflict transitions into barricading and partitioning across the urban
landscape.

3) To provide a parallel discussion of the larger social issues that influence and are
influenced by the intercommunal divisions of the city. This reciprocal conflict
dynamic includes analysis of the inter-linkages between the city and the general
region as a measure of how quickly violence in one area translates into another.



3

These three objectives, discussed in greater detail below, are examined across the breadth

of this dissertation in two ways. First, they drive the general analysis of ethnicity,

territory and conflict in Part1 of this dissertation. Second, due to the frequency of ethno-

territorial  conflict  in  the  world  today  and  the  inability  of  any  one  study  to  sufficiently

discuss all of them, the objectives drive the analysis of a primary case study of ethnicity

based territorial conflict, namely Cyprus and its divided capital city of Nicosia (Parts 2-4

of this dissertation).

Throughout this dissertation, Nicosia, Cyprus, serves as a model for the evolution

of socio-spatial “divisioning.” To understand the city’s significance and “situatedness”

within the larger Cyprus conflict, three main questions are asked specific to Nicosia:

1) What historic factors contributed to the progression and intensification of the
social and spatial cleavages that appear in the urban landscape today?

2) To what extent is the urban divide diagnostic of the overarching ethnic conflict on
Cyprus whereby the removal of the barriers would deflate the general societal
rift?

3) In what way is Nicosia’s urban division similar to or different from other
“ethnically” divided cities and how might this comparison help further the
general understanding of the causes and consequences of these entities?

These questions help to contextualize Nicosia in the larger framework of the

aforementioned objectives. However, the question may be asked—why Nicosia? There

are many other divided cities that are more widely known and well published that could

seemingly serve as a better model.  It is specifically because of the lack of Nicosia-

focused  analysis  that  makes  study  of  this  city  in  its  wider  matrix  more  significant.

Nicosia is under-represented in the corpus of literature on divided cities, as well as in the

published material specific to the Cyprus Problem. As is demonstrated through out this

work, this city should be at the forefront of the discussion of ethno-territorial division and

it is the aim of this work to establish that preeminence.

To further develop the objectives and questions addressed above, this introductory

chapter is subdivided into three sections. The first section serves to “frame” the ideas of

identity, territory, and urban division to help further contextualize the research goals and

questions outlined above. The second section introduces Nicosia, its history, and the



4

current state of the division. It briefly situates Nicosia in the context of the larger Cyprus

Problem and serves to develop a chronology of the emerging tensions on the island. This

section also introduces the major provocateurs that were instrumental in building the

foundations of the Cyprus Problem. Finally, the third section introduces the general

format of this dissertation highlighting the four part division of this work along with a

description of each chapter and its relevance.

FRAMING THE ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH IDENTITY, TERRITORY, AND DIVISION

Intractable  social  conflicts  are  all  too  common in  today’s  globalized  world.  The

frequency and tenacity of these conflicts are often only exceeded by their duration. Many

of the long-term conflicts are, at their core, clashes over “identity.” This identity can

range in scope and scale from a family/clan relationship to a national affiliation. At all

levels, however, identity is used to form the basis of distinction from the “other,” whether

they are a nearby community, a national majority group, or another nation-state. Cultural

identifiers are developed to further strengthen the bonds of the community falling under

the aegis of this identity and often these identifiers symbolically link the community to a

larger ethnic group or nation. Thus, a shared ethno-cultural construct becomes the

fundamental component of the society, which then seeks to further increase its

membership or differentiate itself  from any potential  cultural  competitors.  In both cases

mechanisms are deployed to not only secure and reproduce the identity, but also define

the  extent  of  the  sphere  of  the  ethno-cultural  control.  This  exercise  in  defining  the

parameters of a cultural group soon translates into the physical space of a region. As

cultural boundaries are drawn, borders become more fixed across the landscape. The

extant border then becomes the container within which further identity/nation building

takes place. The new border acquires significance as it delimits the extent of one’s

cultural and territorial control, but also as it serves as the interface zone between other

culture groups. Therefore, identity and territory become intrinsically linked.

What happens when there is another group within the confines of this newly

constructed cultural zone and what happens if this minority group is opposed to the idea
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of being absorbed into the social fabric of an ethno-region?  If this minority group suffers

from real or perceived marginalization, what options do they have available to remedy

their situation? The answers to these questions demonstrate the complexities of the study

of intergroup relations. The minority group can acquiesce to the will of the majority,

retaining their identity only as a footnote or some form of hyphenated nomenclature, or

they can resist.  They can refuse to sacrifice their  identity or their  territorial  control and

depending on the severity and strength of the minority (or if they receive external

support) they can take up arms against the majority. It is within this arena of identity and

territorial control that this dissertation operates. Thus, as stated above, the first

overarching goal of this work is to demonstrate how a peaceful society can devolve into

intercommunal conflict and division along ethno-national lines.

The progression from initial identity formation to its actualization within the

physical space and ending with two or more competing identities fighting over the

control of that physical space is an inherently complex process. There is an alarming

frequency of territorial based ethno-national conflicts occurring in the world today and to

cover each adequately is beyond the capacity of any single study. As stated above, rather

than following a comprehensive approach to ethno-territorial conflict, this dissertation

focuses on a single phenomenon that encapsulates the general social conflict within a

region, namely the “divided city.” Divided cities represent an acute manifestation of the

larger social conflict as the populations are concentrated within a limited geographical

space.  Divided  cities  such  as  Belfast,  Beirut,  Jerusalem,  and  Nicosia  not  only  reflect  a

geographical concentration of socio-political divisions, but they also serve as

internationally recognized emblems of the persistent ethno-national conflict that has

ravaged their respective regions for decades.

Divided cities represent a persistent and vexing problem for the international

community. Halved or quartered, these cities often serve as simmering cauldrons that boil

over and become flashpoints for wider social tension and violence. Arguably, it is

difficult to identify an entirely ethnically homogeneous city, or one that is free from

tensions related to crime, poverty, or intercommunal competition over limited urban and
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natural resources, anywhere in the world. Heterogeneity is common to all urban systems.

Cities constitute a geographical panoply of varying groups, distinguished, in part, by

class, religion, language, culture, and history. These groups interact on a daily basis,

often in close proximity, in a complex negotiation of survival, advancement, and peaceful

coexistence.

But what happens when social cohesion in a city or its general region is disrupted

by one group attempting to out-compete all others? Often this competition translates into

intercommunal tension, which, if left unchecked, can erupt into violence so severe that it

transforms the “mosaic” into a polarized cityscape of ethnic, religious, and/or economic

factions. When the threshold into violence is crossed, the heterogeneous social fabric of a

city becomes traumatized to the point that the physical space of the city is distorted to

reflect the communal polarization. In essence, this study is an investigation into how a

functioning city over time can be transformed by residential violence into an acutely

partitioned entity, a “divided city.” Thus, as stated above, the second overarching goal of

this dissertation is to identify how the process of social devolution into intercommunal

conflict manifests itself within an urban setting. Essentially, it seeks to demonstrate the

process by which a city can devolve over time from a peaceful, heterogeneous space into

a socially and physically divided entity.

While “divided cities” cities such as Belfast, Beirut, Jerusalem, and Nicosia are

significant barometers of a larger social conflict, a myopic focus on these specific entities

would reflect a certain academic naiveté. Divided cities do represent acute manifestations

of larger socio-political divisions, but focusing solely on these urban entities clouds the

reciprocal role they play in the overarching social conflict, the same one that tore each of

these societies apart. Because of the fact that these cities are the most visible and

recognizable components of a much wider and deeper social conflict within each country,

a majority of the attention and aid often is given solely to these cities. The visibility of

these cities fosters the misguided hope that rapprochement will start in these heavily

divided arenas and then spread to the larger community. The divided city of a conflict

zone may or may not be diagnostic of the greater social conflict, and it is essential to fully
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understand its role within that larger dynamic. Therefore, as stated above, the third

overarching goal of this work is to provide a parallel discussion of the larger social

issues (regional) that influence and are influenced by the intercommunal divisions of the

city.

A CASE STUDY AND COMPARATIVE APPROACH TO UNDERSTANDING DIVIDED CITIES

AND SOCIETIES

Realistically,  no  single  study  could  satisfy  the  requirements  to  meet  all  three  of

the aforementioned goals. In order to actualize the process of ethno-national identity

creation, its manifestation within a territory, and the subsequent conflict that often ensues

during this progression, which often appears most acutely within dense urban areas—thus

exacerbating the formation of a divided city—this study focuses in on one primary

example, the division of Cyprus and its capital city of Nicosia.1 Throughout the course of

this dissertation it becomes clear that the division of Nicosia, and the island as a whole,

form a  quintessential  template  for  the  evolution  of  a  peaceful  society  into  one  that  has

experienced decades of intercommunal tension and conflict that have resulted in an

ethnically cleansed, militarily divided island.

In  terms  of  years,  Nicosia  has  one  of  the  longest  permanent  divisions  of  all  the

aforementioned divided cities, but it is also one of the least understood urban entities

within the divided city dynamic. Nicosia is woefully understudied not only in the context

of urban partitioning, but also in the context of its role in the larger Cyprus Problem.2

Therefore,  this  dissertation  seeks  to  bring  the  city  of  Nicosia  into  the  forefront  of  the

discussion of divided cities as well as to demonstrate its pivotal role in the ongoing

intercommunal conflict on Cyprus. Intensive field and archival research has brought to

light new data concerning the process of ethnic divisioning on Cyprus and in its capital

and this dissertation rewrites certain aspects of the Cyprus division.

1 This approach diverges from the case-by-case analysis of divided cities as found in Hepburn (2004) and
Calame and Charlesworth (2009), although both do try to identify a common patterning inherent in the
divided cities phenomenon.
2 The “Cyprus Problem” has become the dominant expression of the ethno-national conflict that erupted on
the island from the end of the British Period (1956-1960) through its current geopolitical division today.
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Though the divided city of Nicosia serves as the primary focus of this work, it is

not  placed  on  an  interpretive  pedestal.  The  progression  of  the  city  from  one  of  shared

communal space to one consisting of a hermetically sealed urban environment since 1974

with two ethnically homogeneous zones is contextualized within the events that

transpired across the island. As is shown in Parts 3 and 4 of this dissertation, the city has

a reciprocal relationship with the larger social conflict; sometimes events outside the city

would ignite violence within its confines, other times the violence within the city would

filter out into the country side and around the island. Also, the process of urban division

in Nicosia is compared to the more well known divided cities mentioned above. The dual

goal, then, it to paint a picture of Nicosia as a divided city nested within the greater social

conflict on Cyprus and to contextualize Nicosia within the matrix of other divided cities

in an attempt to find a system of shared patterning of socio-spatial partitioning.

Before detailing the general progression of this dissertation, it is necessary to

introduce the city of Nicosia in more detail. After outlining its geographical location, the

first subsection below frames the current division on the island. Following this outline,

the second subsection provides a brief history of the city followed by a discussion of the

key historical personalities that were instrumental in shaping communal identity during

the process of the city and island’s ethnic and military division. The third and final

subsection briefly introduces the current literature concerning Nicosia.

Introduction to Divided Nicosia

Nicosia is located in the central Messaoria Plain on the island of Cyprus.3 The city

today has around 200,000 residents within its environs in the south and around 100,000 in

the north based on recent un-official counts and estimates. It serves as the capital for the

Greek Cypriot dominated Republic of Cyprus and the yet unrecognized Turkish Republic

of North Cyprus (TRNC). The city is divided by a United Nation Buffer zone and the two

parts are referred to by different derivations of its historic name. South Nicosia is referred

3 Cyprus is roughly 40 miles south of Turkey, 65 miles west of Syria, 240 miles north of Egypt and the
Suez Canal, and about 500 miles south-east of Greece. It is only around 40 miles at its maximum width and
around 100 miles in maximum length giving it an area of around 3,570 square miles.
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to by Greek Cypriots as Λευκοσια and by the Turkish Cypriots in the northern half of the

city, as Lefkoşa (See Figure 1.1 below).

From the first outbreak of intercommunal conflict between 1956 and 1958 to its

intensification during the enclave period (December 1963 through 1974), ethnic conflict

between the Turkish and Greek Cypriot communities has indelibly altered the physical

and social landscape of Cyprus (see Figure 1.1). The July through August 1974 Turkish

military action on the island solidified this division by separating the two communities

through a militarized border.4  The presence of this dividing line today is a persistent

reminder of the intractable nature of the Cyprus conflict. Since 1974, the United Nations,

the Unites States Agency for International Development (USAID), and most recently the

European Union (EU), have sought to mediate a lasting, peaceful solution based on social

and economic reintegration of the island. To date, however, their initiatives have met

with little success and the status quo of partition remains.

It is the accepted view of these agencies, and the government of the Greek

Cypriot Republic of Cyprus, that if the political and military hindrances could be

removed from the landscape, then a social and economic reunification would soon

follow. The perspective that the island would and could return to the pre-1974 (status quo

ante) atmosphere of inter-communal cooperation and cohabitation resonates in all

reunification projects. This view is driven by the foundational meta-narrative of the

Republic of Cyprus that deleterious interventions by Turkey and Greece, coupled with

the imperial legacy of England, have aided in unhinging the historical, bicommunal

coexistence on the island. As this dissertation progresses, however, it becomes apparent

that the available data do not entirely support the thesis of the meta-narrative.

The capital city is seen as the genus loci of the greater Cyprus conflict and

receives most of the international attention. For better or for worse, the city has

traditionally served as the barometer measuring the intensity of intercommunal conflict as

well as measurement for the effectiveness of bicommunal cooperation and

4 This military action is known to the Turks and Turkish Cypriots as the “Peace Operation” while to the
Greeks and Greek Cypriots it is called an “invasion.” All three terms are used through out this work.
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communication projects.5 The international community has funded countless initiatives to

reunify Nicosia and allow for free movement between the two sides; none, however, have

been overly effective at garnering intercommunal rapprochement. The question is why?

The reality is that limited research has been carried out concerning the historical and

morphological  progression  of  Nicosia  and  even  less  on  the  city’s  historic  demographic

composition. Without access to these data, initiatives have been unable to account for the

traditional socio-spatial nuances of the city and therefore complicate, if not negate, the

practicality of their goals for reunification. The lack of adequate understanding of the

depth  and  scale  of  the  social  and  urban  division  in  Nicosia  does  not  allow for  a  proper

calibration of projects, ultimately dooming them to failure. This dissertation, then,

attempts  to  fill  this  void  through evidence  based  analysis  to  better  inform and/or  assist

those working toward a solution to develop projects that target issues of historic inequity

which inevitably led to the initial division of the island.

Therefore, as stated in the beginning of this chapter, to better understand the

seemingly intractable nature of the ethnic-national conflict on Cyprus that has permeated

into the socio-spatial fabric of Nicosia, three main questions are asked. 1) First, what are

the key historical factors that contributed to the progression and intensification of the

social and spatial cleavages that appear in the urban landscape today? 2) Second, to

what extent is the urban divide in Nicosia diagnostic of the overarching ethnic conflict

whereby the removal of the barriers in this city would deflate the general societal rift?  3)

Third, in what way is Nicosia’s urban division similar to or different from other

“ethnically” divided cities and in what way might this comparison help further the

general understanding of the causes and consequences of these entities?

5 See Hocknell (1998, 2000); Constantinou and Papadakis (2001); Papadakis (2004).
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Figure 1.1: The Geographical Location of Nicosia, Cyprus.
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In line with the second overarching goal stated in the introduction of this chapter,

the  analysis  of  the  above  questions  aids  in  “framing”  how  and  why  a  functioning  city

such as Nicosia becomes divided. This framing involves understanding issues such as: a)

the evolution of the historical urbanization patterns (including analysis of initial patterns

of socio-spatial divisions); b) how these patterns were affected by demographic

transitions within the city; and c) how this urban landscape lent to and was transformed

by the overt ethnic conflict in the late 1950s and 1960s that ended with the physical

partition of the city and the entire country by an United Nations “Buffer Zone” in 1974.

In line with the third overarching goal from the introduction, this study

emphasizes the utility of studying a divided city as a diagnostic microcosm for the

complex and reciprocal social issues at the macro, or state, level. One example of this is

using Nicosia as a socio-spatial model to measure the accepted narrative of Cypriot

ethnic cohabitation long espoused by the government and the international community.

Engaging this narrative historically may help soften the deleterious political rhetoric that

has pervaded the reunification process. Also, the analysis of Nicosia within the context of

other divided cities helps introduce a common system of patterns that can help to form

diagnostic benchmarks to be used when assessing areas on the verge of ethnic division.

Also, a comparative analytic structure, in the long run, may help calibrate successes and

failures experienced in all divided cities to assist in the identifying a template for the

peaceful solution of the Cyprus Problem as well as other cities around the world.

This research, then, follows a combined, holistic approach to understanding the

roots of urban conflict using social and spatial data to identify underlying social

ideologies and their manifestation in the physical space of Nicosia. It is the hope that

agencies can incorporate these results to better calibrate their reunification initiatives to

better fit with the historical progression of the socio-spatial realities on the island.

However, before one can calibrate projects to be more in line with the depth and scale of

the  Cyprus  divide,  it  is  essential  to  establish  a  historic  baseline  for  the  city  and  its

divisions.
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Brief History of Nicosia

The city of Nicosia dates back to the Archaic Period (c.700 BCE), when it formed

part of the kingdom of Ledra. The city developed through the Classical and Roman

periods and remained somewhat isolated until the late Byzantine Period when it became

the island’s capital. Following the Third Crusade (1191 CE), Richard the Lionhearted

transferred control over the island to Guy Lusignan, and Nicosia was transformed into the

administrative center as well as the central trading point of the island due to its location

nearly equidistant from the coastal towns of Famagusta, Kyrenia, Limassol, and Larnaka.

      The city prospered under the Lusignan control as is evident from the ornate

Gothic churches such as Hagia Sophia, St. Nicholas (the Turkish Bedestan), and St.

Catherine’s. During the Lusignan Period, the city developed into a large medieval style

town with a circuit wall and circular bastions encasing nearly nine square miles.6 In 1489,

Catherine Coronado, the last of the Lusignan Dynasty, transferred control of the island to

the Venetians who were quickly becoming the primary maritime trading and military

power in the Mediterranean. Within 70 years, however, Ottoman imperial ambitions

threatened the Venetian control over the island and rather than relinquish control to the

Sultan, the Venetians decided to defend their possession. In 1567, the Venetian architect

Giulo Savorgano began the construction of a circular defense wall with eleven spade

shaped bastions. It is this wall that remains around the “Old City” of Nicosia today.

Savorgano  did  retain  certain  aspects  of  the  medieval  urban  fabric  within  the  walls,

although he did order the razing of all structures outside the walls.

In 1570 the Ottoman army attacked the city and overwhelmed it within 48 days.

By 1571, with the fall of Famagusta, the Ottomans gained complete control over the

island. Common wisdom holds that following 1571, and even more so with the Ottoman

capture of Egypt, Cyprus was given a tertiary status within the empire and very little

investment was made in the island’s social and physical infrastructure for nearly 300

years.7 This accepted narrative of neglect is prevalent not only in travelers’ accounts

6 See Maratheftis (1977).
7  See Hill (1952).
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during the period but also in modern scholarship and can be challenged historically and

architecturally.8 One traveler in particular, Archduke Ludwig Slavator (1983 [1873]),

visited the island in 1870 and gave a detailed narrative of a fully functioning city with

working aqueducts, gardens, and bustling markets. This account serves to challenge the

“neglect” narrative and is a major component of this study.

In 1878 the British gained administrative control over Cyprus following the

Treaty of Berlin, though the island did not become a full colony until 1925 following the

Treaty of Lausanne in 1923. During the British Colonial Period (1878 to 1960) Cyprus’s

social  dynamic  began  to  shift  from  a  primarily  agrarian  society  to  a  more  urban,

industrialized one.9 Large numbers of people moved into the Nicosia and its satellite

villages to reap the economic benefits of the expanding industrial and tertiary sectors. In

order to keep pace, the British administration and the Nicosia municipality slowly began

to invest in the infrastructure of the city including the building of new roads,

neighborhoods, and water and sewer lines. As discussed and visualized in Chapter 7,

between 1881 and 1921 Nicosia’s population resided entirely within the Old City walls,

and its surrounding villages saw very little growth (11,536 people in 1881 and 18,579 in

1921 [based on 1881 and 1921 Censuses of Population]), but following 1921 the city

limits began to expand outside the walls and between 1931 and 1960 the city and its

surrounding villages had grown from around 30,000 people to almost 100,000. Soon the

city began to sprawl along the major arterial roads.

During the British Period the ethnic distinctions within the city and country

became more pronounced. Physically, the census and various maps of the island (such as

the 1882 Kitchener map of Cyprus) began to shed light on the tenuous yet peaceful

coexistence between the Greek Cypriot majority and the Turkish Cypriot minority. From

these maps and census data it is possible to reconstruct the various levels of ethnic

separation on the island and especially within Nicosia as is discussed at length in Chapter

7. It is noteworthy that this separation rarely resulted in intercommunal violence during

8 See Attalides (1981); Jeffery (1983 [1911]); Luke (1921); and for the environment see Thirgood (1987).
9 See Attalides (1981); Christodoulou (1959); Karouzis (1977); and Maratheftis (1977).
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the majority of the British Period. Tensions in Nicosia did begin to mount in 1931 with

the Greek riots over enosis (union with Greece), but it was not until the 1950s with the

EOKA rebellion against the British that one can see the beginnings of militant ethnic

separation.

Following the Second World War, the infrastructure of the city formed an

interconnected network serving most of the city’s inhabitants and the elected local

government served the needs of both communities. Fostered, many would argue, by

reactionary British policies, Greek and Turkish nationalism began to factor

predominantly in the psyches of the Cypriot people as illustrated by increased calls for

enosis by Greek Cypriots and taksim (division) by Turkish Cypriots.10 By the late 1950s,

interethnic and anti-colonial fighting solidified the sociopolitical divergence between the

two groups, which resulted in the loss of the previous neighborhood permeability in

Nicosia. This loss of permeability was etched into the urban landscape through the British

installation of a barbed-wired barrier leading down the Paphos-Hermes Street corridor by

in 1956. This line, which was informally named the “Mason Dixon Line” by the British

security forces, represents the first official division of Nicosia. This division of the city

heightened the polarization of the two communities into two ethnic zones and it served as

the line behind which the Turkish Cypriots formed a separate municipality in 1958.

Immediately following Cyprus’ independence from Britain in 1960, the

bicommunal framework of the new republic’s constitution soon proved unworkable and

by December 1963 the island had returned to a state of civil war. The polarization of the

two communities violently culminated in the 1964 “Green Line” partition of the Nicosia

which was patrolled by a British Truce Force until May of 1964 when it transitioned into

the United Nations Peacekeeping Force on Cyprus (UNFCYP). The events of 1964

undoubtedly left their mark on the urban fabric of Nicosia, as well as across the island.

Roadblocks and checkpoints were installed, houses along the contact points were

abandoned and shops were closed. Though fighting between the two communities in

Nicosia ebbed and flowed following 1964, tensions remained high between the two sides.

10 Panteli (1984); Stephanides (1999); and Reddaway (1986).
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The Green Line became a force that exacerbated further development of separate

municipalities and within the city.11

The  final  stage  of  Nicosia’s  division  was  set  into  motion  by  the  events  of  July

1974. On July 15th 1974 the mainland Greek Junta worked with loyal forces within the

Cypriot  National  Guard  to  overthrow  the  Greek  Cypriot  President  Makarios.  They

installed as president the ultra-nationalist Nikos Sampson who was pro-enosis and anti-

Turkish Cypriot (an ardent EOKA member). By July 20th the Turkish army landed in the

north of the island and by August 16th, they managed to seize somewhere between 30 to

40 percent of the island, depending on which source one reads. The final cease-fire line,

today’s UN Buffer Zone, stretches across the entirety of the island and cuts through the

center of Nicosia’s Old City. Today the division remains and Nicosia serves as the capital

city for both the Republic of Cyprus and the yet unrecognized Turkish Republic of

Northern Cyprus (TRNC). As is discussed in Chapter 10, in April 2003 the TRNC

administration opened the border in Nicosia and today there are six openings across the

island and Cypriots and tourists are now able to travel to either side of the island, though

they have to display their passports in order to cross.

Throughout the history of the divisioning process on Cyprus there were many

individual and international actors who helped shape the future of Cyprus. As is

discussed throughout this dissertation, these actors often move beyond supporting roles

into the forefront as provocateurs. Greece and Turkey as a whole are guilty of playing the

role as guarantors of power for their Cypriot cousins, but it was individuals in both the

Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities who empowered their respective communities

while simultaneously provoking the other. In the section below, the four leading

personalities at the roots of the Cyprus problem are discussed. They appear frequently

throughout Parts 2, 3 and 4 of this dissertation.

11 See Markides (1998, 2001).
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Brief Analysis of Major “Actors” in the Cyprus Problem

There are numerous references to what is termed “ethnic provocateurs”

throughout this dissertation. This label includes individuals who use ethnic and territorial

disenfranchisement as a means for political gain, both for themselves and for their

community. These individuals capitalize on primordial fears and activate latent identity in

order to incite the hostile tendencies of their respective communities. The presence of

ethnic provocateurs is all too common in divided societies and Cyprus, too, has its share.

As this dissertation moves into the specific analysis of Nicosia and its situatedness in the

general Cyprus Problem, a number of key personalities appear in the early phases of the

conflict  and  their  presence  continues  well  into  the  recent  history  of  the  Cyprus  divide.

Though many personalities appear in the context of the Cyprus Problem, there are four

main provocateurs who held positions of social power during most of the phases of

Cyprus’ division beginning in 1956. The tensions of the 1950s thrust these four

personalities (Archbishop Makarios III, Dr. Fazil Kütchük, Georgios Grivas, and Rauf

Denktash) into the forefront of Cypriot politics. Each left a dramatic mark on the socio-

spatial realities of Cyprus and their activities spanned from the early 1950s until 2004

(when Denktash was finally defeated in an election in the TRNC).

The first personality discussed is Georgios Grivas (also Grivas Dhiginis, or

General Grivas). He was a born on Cyprus in the late 19th century and joined the Greek

Army at a young age where he achieved the rank of colonel. In 1953, Greece began to

take an interest in Cypriot politics and actively supported the call for the island’s

independence from Britain as well as its self-determination. The latter would allow for

the  Greek  Cypriot  majority  to  vote  on  the  political  future  of  the  island,  which  was

reflected in the community’s continued call for enosis (union with Greece). When it

became clear that Britain would not cede the island, the Greek Cypriots with the support

of the Greek Orthodox Church (personified by Archbishop Makarios III) decided to

revolt against the British administration. Colonel Grivas was sent to the island to lead the

EOKA militia in its war against the British. Grivas used guerilla tactics to fight the

British and initially told his forces to refrain from attacking Turkish Cypriots.
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After the intercommunal riots of 1956, he changed tactics and EOKA was

allowed to carry out targeted attacks on key Turkish Cypriots. The EOKA campaign was

successful and by 1959 the British had opted to de-colonize the island. With EOKA no

longer needed, Grivas returned to Greece until he was summoned again to lead the Greek

Cypriot National Guard in 1964. Returning from Greece with an unspecified number of

Greek officers, volunteers, and weapons, he took control of the National Guard and it was

under his generalship that the raids on Kokkina (1964) and Kophinou (1967) nearly

brought about a Turkish invasion of the island. In 1968 he was removed from his position

and returned to Greece. He returned to Cyprus in the early 1970s to set up EOKA B,

which was tasked with the dual goals of achieving enosis and destabilizing the Makarios

campaign. Though Grivas died in January 1974, EOKA B did play a leading role later

that year in the coup d’état.

The second personality covered here is Archbishop Makarios III. Makarios was a

fervent supporter of enosis and when he was elected as Archbishop in 1950, he

immediately instituted a referendum in the Greek Cypriot community on the issue of

enosis. Nearly 96 percent of the community voted in favor of enosis and Makarios used

the results to convince Greece to assist the Greek Cypriots to achieve independence and

then enosis. Because of his open views on enosis and his staunch support for EOKA, he

was banished to the Seychelles by the British administration in 1956 where he remained a

distant but recognizable voice for enosis until his return to the island in 1960. It was in

that year that he was elected as the first president of the Republic of Cyprus, a position in

which he remained until his death in 1977—though his presidency was briefly interrupted

by the 1974 coup. In November 1963, Makarios issued his 13 Points proposal to change

the political configuration of the island which ignited a second round of interethnic

violence that left the city of Nicosia divided and the island permeated with armed Turkish

Cypriot enclaves.

Although Makarios was initially a champion of enosis, when the island achieved

its freedom in 1960 he changed his focus to promoting the independence of the republic,

a move that did not sit well with the Greek-ultra-nationalist Cypriots and the Greek Junta
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who came to power in 1968 in Greece. In 1971 and 1973 they attempted to assassinate

Makarios, but he escaped both times. The Greek Junta was finally successful in removing

Makarios  from Cyprus  in  July  1974.  He  escaped  to  Malta  with  the  help  of  the  British,

where he stayed until his return later that year. Makarios today has been memorialized as

a Cypriot hero, a champion of the independent state, an unrivaled religious leader, and a

supporter of a larger Greek identity (through his early support of enosis and EOKA). In

the Turkish Cypriot community, as well as a growing number of the Greek Cypriot

community, he is vilified for his 13 Points which called for the removal of many Turkish

Cypriot political rights, as well as his support of the National Guard during the enclave

period on Cyprus.

In response to the overwhelming Greek Cypriot support of enosis and EOKA the

Turkish Cypriot community took a diametrically opposed stance to the idea of enosis.

They supported taksim (partition of the island). Dr. Fazil Kütchük became the community

champion of this cause and as communal spokesmen became the active voice of taksim as

well as a promoter of a shared Turkish identity. In 1955-1956 he founded the Volkan

movement which was established to protect the Turkish Cypriot community. Volkan later

changed its name to the TMT (as discussed in Chapter 5) and this became the main armed

militia in of the Turkish Cypriot community and defended it against EOKA. Kütchük

remained a fervent voice for taksim throughout the violence of 1956-1959 and secured

his position as leader of the Turkish Cypriot community. When the island was granted

independence, the constitution called for a Turkish Cypriot vice president with full veto

powers equal to that of the president. Kütchük was elected as vice president in a landslide

and remained in that position until the republic fell apart in 1963-1964. Following 1964,

he remained the community leader of the Turkish Cypriots and was the lead negotiator

during the early peace talks. Though popular, his favor was waning during the later part

of his career to a more vociferous supporter of Turkish nationalism, namely Rauf

Denktash.

Rauf Denktash rose to power during the troubles of the 1950s. He was an

accomplished lawyer and the deputy leader of the Turkish Cypriot communal chamber
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under Kütchük. Denktash was from the outset more vocal in his support of a shared

Turkish identity than Kütchük and became a champion of an aggressive taksim

movement.  He  was  an  active  supporter  of  the  TMT  and  was  outspoken  concerning  his

unhappiness with the Greek Cypriot community. In 1960 he was elected as president of

the Turkish Cypriot communal chamber and managed the day-to-day affairs of the

community. When the violence of December 1963-1964 erupted, Denktash was banned

from the island and moved to Turkey. He remained in Turkey until his clandestine return

to the island in 1967. He was immediately arrested upon his arrival on the island, and in

retaliation for his return Grivas ordered the attack on the enclave of Kophinou, which

nearly brought about a Turkish invasion of the island. Denktash took over the role of

community leader from Kütchük in 1968 and remained in that position until the events of

1974. Following the invasion and subsequent division of Cyprus, Denktash became the

de facto leader of the self named Turkish Federated State of Northern Cyprus and acted

as chief negotiator for all subsequent settlement negotiations. In 1983 the Denktash

administration unilaterally declared that north Cyprus was an independent state named

the Turkish Republic of North Cyprus (TRNC), which remains recognized only by

Turkey to-date. He remained as elected president of the TRNC until his replacement in

2005 by the more moderate Mehmet Talat.

These personalities were the champions of their respective communities. They

became the figureheads of their communities and spokesmen for the socio-political and

territorial aspirations for their communities. Though the opinions concerning these

personalities vary from exclaiming each as villain or hero, they were not the radical

fringe of their respective communities. Each represented the mainstream geopolitical

ideologies of their communities, and each achieved a long tenure in their positions. The

often diametric opposition of the two communities is personified in these four

personalities. Regardless of opinions, the common denominator is that these men

functioned as the most recognizable and ethnic provocateurs during the evolution of

Cyprus’s divide. These four appear with great frequency in Chapters 8 through 11.
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Situating the Current Scholarship Specific to Nicosia

The current scholarship on Nicosia is limited, not only in English, but also in

Greek  and  Turkish.  Many  of  the  sources  discuss  the  city  in  a  cursory  way  or  focus

specifically either on the history of the city in the Medieval Period or focus on the

projects undertaken in Nicosia since the divide.12 The scholarship on the modern urban

form of Nicosia attributes its current sprawling shape not to a continuous growth pattern

over the centuries, but as a direct result of the Turkish invasion in 1974.13 The seemingly

uncontrolled outward growth into the suburbs and the overall state of the Old City is

perceived as a result of the military presence on the island. Fear is believed to be the

motivating factor behind Nicosia’s sprawl to the south, and it is this analysis that is the

status quo for all plans for the future of Nicosia.14 Historical development trends of

Nicosia are often overlooked and replaced with interpretations that further the stance of

the Greek Cypriot government, which is to return the island and the city to an undivided

state.15 This gap in scholarship surrounding the early development of the capital city

under British Colonial stewardship is unfortunate, as it is during this period that the

“modern” city of Nicosia began to take shape. Just as importantly, it is the only

remaining vestige of the city as a functional, culturally permeable entity. Therefore, this

study helps fill this gap in scholarship of the urban growth of Nicosia from 1878 to its

initial partition in the 1950s.

Along similar lines, the current knowledge concerning the role Nicosia played in

the development of the uneasy relationship between the Greek and Turkish Cypriot

communities is woefully lacking. The city is used as the backdrop for the violence in the

1950s and 1960s, but no one has ever investigated the demographic development of the

city,  and  how this  data  set  shows a  gradual  polarization  of  the  community  prior  to  any

violence. Since it was in Nicosia that the outbursts of violence introduced the island to

12 These sources are discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.
13 Petridou (1998); UNDP (1984). The literature review specific to the British Period Nicosia is provided in
Chapter 7.
14 See Petridou (1998); Papadakis (2004).
15 Rotberg (2003).
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overt intercommunal conflict, fully understanding the socio-spatial development of the

city is essential.

This dissertation builds upon the analysis of the physical development of the city

and thrusts it into the overarching narrative concerning the ethnically based conflict of

the Cyprus Problem. Throughout this work Nicosia is situated within the greater social

conflict  and  this  analysis  is  rooted  in  the  various  theoretical  perspectives  of  Urban  and

Political Geography, especially the avenues of research concerning the development of

identity based territoriality, border theory, and the symbolic landscape. The section below

outlines the path that this dissertation follows. The sequence aids in building the

theoretical foundations upon which the analysis of the Cyprus situation is based. It maps

the trajectory of how Nicosia is compared to not only the larger Cyprus conflict, but also

to other divided cities around the world today.

FORMAT OF THE DISSERTATION

The city of Nicosia serves as the primary case study for this dissertation and

becomes the focal point for the analysis of the Cypriot division. While the social, political

and spatial evolution of the city from its early layers through its divided status today

garners the majority of this study’s analysis, the city itself is not the singular emphasis of

this overall work. As stated above, to fully understand the process of divisioning of the

capital it is required that a thorough contextualization be developed to test the city’s

“uniqueness.” The contextualization involves measuring the city’s divisioning process in

juxtaposition with the overall pattern of social and spatial polarization across Cyprus.

Further, while the importance of understanding Nicosia’s place within the overall Cyprus

Problem is without question, it is also important to situate Nicosia’s evolution into a

divided urban entity within the larger the context of other divided cities around the world.

In order to accomplish this multilayered analysis of Nicosia within a regional and

international context, this dissertation follows a robust format that reflects this author’s

background in Classical Studies and Archaeology, Community and Regional Planning,

and Geography. The overall work is comprised of four parts. Part 1 (Chapters 2, 3, and 4)
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outlines the methods and theoretical context used throughout the dissertation. Chapter 2

established the general theoretical and methodological constructs in which this

dissertation operates as well as outlines the sources used for the analysis of the historical

development of Nicosia. The chapter also includes a discussion of the various techniques

used to collect and interpret the data, with special emphasis placed on field-research

methodology and  computer  aided  analysis  of  archival  data.  Chapter  3  is  a  theory  laden

discussion of ethnic identity and its transformation into the socio-spatial realities of a

region; this includes the activation of primordial identities for the purpose of nation

building and communal differentiation. Understanding the evolution of this ethnicity

based identity formation is instrumental for the issues presented in Chapter 4. This

chapter outlines the process of affixing identity to the physical space in a region. In the

first part of Chapter 4, analysis of the process of creating an ethno-cultural region

elucidates the socio-spatial issues associated with “territoriality” and the formation of

boundaries and borders.16 The process of bordering and boundary creation leads to the

discussion of control and access across a territory, which then leads to division and

conflict. The second part of Chapter 4 discusses how this border creation manifests itself

within urban areas, which leads to the analysis of the divided city paradigm. This section

serves to better contextualize Nicosia within the broader system of ethnically based urban

division.

Part  2  of  this  dissertation  (Chapters  5,  6,  and  7)  turns  the  attention  directly  to

Cyprus and Nicosia and serves as the “prelude to division.” The purpose of Part 2 is to

develop a historic continuum for the city and establish a robust picture of the social and

spatial realities on the ground prior to the division of the island and its capital. Chapter 5

establishes the context of the Cyprus Problem in terms of ethno-national narrative

construction by both communities across the divide. The competing ethno-national meta-

narratives “frame” the entire discussion of the evolution of the division in Nicosia and

16 For the premier study on “territoriality” see Sack (1981 and 1986). For border and boundary theory see
Newman and Paasi (1998), Newman (2006 and 2008), Paasi (2008), and Popescu (2012).
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across the island. As is demonstrated in the chapter, the historic realities and socio-spatial

“facts” discussed are manipulated by both sides to fit the parameters of their narrative,

often directly contradicting reality and furthering the communities’ diametric opposition

to each other. In the end, Chapters 6 through 11 assist in the evidence based

reconfiguration of the ethno-national meta-narratives on Cyprus. Chapter 6 begins this

revisionist process by focusing on Nicosia to develop the deep history of the city and its

evolution across the centuries from a Lusignan capital, to a Venetian fortress city, to an

Ottoman colonial capital of only tertiary significance. This deep history is essential for

understanding the multiple layers of the city, both architecturally and socially, that were

inherited by the British in 1878. Chapter 7 reflects the transition of the island and its

capital to British control. The British were meticulous record keepers, so this period is

replete with archival data that serve to develop a detailed social and spatial foundation for

the city and island as it enters its successive phases of intercommunal conflict in the late

1950s through 1974.

Part 3 (Chapters 8, 9, and 10) investigates the chain of events that transformed

Cyprus from a small British colony into an island with one of the world’s most renowned,

yet possibly least understood, social and spatial divisions. Building upon the historic

patterning of Nicosia’s urban form and the demographic configuration of the island in the

1950s, this part seeks to identify the main events that catalyzed the deep socio-spatial

divisions that appeared in the urban and regional landscape of the 1950s and the 1960s. It

quickly becomes apparent that Nicosia closely follows the models of urban partition

developed in Chapter 4. Chapter 8 investigates the causes and consequences of the

EOKA revolt against the British and how this devolved into intercommunal fighting that

left Nicosia divided for the first time.  It also examines how the intercommunal conflict

coupled with the involvement of external ethno-guarantors brought the idea of the

island’s partition to the forefront of political discussions concerning the future of post-

colonial Cyprus. Chapter 9 moves into the early independent Republic period (1960-

1964) and investigates how the political and social climate reflected the “unfinished

business” of the 1950s communal conflict. This communal distrust erupted into
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intercommunal violence that left the city of Nicosia divided a second time, as well as

transformed the landscape of Cyprus into one covered with armed Turkish Cypriot

enclaves. Chapter 10 concludes Part 3 with the final division of the island in 1974

following the July 15th Greek and Greek Cypriot coup which overthrew president

Makarios and the subsequent invasion of the Turkish military a week later. The final

division,  represented  by  the  UN  Buffer-zone,  is  analyzed  not  only  according  to  its

physical  form,  but  also  its  socio-psychological  impacts.  This  chapter  then  analyzes  the

evolution of bi-communal rapprochement projects and peace plans that followed the 1974

division—all of which have been unsuccessful to-date.

Part 4 (Chapters 11 and 12) draws this work to a close with the assessment of the

state of the current division in Nicosia and across the island. In 2003 the Denktash

administration opened one crossing in Nicosia for the movement of Greek and Turkish

Cypriots across the border. The impact of this opening of the strict military border is

investigated within the dynamic of social rapprochement. Does this softening of the

border signal a new chapter in intercommunal relations for the island? The answer to this

question is far from what one would expect. This chapter investigates this newly

configured border dynamic between the north and south through the analysis of the

symbolic landscape on both sides of the divide. What one sees through this analysis is the

strengthening of contrasting ethno-national identities aimed at further enhancing each

community’s claims to the physical space. The symbolic landscape is used to further the

ethno-national meta-narratives discussed in Chapter 5, and this paints a pessimistic

picture for the future of the Cyprus Division. Chapter 12 concludes the dissertation on a

fairly pessimistic note. The presence of ethnically divided cities and conflict based on

competing identities is an all too frequent occurrence in today’s globalized world. When

borders are supposedly being removed, the presence of ethnic conflict over territorial

control is a continual problem for nearly every region of the world, and once the conflict

manifests itself in a city or a region, it is exceedingly difficult to curtail. The conclusions

drawn concerning the continued division of Nicosia and Cyprus reflect on the shared

similarities with other divided regions. This contextualization helps bring Nicosia,
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Cyprus into its rightful place as a model of the progression of ethnic conflict and urban

division.

In the end, the four parts help to not only develop a detailed analysis of a hitherto

underrepresented divided city, but also to situate Nicosia and Cyprus in the larger corpus

of literature on the geopolitical realities of ethnic and territorial conflict. The intention of

this whole process is not to create a prescriptive plan for reunification; rather it serves as

a descriptive analysis of the process of socio-spatial devolution from peace to conflict.

The similarities identified between Nicosia and other divided cities does show that there

is a general communality of shared traits between all divided cities and hopefully this

dissertation will stimulate further discussion of these traits in order to be more proactive

in the face of another country’s impending slide into social chaos. Before moving into the

analysis of ethnicity and conflict, however, it is necessary to fully articulate the

theoretical and methodological context within which this dissertation operates, and it is to

this discussion that the study now turns.
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PART 1: METHODS AND THEORETICAL CONSTRUCTS OF THE
STUDY OF ETHNICALLY DIVIDED CITIES AND FRACTURED

SOCIETIES
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Chapter 2: Methodology and Review of Cyprus Specific Literature

To understand the depth and complexity of an ethnically divided city such as

Nicosia, Cyprus, it is essential to follow a mixed or multiple methods approach to fully

capture the nuances of a historically laden, geopolitical partition of a once unified

society. The purpose of this chapter is to outline not only the multiple methods utilized in

reconstructing the social geography of Nicosia and its positionality within the larger

Cyprus  conflict,  but  also  to  identify  the  various  sources  of  data  collected  and  analyzed

throughout the entirety of this work. The first section of this chapter provides a

generalized analysis of the multiple methods approach utilized throughout the entirety of

this work. The second section of this chapter moves into the analysis of the sources and

quality of Cyprus specific data for the reconstruction of the social and urban geography

of Cyprus.

Following the discussion of the geographical methods employed in the first

section of this study, this chapter investigates the sources and types of data available on

Nicosia and Cyprus. The final section of this chapter describes the fundamental

mechanics behind the creation of a robust geo-visualization of the devolution of Cypriot

society over nearly a century from a model of communal stability to inter-ethnic partition.

Special emphasis is placed on the progression of the geospatial patterning of the Turkish

and Greek Cypriot communities within Nicosia, the epicenter of early communal tensions

and the location that suffered the most acutely from the inter-communal violence of the

1950s and the 1960s, culminating in the hermetic military division of the city in 1974.

This geo-visualization of the spatial patterning of the Cyprus division is fundamental to

not only the dynamics of this current work, but it is also an essential contribution to the

prevailing literature on the “Cyprus Problem.” A temporally and geographically situated

analysis of the historic trajectory of the Cyprus division has never been presented though
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the analysis of ethnic cohabitation and coexistence plays a major role on the official

narrative of the Republic of Cyprus.17

GENERAL EPISTEMOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

When one considers the basic epistemological tenets of the field of Geography,

four primary pillars can be generalized upon which geographers can build/contribute to

the complex interplay of society, politics, and physical space.18 The first lies in the

analysis of the complexities of human–environment interaction, essentially how humans

interact with one another and the natural world across a landscape or region. The second

lies in the ability of geographers, especially with the application of Geographic

Information System (GIS), to visualize, or to “geo-visualize,” spatial variations and

patterns across a landscape or region. The visualization of spatial patterns is crucial for

understanding how people situate themselves within a landscape and interact with their

surroundings. However, the strengths of modern geographical analysis lie in the third and

fourth pillar of the discipline, namely the functional ability to analyze human-

environment interaction spatially across a landscape at multiple, interlocking scales, as

well as over time, linking spatial with temporal analysis.

The overarching goal of this work is to incorporate all four of these tenets into the

study of Nicosia, Cyprus and its evolution into one of the world’s most ethnically

polarized cities. To meet this goal, no single method or theoretical framework is used,

rather a panoply of methods underscore the analysis of the Cyprus Problem and how it

translates into the spatial realities in Nicosia and across the island. When one considers

the complexities involved with a spatial-temporal analysis of a divided society at multiple

scales, it is possible to see how following one specific methodological structure is

17 The discussion of the narrative of coexistence and cohabitation, or lack thereof, is further detailed in
Chapter 5.
18 The four pillars of geography as used in this chapter are based on an exegesis of the National Research
Council’s 2010 publication of Understanding the Changing Planet: Strategic Directions for the
Geographical Sciences.
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inadequate, if not impossible.19 As described in greater detail below, this study

incorporates a variety of spatial analysis techniques to develop a series of positionally

accurate, or “fixed,” foundations upon which to geographically situate the corresponding

social data. Historic maps of the island are correlated with recent maps and overlaid upon

modern satellite imagery to help construct the geographical backdrop for all

corresponding  spatial  analysis  of  the  location  and  movement  of  people  around  the  city

and countryside over time.

Next, population data extracted from the decennial census on Cyprus during the

British Period form the backbone of the generalized analysis of the location and

interrelationships of the cultural groups around the island. However, divergent from the

traditional path of spatial analysis techniques in geography, this study does not seek to

establish any quantitative based patterns of causality or create any normative or

predictive models concerning the location of the groups around the island. For the

purposes of this study, the geovisualization of the population dynamics is sufficient to

capture  the  changing  patterns  of  habitation  within  Nicosia  as  well  as  across  the  island

with an eye toward identifying the progression of ethnic polarization.

A purely spatial analysis of the population dynamics on Cyprus, while beneficial,

has its limitations in the sense that geographically locating the number of people only

presents part of the overall complexity inherent within a historically laden analysis of a

divided society.  It is of equal importance to investigate the motivations behind why

population movements occurred and the context in which the cultural interrelationships

were negotiated and changed over time. Similarly it is important to understand how

certain sections of the city and the island achieved significance beyond their purely

spatial parameters. Essentially this line of inquiry requires a more theoretically laden

geographical approach of post-structural geographical interpretation.

Investigating human-environment interaction from the perspective of how

meanings can be associated with space and place (post-modern, humanistic approach)

19 These scales range from a fine resolution investigation of a single neighborhood structure to the macro-
level island wide visualization of the population dynamics, to an even broader contextualization of Nicosia
within the general discussion of other divided cities around the globe.
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infused with a deconstructive and dialectic analysis of how the landscape is laden with

representations and reproductions of power and privilege inherent in a society (post-

structural approach) is essential to understanding a contested landscape. The analytic

techniques employed by post-structural geographers, especially, are important for the

contextualization of the division of Nicosia and the island in general into the large corpus

of literature on boundary creation and bordering (Chapter 4) as well as the analysis of the

continued ethno-cultural conflict that is being played out today across the symbolic

landscape on both sides of the divide (Chapter 11).

While this study does draw from post-structural theory structures within

geography, it does not follow the line of interpretation exclusively. This study diverges

from a purely humanistic approach because in the reconstruction of the social geography

of Cyprus over time, it nearly impossible to analyze of the role of the multitude of

individuals living on Cyprus as agents in the division of the island both historically and in

the present day.  Due to the lack of funding to hire interpreters and the lack of fluency in

Greek and Turkish, methods such as personal interviews and surveys were not conducted.

While the focus on the individual-oriented analysis of the Cyprus divide has been done,

in part, by other studies, it remains a very fertile avenue for future projects, and a detailed

survey project is currently being articulated by the author for a further study in the very

near future.20  Along similar lines, while this study does draw from the post-structuralist

analytic perspective in Chapter 11, this dissertation is not constructed around the theory-

determined perspective of the post-structuralism in which the geographical landscape is

solely constructed of successive layers of power-laden symbology.

In essence, this work seeks to achieve a form of epistemological synthesis by

bridging the gap between the spatial-empirical and post-modern approaches within the

field of geography as it applies to the study of Cyprus’ divided urban and social

landscape. This synthesis is encapsulated in the methodological framework of the

“Critical Realist” approach outlined by Shaw, Dixon and Jones (2010). This approach

combines  the  reliance  on  spatial  analysis  to  understand  the  importance  of  location,  but

20 For example, see Attalides 1981; Papadakis 2005; Navaro-Yashin 2012.
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holds that one cannot infer specific causality from spatial variations and proximity alone.

Critical Realism relies on the analysis of multiple scales of analysis from the individual to

the macro-level, and also seeks to couch analysis within the context of a “depth model” in

which events are produced and influenced by wider and deeper structures over time. This

theory laden approach seeks to find complementarity of influences and causal

mechanisms across the human and natural landscape which help shape the visible world.

This approach relies on the utilization of comparative analysis and case studies to help

further develop a deeper understanding and contextualization of the forces that help shape

the physical world.

It  is  within  the  context  of  this  Critical  Realist  geographical  synthesis  that  this

dissertation operates. Nicosia, Cyprus serves as the primary case study for the analysis of

the devolution of an urban entity from peace to conflict, from ethnic stability to ethnic

conflict, from co-existence to ethnic cleansing. By following a Critical Realist approach,

this study seeks to contextualize Nicosia within the broader structural forces at work

across Cyprus as well as within the context of the even larger structural forces (global)

that also shape other divided cities and societies around the world. In the following

sections, further analysis of the specific techniques and sources of data are described.

After a discussion of the general body of literature on the Cyprus Problem, this chapter

moves into an outline of data acquisition and mapping techniques

LITERATURE SPECIFIC TO THE “CYPRUS PROBLEM”

To understand the importance that a geographical perspective plays in the overall

discussion of the Cyprus division, it is necessary to first identify the primary foci of the

prevailing literature on Cyprus.   The bulk of the social, political, and historical literature

concerning Cyprus is focused on analyzing the events immediately leading up to and

following the island’s division in 1974.21 This historical-political retrospect is in a

21 By  means  of  a  partial  list  of  major  works  on  the  “Cyprus  Problem”  see  Stephens  1966;  Xydis  1967;
Attalides 1977 and 1979; Markides 1977; Hitchens 1984 and 1997; Pollis 1973; Erlich 1974; Foley 1964;
Foley and Scobie 1975; Polyviou 1980; Loizos 1981; Reddaway 1986Theophylactou 1995; Joseph 1985
and 1997; Dodd 1998 and 1999; Stephanides 1999; Coufoudakis 1976 and 2008; Diez 2002; Heraclides
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continual state of revision and re-evaluation, but a general synthesis of the works

concerning the “Cyprus Problem,” belies two important issues. First, there is a

predominance of the Greco-European perspective on the problem, in which the authors

often use historical revisionist processes to further develop their communal meta-

narratives.22 Many of the available sources on the Cyprus conflict are written by Greek

Cypriots as well as European and American scholars, with only limited representation

from the Turkish and Turkish Cypriot perspective.23 As is demonstrated in detail in

Chapter 5, when one critically examines the available scholarship on the Cyprus Problem,

it becomes immediately apparent that the literature functions as a substantial platform for

the presentation of communal meta-narratives.

SOURCES ON THE SOCIAL AND URBAN HISTORY OF CYPRUS

Pre-British Sources

There are a number of repositories for the wealth of ancient and historic sources

that are helpful in determining the historic depth of Nicosia, its population dynamics, and

its situation within the greater island dynamics of the pre-British period.24 The accounts

of early Nicosia are valuable in that they establish a chain of habitation baseline that aids

in understanding the depth of the functioning urban stratigraphy of this site. As is

described in further detail in Chapter 7, the city’s socio-spatial configuration serves as the

platform upon which the inter-communal fighting of the 1950s and early 1960s takes

2010; and Ker-Lindsay 2011. For further analysis of the official Greek Cypriot platform concerning the
Cyprus Problem see the various annual publications by the Republic of Cyprus’s Press and Information
Office.
22 See Salem 1992; Papadakis 1995; Calotychos 1998; Ker-Lindsay 2004; Sant Cassia 2005; Papadakis, et
al. 2006; Bryant 2010, Navaro-Yashin 2012. See also Soulioti 2006 for the use of historical and
governmental documents for the propagation of a Greek Cypriot revisionist history narrative.
23 Focus on the Turkish Cypriot Perspective can be found in such sources as Denktash 1982; Volkan 1979;
Salih 1978 and 2004; Feyzioglu and Erektun 1987; Bahcheli 1990; Oberling 1991; Necatigil 1993; Sonyel
1997;; Boroweic 2000; Reiterer 2003; Uludag 2005;
24 Arguably the most important of these compilations of historic sources translated into English is
Cobham’s Excerpta Cypria (1924) followed by Wallace and Orphanides (1990-2000) Sources for the
History of Cyprus. Volumes I-VIII. Similarly, a number of the original accounts complied into these works
can be found in digital form on the Project Guttenberg website (www.gutenberg.org).
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place. After an abbreviated outline of the historical sources relevant to Nicosia, this

section continues into a detailed analysis of recent sources specific to divided Nicosia.

Though the earliest historical account of Nicosia dates back to the mid-5th century

CE, it is only from the 6th century CE and following that sources begin to appear that give

more detail to the placement and function of Nicosia.25 References to the city are hidden

among scattered religious records, among writings of foreigners who lived on or

journeyed to the island, and the accounts of religious pilgrims who briefly stopped over

on their way to the Holy Land. These sources, however, focus mainly on the political and

religious history of the island and only briefly mention Nicosia. As one would expect,

there  is  an  overall  lack  of  detail  concerning  the  physical  design  of  Nicosia.  There  are,

however, three sources (dating between the 13th and 16th centuries) that give some details

as to the design of the city, and these references, discussed in Chapter 6, are of great

utility to the conceptualization of Medieval and Lusignan Nicosia.26

As one enters the Venetian Period (1480-1571), the number of available sources

quickly  diminishes.  Most  of  the  sources  related  to  the  Venetian  rule  on  Cyprus  are

provided by chroniclers in later centuries.27 Similarly,  the  early  history  of  Ottoman

Cyprus (1571-1878) does not fare any better than that of the Venetian Period. Primarily,

these sources involve travelers’ accounts and works by British colonial agents and

25 As related in Cobham and Wallace and Orphanadies, these sources include the Acts of St Barnabas
(mid-5th century CE); the Vita of St. Tychon (610 CE); Theodore of Paphos (655 CE); Hierokles (first half
of 6th century); Notitiae Episcopatuum Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae (9th century CE); Constantine VII
Porphyrogennetos (10th century CE); Synaxarion of Constantinople (10th century CE); Vita of St. Spyridon
(7th century CE); Notitiae Episcopatuum Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae (10th-13th century CE); Anna
Kommene (1148 CE); John Kinnamos (after 1143 CE); Vita of St. Triphyllios (12th century CE); Gregory
of Cyprus Patriarch of Constantinople (1283-1289 CE); Resegsta Regni Hierosolymitani (1286 CE);
Itinerorium Regis Ricardi (13th century CE).
26 See Wilford Von Oldenburg (1211 CE); Felix Faber (1480 CE); Christopher Furer (1566 CE). These
sources, though minimal in content describe the basic parameters of pre-Venetian Nicosia that are used
frequently by Maratheftis (1977) and Keshishan (1990).
27 For example see Chronicle of George Boustronios (1456-1489); Maritis (1767). It is highly likely that
there are many sources related to Cyprus and Nicosia housed within the Venetian Archives in Venice, Italy,
but as of yet, no scholars have made an effort to fully utilize this source for the reconstruction of the
Venetian Period of Nicosia.
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administrators.28 It  is  during  the  later  stages  of  the  Ottoman  Period,  however,  that

references to the urban form of Nicosia become more detailed, including the descriptions

of buildings and the general cityscape.29 It is these sources that serve as the only window

into how the city looked before the British arrived. What is apparent from these sources,

as well as those concerning the Ottoman Period written sources during the late 19th and

early 20th centuries, is that there is a recognizable bias on the part of these later authors.

As is discussed in Chapter 7, they use the descriptions of the conditions of Nicosia as a

way to delegitimize the Ottomans while simultaneously bolstering the civilizing aspects

of the British Colonial Rule and aggrandizing the advancements experienced by residents

on the island and in the capital.30

British Period Sources

The general literature discussing Nicosia during the early British period of Cyprus

includes accounts by the first British administrators and adventurers to the island.

Military and travelers’ accounts help reconstruct what the first colonialists saw, or at least

reported, concerning the physical, social, and urban environment of Cyprus.31 One

invention  that  was  not  present  in  the  earlier  travelers’  accounts  was  the  camera.  In

addition to the written word, British authors utilized the camera to include images in their

works, including photographs of the buildings and landscapes around Nicosia, as well as

the people and places within the city.32  These  historical  resources  are  crucial  to

understanding what the British used as base material to begin their administrative

restructuring of the city and island. Also, these resources give modern researchers a

28 For example see Dandini (1596), Richard Wrag (1595), George Sandry (1610), Jefferies 1983 [1918],
Fischer 1919, Luke 1921, Papadopoullos 1965.
29 See John Mortague (1738), Richard Pococke (1738), Mariti 1971 [1909], Bars’kyj’s Travels in Cyprus
(1800), William Turner (1815), General Lewis Cass (1837). For a detailed analysis of late Ottoman Nicosia
see Archduke Salvator (1983 [1873]).
30 See Luke (1921), Orr (1972 [1918]), Jeffery (1983 [1918]), as well as Jennings (1993).
31 R.H. Lang 1878; Wolseley (1878), W.F. Butler (1878), McCalmont (1878-1879), Foscolo (1880), Rider
(1901).
32 See R.H. Lang (1878) and Foscolo (1880).
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glimpse of what the city looked like in the late 19th century. The early British sources are

discussed in more detail in Chapter 7.

SOURCES SPECIFIC TO 20TH CENTURY NICOSIA

As addressed above, the sources relating to the politics and history of the Cyprus

Problem are many and form the main body of literature available on modern Cyprus.

What poses a unique challenge for this study is the lack of publications that focus

specifically on Nicosia. Considering the role Nicosia played during the height of the

intercommunal tensions in the late 1950s and 1960s and during the intense urban fighting

of the 1974 invasion, one would assume there would be more resources concerning the

city. This dearth of sources also is surprising since Nicosia serves as the capital of both

the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus and the Republic of Cyprus and houses the

headquarters of the international agencies such as the UN and government embassies.

Virtually every aforementioned work on the Cyprus Problem uses the city as merely the

backdrop for the violence and never focus as specifically on the urban structure and

politics that shaped the city over time. While there are a number of sources that

investigate the history of the city, including brief discussions of its morphology, none

focus on how the urban development affected social tensions during the height of the

communal tensions.33

This overall lack of published information on Nicosia is unfortunate. While this

city and its surrounding villages served not only as the progenitor of overt communal

violence, but also as the continued epicenter of the intercommunal fighting, very little is

33 For a synthesis and approximation of the history of the urban form of the city see Maratheftis 1977 and
Keshishian 1990. For an analysis and compilation of historic maps specific to Nicosia see Stylianou and
Stylianou 1989. For specific sources on the fortifications of the city see Charalambides 1991; Coldstream
1993; Demi 1985; Dreghorn 1979; Hadjigavriel 1995; Grivaud 1988; Shaar, et al 1995. For a brief synopsis
of the history of Nicosia see Attalides 1981. For a detailed analysis of the role of the separate municipalities
issue and its impact on the people and politics of Nicosia immediately following Cyprus’ independence in
1960 see Markides 1998 and 2001. For a brief synopsis of the impact of partition on Nicosia see Kliot and
Mansfeld 1997.
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actually known about its interlocked social, political, and urban matrices.34 Recent

sources that focus specifically on Nicosia are very narrow in their scope and focus on the

activities of the Bicommunal Development and Nicosia Master Plan initiatives

undertaken by the United Nations Development Programme and following the divide of

the city in 1974.35 The  further  analysis  of  these  sources,  as  well  as  the  Master  Plan  is

carried out in Chapter 10.

The lack of resources specific to Nicosia, however, also presents an opportunity.

There is a dramatic need for a detailed analysis of the spatial growth of the city coupled

with the socio-political development of the city. Special emphasis needs to be placed on

the  role  these  socio-spatial  patterns  played  in  the  devolution  of  the  city  from  a

functioning municipality to one separated by a dividing line (500 feet or less in some

places within the city) patrolled by the United Nations peacekeeping force (UNFCYP)

and across which two opposing armies continue to face off at gunpoint. This dissertation

serves  to  outline  the  morphological  history  as  well  as  to  accentuate  key  attributes  from

the historic record that are crucial to the better understanding of the development of the

fissures that appeared in the 1950s between the two communities in the capital. To

accomplish this goal, and keeping in mind the lack of published material, Chapters 7

through 10 reconstruct the history of the city from the archival records that are found

within the archives of Cyprus, the Nicosia Municipality, as well as the National Archives

in London, England. This archival record, coupled with a multiplicity of other sources

such as censuses, newspaper articles, historic photographs and maps, and portions of

published works relevant to the city’s development, facilitate a detailed description of the

evolution of the capital from its late Ottoman Period to its divided structure today.

34 Other cities such as Larnaca, Limassol, and Famagusta also suffered from intercommunal tensions
during the late 1950s and during the outbreak of violence in 1963-1964, often with the same intensity as in
Nicosia, but the capital experienced the largest and most sustained hostilities.
35 See Gumpert and Drucker 1998, Hocknell 1998, Hocknell, et al. 1988, Petridou 1998, and Zesimou
1998.
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ARCHIVAL SOURCES UTILIZED IN THIS STUDY

There are many avenues available to aid in the reconstruction of the socio-

political history of Cyprus beyond the secondary scholarly data addressed above. This

dissertation draws on a number of primary sources from which to establish a near ground

up reconstruction of the social geography of Nicosia and its position within the greater

Cypriot social dynamic. The primary sources of historical data come are found in the

various archival repositories on Cyprus, specifically the State Archives in Nicosia, and

abroad. The fact that Cyprus was a British colonial holding from 1878 to 1960 places it in

a somewhat unique position in that not only were the British administrators conscientious

and meticulous record keepers, but often these records were duplicated and/or transferred

to the National Archives in London, England. Because the records of Cyprus governance

are held in two locations, there is greater accessibility to the records and therefore a better

chance of compiling a more complete picture of the colonial history of Cyprus. Research

was conducted at the National Archives in London intensively during the summer of

2002 and summer of 2010, and at the State Archives in Nicosia in the summer of 2003,

the summer and fall of 2004, fall of 2005, and the summer of 2009. Below is an

abbreviated identification of the records held at each location as well as a discussion of

the limitations experienced at each institution.

The British National Archives in London

The National Archives (formerly called the Public Records Office or PRO) in

Kew within the larger metropolitan region of London, England is an excellent source for

records of the British Colonial Period on Cyprus. The headings and record numbers have

been digitized and are searchable on the National Archives database which allows for

rapid keyword queries of the extant files of the Colonial Office (especially under the CO

67 and CO 926 headings), the files of the Foreign Office (FO 371), which plays a larger

role in the affairs of Cyprus as it transitions to independence, the War Office (WO 305

and WO 386 series) and Ministry of Defense (DEFE 11), which provide details

concerning the fighting that occurred on the island in the 1950s, 1960s as well as the
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1974 invasion,36 the Ministry of Overseas Development (OD 34 and OD 637), the

Foreign and Commonwealth Office (especially FCO 9), the Prime Minister’s Office, and

many more.

Though the British Government’s official policy for sensitive files includes a 30

year moratorium on accessibility, this does not play a significant factor for the Cyprus

situation as all events that are crucial for this current study occurred prior to 30 years ago.

The records on Cyprus housed in the National Archives have many valuable

contributions  for  the  analysis  of  the  historic  progression  of  the  Cypriot  society  and

politics. Records housed in the collection include hitherto un-, or at least under-, utilized

maps that prove crucial to reconstructing the proposals for territorial exchange as well as

the  original  hand  drawn map of  the  “Green  Line”  and  the  location  of  the  areas  of  joint

patrols which stemmed the violence that occurred in Nicosia on Christmas 1963; this is

discussed in further detail in Chapter 9.37 Other valuable records include those of the

Colonial Office which functioned as the intermediary between the Colonial Secretary on

Cyprus and the main government in London, especially as more requests were being

made by the Cyprus administration for Colonial Development and Welfare (CDW) funds

for projects that would later turn out to be divisive during the inter-communal conflicts in

the 1950s and 1960s (found in Chapters 8 and 9).38

While the National Archives in London were instrumental for this study, there are

a few limiting factors that warrant discussion. The primary issue encountered during this

process is the issue that can best be summarized as “archival scale.” The records housed

in the National Archives are invaluable for the reconstruction of the macro-level scale.

The number and availability of records pertaining to the higher levels of governmental

exchange between the colonial core and Cyprus periphery are immense. They are

instrumental for reconstructing the general law structures in place, as well as the general

36 See WO 305/3130, DO 201/50, DO 121/243, DO 194/46 for an assessment of the violence in 1963 and
1964 as well as the activities of the Joint Patrol Force. Also, see WO 386/12 and WO 386/21 for a detailed
outline of the coup and subsequent Turkish military action in July 1974.
37 See CO 926/278, CO 926/227, CO 926/710
38 See DO 156/8.
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demographic information found in the decennial census reports, and the machinations of

the top tiers of government in the colonial office. The macro-level records, however, also

prove to be one of the more limiting factors of the London archives as the scope of the

records are often too broad to capture the nuances of the smaller governmental agencies

working within the colonial administration on Cyprus, especially the Department of

Planning, the Municipality of Nicosia, and the Public Works Department, among others.

The records of the Cyprus specific units are under-represented within the National

Archives in Kew, which necessitates the utilization of the Cyprus State Archives in

Nicosia.

State Archives in Nicosia

The State Archives in Nicosia are a valuable source for records pertaining to the

capital as well as the island during the British Period. In general, the State Archives

serves as a repository for the disparate records from multiple governmental agencies from

around  the  island,  and  considering  that  the  majority  of  colonial  and  state  agencies  are

located within the capital (often within a proximity of a few miles of the archives), the

archives have been able to collect many records from such agencies as the Department of

Town Planning Housing, the Public Works Department, the Ministry of Health, the

Department of Lands and Surveys, the Nicosia Municipality, the Colonial Secretary’s

Office, and the Office of the High Commissioner, later Governor’s Office, among many

others. The files from these agencies are classified under a general letter designation

(SA1) followed by a numerical sequencing beginning each year from the early 1880s

through today.39

39 For example, a standard State Archive file classification would be SA1 4603/1884; in later years files
were broken into multiple parts which often spanned a number of decades—these record numbers include
an additional  designation  of  /1-ff.  Also,  each  page  is  given a  red  number  at  the  top  which  helps  narrow
down certain references within often large files. The records lumped together under the SA1 designation
are not further classified by the individual office; this makes the extraction of relevant files a time
consuming and arduous task having to go line by line through the large, annual registers. There is a
moratorium on availability of 50 years that seals the records and makes them inaccessible without explicit
written consent from the director of the State Archives. The inherent problem of this regulation is discussed
in more detail below.
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Early records pertaining to Nicosia are drawn primarily from the office of the

Public Works Department and the Department of Sanitation which focus on the

development of infrastructure and improvements to the newly acquired city. Records

describe the sanitary conditions of the city, the filling in of the moat around the city

walls,  and  the  budgeting  for  major  road  and  water  works  of  the  early  British  period.40

Also, one finds colonial re-evaluations and revisions of the municipal and land codes

from the late Ottoman Period.41 As discussed in Chapter 7, later 19th century records

predominately focus on the British efforts to stabilize and improve the city through

infrastructure improvements and a reconfiguration of land ownership regulations and

municipal by-laws. The records of early 20th century, however, report on much broader

projects such as the creation of an electricity grid for Nicosia as well as increasing the

town’s water supplies, and transportation related projects.42 Similarly, numerous files

were identified during this period concerning the expansion of Nicosia’ municipal

boundaries as well as further municipal by-laws and building regulations.

As one moves into the 1930s and 1940s, the British Period files begin to become

more robust with multiple folios for each file number. The records, as they pertain to

Nicosia especially, begin to move much more into colonial development schemes and

annual reports of activities by long established entities such as the Water Commission,

the Nicosia Municipality, the Public Works department, and so on. Significant files

included in this period’s archival record include the 1944 Town Planning Scheme and

40 For example records concerning the sanitary conditions of Nicosia include SA1 2680/1884, SA1
603/1885, SA1 1595/1888, SA1 3118/1888, and SA1 74642/1888, SA1 3394/1891, SA1 3394/1890, SA1
592/1891. Records pertaining to infrastructure projects include, but are not limited to SA1 4603/1884, SA1
2065/1884, SA1 158/1884, SA1 2848/1899, SA1 1127/1899, SA1 2329/1898, SA1 103/1899, SA1
1111/1899, SA1 1745/1092.
41 For example the Municipal Bill of 1881 (SA1 7550/1881, SA1 771/1908) and the Ottoman Land Code of
1885 (SA1 3663/1885 and SA1 1920/1891, SA1 2042/1894).
42 Foe the electrification of Nicosia see SA1 571/1911/1-3; for water related works see SA1 348/1900; for
building regulations see SA1 651/1901,  SA1 1000/1901 and for the reconstruction of the ramparts see SA1
532/07, for transportation related improvements see SA1 1207/1901, SA1 638/1900, SA1 1021/1922;  for
vehicle registration regulations; for the expansion of  the municipal boundaries (SA1 1283/1922/1-3, SA1
1513/1928/1-3) and municipal building regulations (The Construction of Buildings, Streets, and Wells on
Arazi Mirie Law 1927 SA1 769/1927/1-3) and by-laws, especially those pertaining to elementary education
(SA1 1522/1929).
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reports by the Public Works Department concerning road and water line construction and

building laws.43 One grouping of files from this period proved to be extremely valuable

but hitherto unaccounted for in the prevailing literature on Cyprus, and this is the series

of  files  associated  with  the  Housing  Committee  set  up  by  the  British  administration  in

1945  to  investigate  the  condition  of  houses  in  Nicosia  as  well  as  plan  of  new  housing

schemes aimed at the working class.44 One of the most critical points of contention within

Nicosia during the periods of intense intercommunal fighting during the 1950s and early

1960s focuses on one of these housing schemes that came to fruition, namely the suburb

of Omorphita, which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 7.

Along similar lines, when one moves into the period of the 1950s, the files as they

pertain to Nicosia continue on with the pattern of annual reports of municipal works,

infrastructure development and interconnectivity, and so on.45 The significant files

pertaining to the urban development of Nicosia include a reassessment of the housing

situation by the Housing Committee in 1952 (SA1 1656/1952) as well as the Morris

Report of 1959 (SA1 1196/1959), which details the first long range planning scheme for

the capital. It must be admitted, however, that the availability of records quickly

diminished as one enters the period of the late 1950s and 1960s. This, in part, is due to

the fact that this period marked a transition in control from the colonial administration to

one run by the Cypriots, or it could be due, in part, to the intercommunal strife that

engulfed the island in 1956-1958. However, the most significant hindrance on the

availability  of  records  from  this  period  comes  from  the  administration  of  the  State

Archives itself, which is described below.

Though the Cyprus State Archives is an invaluable resource for the analysis of

British  Period  and  the  early  Republic  Period  of  Cyprus,  this  author  faced  a  number  of

major issues. First, due in part to the division of the city, a number of records from the

43 For Town Planning laws and schemes see SA1 1003/1944, SA1 1096/1936, SA1 1238/1938, SA1
1480/1939, SA1 726/1945for road construction and infrastructure improvements see SA1 969/1945, SA1
1012/1931, SA1 509/1932/1-5, SA1 739/1943, SA1 701/1939, SA1 960/1948, and SA1 1130/1938.
44 See SA1 1111/1945 and especially SA1 849/1944 for housing schemes and SA1 1212/1939 pertaining to
rent restrictions.
45 See SA1 1436/1955, SA1 1688/1955, SA1 1300/1950, and SA1 549/1959/1-4.
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British Period and the early Republic Period of Cyprus are housed in the Municipal

archives in the Northern section of the City and administered by Turkish Republic of

Northern Cyprus (TRNC) officials. Some records from the late Ottoman period as well as

Evkaf (Muslim religious holdings) and some Nicosia Municipal records are housed in the

north, which proves a challenge for a researcher as the official policy of non-recognition

by the South translates into potential issues in that if one is known to be working with an

agency  in  the  North,  a  government  entity  such  as  the  State  Archives  can  restrict  one’s

access to records in the south, or dis-allow one from conducting further research in the

south. Though this author knows of no specific instance of this rule being enforced, the

threat of loss of access does curtail one’s activities north of the divide.

Other restrictions include limited hours of operation and severely restricted hours

during the summer months, especially August The main problem one faces, however,

when undertaking a project that requires a geography-based historical analysis is the

removal of maps from files before they are available for viewing. On numerous

occasions, maps referenced repeatedly in the archival file were removed from the folders

because they were deemed “fragile” by the archivist and no photocopies were allowed.

This problem was endemic and the few maps that remained within the folders were, in

the opinion of this author, missed by the archivist before it was brought out. Finally, due

in part to budget constraints, the records of the archives were not digitized. Searching for

files  had  to  be  done  via  the  table  sized,  hand  written  registers  from  the  British  Period.

This process was time consuming and often the record numbers from the registers did not

correspond to the State Archive file numbers.

A final limitation to the archival system on Cyprus is that, though agencies are

legally bound to submit documents to the archives, on numerous occasions this author

heard accounts of officials who would take records home with them to their private

libraries with the intention of “writing a book” at some point during their retirement from

public service.  The result was that many of the more significant records that were

referenced in the archives were not available because no one knew who had them. It is
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within this restrictive environment that this archival research was conducted and the

overall process did limit the “completeness” of the historical data presented in this work.

There are, however, many additional sources of archival data that proved essential

to the completion of this work. The Archbishop Makarios III Library in the lower levels

of the Archbishopric in the Old City of Nicosia contains a near complete archive of the

island’s printed newspapers as well as older published works that do not appear in other

libraries around the island. The newspaper archives, with special emphasis on the Cyprus

Mail daily newspaper, help construct the clearest picture of the sequence of events during

the intercommunal turmoil of the late 1950s and early 1960s.46 Though the library uses

an antiquated card index search system for its older books, a number of important sources

housed in the archives were identified. These included De mas Latrie’s written

companion to his 1800s map of the island in which he included the late Ottoman period

population data of the island, which is analyzed in more detail in Chapter 6. It also holds

the 1960 Thorpe Report in which the United Nations Development Programme outlined a

five and ten year plan for the island, including public works projects for the Nicosia

region. Also within the archives was a copy of The Builder article from 1903 in which the

director of antiquities on Cyprus, George Jeffery, detailed the history and rehabilitation

process of the Venetian walls of Nicosia.

Another valuable repository for sources pertaining to British Period Nicosia is the

Nicosia Municipal Library within the walls of the Old City. This library houses, among

other general historic sources, a near complete archive of the Cyprus Gazette in which the

laws of the British Period are presented. This archive is invaluable for the articulation of

the legal framework in which the municipality of Nicosia functioned as well as the

46 While a valuable resource, newspaper articles must be used with some caution as they are often prone to
bias and can over-represent the views of the authors or those of the intended audience. In the case of the
Cyprus Mail, the English version caters to English, primarily British, readers, so the content must be used
with some critical suspicion. As Sant-Cassia (2005 pg 27) states concerning the Cypriot Press, “the press
was neither independent nor investigative. There was a premium on the management of information. The
Greek Cypriot leadership wished to present Turkish Cypriot violence as arbitrary, criminal, vindictive . . .”
It is with this in mind that newspaper article content analysis is relegated to reconstructing the sequence of
events, such as the locations and numbers of those killed or injured during fighting, and so on rather than
using the articles for articulating the “who and why?” in which there is room to add conjecture on the part
of the author(s).
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official record of the various acts of government which, in some instances, helped

exacerbate the inter-communal tensions on the island. The library also houses the official

minutes of the Legislative Council, which play an important role in understanding the

extent  to  which  the  representatives  of  the  two  communities  worked  together,  as  Kyrris

(1977) espouses, as well as worked with the British administration to further the

prerogatives of their individual community.

Other libraries such as those housed in the Cyprus American Archaeological

Institute  as  well  as  within  the  various  libraries  of  the  United  States  are  also  important

sources for historic research on the Cyprus Problem. The interconnected US library

system houses copies of the decennial census of population as well as many valuable

travelers’ and historical accounts which include original, small scale maps dating back

into the 19th century. These maps have been digitized and georectified by the author to

form a time-series sequence of base maps for this dissertation.  These maps are a valuable

addition to those that can be found in the various map repositories on Cyprus.

HISTORIC MAPS

Historic maps, as mentioned above, are essential to visualizing and reconstructing

the progression of not only the urban development of Nicosia, but also for the analysis of

the changes that occurred over time across the physical and social landscape of the island.

A number of agencies have map archives which, on occasion, are made available to

researchers. First is the map archive of the Department of Lands and Surveys (DLS) in

Nicosia. The cadastral maps of the island are housed here as well as a near complete

archive of aerial photographs of the island dating back into the 1930s. They also have a

number of smaller scale maps of the island, such as transportation maps, available for

purchase.47 They  also  have  a  copy  of  the  1885  Kitchener  map  of  Nicosia  which  is

available for purchase, and this map plays a crucial role in this study’s analysis of early

47 Though repeated requests were made, these aerial photographs were not made available.
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British  Period  Nicosia.  The  cadastral  archive  proved  difficult  to  access  at  the  DLS and

the director stated that they did not keep a record of historic cadastral maps.48

Other municipal maps are housed in the map drawers of the Department of Town

Planning and Housing in Nicosia, though these are not catalogued and also proved

difficult to navigate. The Department of Town Planning and Housing does have a number

of zoning and land-use maps of the modern municipality as well as a copy of the 1984

and 2000 Nicosia Master Plan, all of which are crucial for the analysis of the continued

division of the city into the present period. Finally, the map archive of the Cyprus

American Archaeological institute houses a number of important maps within their

library. These include a bound copy of the original 1881 Kitchener map of the Cyprus as

well as copies of the 1911 and 1927 1:5,000 maps of Nicosia. Both of these map series

were digitized and combined in Photoshop by the author to create essential base-map

layers for the historical analysis of this study. The 1881 Kitchener map of the island has

numerous important features such as village place-names, religious affiliation indicators,

and a visualization of land-use features across the entirety of the landscape of the island.

Although gaining access to and digitizing the relevant historic archives, especially

the  available  maps,  was  a  painstaking  and  often  challenging  process,  the  results  are

significant for the furthering of knowledge on the often misunderstood and/or

misrepresented colonial period of Cyprus. The accumulation and synthesis of archival

data allow for a more complete picture of the nuances of communal co-existence within

Nicosia as well as across the island and, as is shown throughout this study, the critical

analysis  of  these  sources  allows  for  a  reconfiguration  of  the  history  of  this  period.  The

colonial period is crucial for its foundational significance for the communal conflict that

erupted on the island in the 1950s and 1960s and culminated in its complete division in

1974. The archival data helps reconstruct the important increments of this history and the

maps accumulated over the years of research on this topic helps to “geo-visualize” this

progression. Below is a brief outline of the steps taken to construct this cartographic time

series of the “Cyprus Problem.”

48 Personal communication, June 2003.
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“GEOVISUALIZATION”

One of the overarching goals of this work is to construct an accurate

geovisualization of the temporal shifts in the population dynamics within Nicosia and

across the island of Cyprus (as done in Chapter 7). To demonstrate this change over time,

a sequence of Nicosia and island-wide maps were created that linked the locations of

quarters  within  the  city  and  the  villages  across  the  island  with  the  corresponding  social

statistics from the decennial censuses of the British Period. This cartographic process has

never been done to this scale for the city or the island, so its relative uniqueness warrants

discussion  of  the  process.  Below  is  an  abbreviated  step-by-step  discussion  of  the

cartographic techniques utilized by the mapping component of this general work.

There is not a sufficient geo-rectified outline of the island of Cyprus and therefore

this  initial  step  had  to  be  done  before  all  other  maps  were  created,.  Utilizing  NASAs

publically available LANDSAT 5 image sequence of Cyprus, an outline was created

manually in ESRI’s ArcGIS of the island at 1:10,000 with a coordinate system of UTM

36N and using a WGS 84 datum. Thousands of points were added to create a line

shapefile for the entire island. While this process is not free from cartographic bias, the

accuracy of the outline is less than 30 meters from the actual physical outline of the

island. This outline map was utilized to rectify colonial era maps, most of which are

rendered at 1:50,000, the accuracy is sufficient for the purposes of this project. Greater

accuracy would have required a much higher resolution, and a much more expensive,

remotely sensed image sequence of the island.49

Using this spatially accurate outline of the island, further maps were geo-rectified

to this shapefile following two different transformation processes, the affine

transformation and a third-order polynomial transformation.50 The affine transformation

retained the integrity of the map as printed, but often the older maps did not fit within the

49 For example, Quickbird satellite images provide sub-meter accuracy, but the cost of an island wide
mosaic would be hundreds of thousands of dollars in today’s market.
50 The  original  coordinates  of  the  British  era  maps  as  well  as  the  early  maps  of  the  Republic  of  Cyprus
proved difficult to georeference in GIS. In the case of the former the coordinate system did not translate
well and in the case of the latter, instances of intentional bias introduced by the Cypriot cartographers for
military purposes were apparent.
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confines of the outline, so a third-order polynomial process was utilized which entailed a

more extreme warping of the image during rectification. During successive field seasons,

however, the third-order polynomial transformation maps were “ground truthed” using an

Ashtech Mobile Mapper running ESRI’s ArcPad, described in further detail below, and

proved to be more spatially accurate than the Affine transformation maps. Maps ranging

from the soils and forests of the island to its transportation routes were georectified.

Finally, the most beneficial maps to be georeferenced for the purposes of this study were

maps that had the locations of the modern cities and villages of the island as well as

Kitchener’s 1881 Trigonometric map of Cyprus.

The maps of the island that contained the modern village names were used to

construct  a  village  point  shapefile  in  GIS.  This  file  served  as  the  repository  for  all

additional social data acquired from archival sources. A column with the names that were

included on Kitchener’s 1881 map of the island as well as a column containing the

religious designations assigned to many of the village names by Kitchener were included

in the attribute table of the village point shapefile.51 In this way, the nearly six hundred

modern cities and villages on the island were geo-referenced and linked with their late

19th century names and religious affiliation. An additional step was needed to account for

the villages identified on Kitchener’s map that disappeared, especially during the

increased rural abandonment that occurred on the island during the 1930s and 1940.

These villages were carried through onto the modern village map, but disappear during

the geovisualization of the census data. Similarly, modern villages which developed later

in the 20th century have a blank cell in the Kitchener village name column, but do appear

on later census maps when people began to settle in the area.

The village point shapefile was also linked with the digitized De mas Latrie

population file and the population numbers from the decennial censuses. To accomplish

this, a “Village ID” column was added to the village point file and each name was

assigned a corresponding identification tag created from the first letters of the district in

51 He included a  cross  to  designate  Christian  villages  as  well  as  a  crescent  for  Muslim villages.  For  the
purposes this study, all villages without a religious signifier are considered “unidentified” rather than mixed
as Kitchener never articulated in the archival record what the absence of a signifier meant.
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which the village was situated, the first two letters of the nahieh (an Ottoman designation

for an administrative subdistrict, equivalent to a county in the United States) in which the

village is located, and the first three letters of the modern village name.52 This ID column

was also added to the census database as a separate column and then joined in ArcGIS to

the village point file. The three levels of identification are necessary for the villages of

Cyprus as there are many villages that share the same name, often within the same

district, and the only way to distinguish them is by their district and nahieh.53 The  end

result of this process was a geodatabase which includes the modern and historic names of

the villages of Cyprus, and the population data from each location, including, but not

limited to, gender and religious affiliation for the years 1881, 1891, 1901, 1911, 1921,

1931, 1946, and 1960. The importance of these social data in the context of descriptive

statistics is immense as it allows for the first time ever a geo-referenced, time series

analysis of the demographic shifts around the island, which has direct bearing on the

ethno-national narrative dynamic as discussed in Chapter 5.

The process outlined above was also applied to the quarters of Nicosia. Building

off the above template, the outlines of historic quarters (the Ottoman mahalles) within the

city of Nicosia as presented in a map from Jeffery [1983 (1918)] were digitized and

georeferenced in ArcGIS and the corresponding population statistics were linked via a

Quarter ID in both the census database and the quarter shapefile. The outlines of the

quarters were adapted over time to reflect the changes to the legal boundaries of the

quarters done by the Nicosia Municipality in 1911, 1921, 1931 and 1946; in 1960,

however, the census abandoned the counting of the population within the quarters of

Nicosia, opting for a lump-sum count of people within and outside the Old-City walls. As

identified above, the georeferencing of the population with the actual quarters of the

capital allows for a geovisualization of the change in the population dynamics within the

52 The six districts of Cyprus include: the Larnaca District, Nicosia District (with its nahiehs Lefka,
Morphou, Dagh, and Deyirmenlik), Limassol District (with its naheihs Evdhimou, Kilani, and Limassol),
Kyrenia District, Famagusta District (with its naheihs Karpas, Messaoria, Famagusta), and the Paphos
District (with its naheihs Kelokethara, Paphos, and Khrysokhou).
53 An example of a Village ID tag for Rizokarpaso would be FDKRIZO.
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city over time as well as allows for a rough estimation of population densities within the

various quarters of the city.

The final step used in the production of the maps for each census year was the in

the configuration of how the demographic data was displayed for the purposes of

classifying of village ethnicity. Bose (2007) aptly states that the discussion of the

population dynamics of Cyprus has a very modest criterion when it comes to classifying a

village or area as “mixed.” In her research she found that a village was labeled as mixed

even if there were only ten people from another ethnic group. During the research for this

dissertation, this author found that the presence of only one or two from a minority group

warranted some to classify a village as mixed.54 While classifying a village as “mixed”

even though there could be as few as ten people or less from the opposite ethnic group is

consistent with the Republic of Cyprus’ official stance that peaceful co-habitation was the

rule before the tensions of the 1960s (further discussed in Chapters 5, 7, 8, 9, and 11), the

classification defies numeric reality.

The argument presented here is that there is a need for a more logical breakdown

of  the  population  statistics.  To  do  this,  the  maps  of  this  study  rely  on  an  equal  interval

demographic classification in which the raw population numbers are broken down into 20

percent increments.  The result of this classification enables a more nuanced analysis of

the ethnic co-habitation of the village and cities of Cyprus as it allows for a more accurate

count of the actual “mixed” villages, which this study defines as having a 60/40 ratio for

either community (a purely 50/50 population ratio is virtually nonexistent on the island).

It  also  allows  for  the  geovisualization  of  those  cities  that  have  a  dominant  majority

(defined as one ethnic group comprising 60 to 80 percent of the village population), the

identification of the number of villages that have a super-majority of one population (80

percent and above), as well as the number of purely homogeneous villages that have only

a single ethnic group. This scaled classification allows for a much finer resolution for

understanding the shifts in the population dynamics on the island and within the quarters

54 See Bose (2007) pg 79. The significance of this fact is further outlined in the Chapter 5 discussion of the
ethno-national metanarrative generation done by both communities on Cyprus.
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of Nicosia, and establishes a much clearer picture of the trend toward ethnic polarization

over time on the island.

FIELDWORK AND “GROUND TRUTHING”

Additional  methods,  beyond  the  construction  of  a  time-series  of  cartographic

overlays to track the demographic changes across Nicosia and the island, were utilized to

aid in the geovisualization of the social dynamics as reflected in the landscape of Cyprus.

These methods included a panoply of field survey techniques that relied heavily on

mobile mapping technology. Below is an abbreviated presentation of the techniques and

technologies utilized in the most recent field seasons (2009 and 2010) of this study.

Initially this study sought to identify and map evidence of distinctive communal

habitation patterns of the different ethnic communities across the island and within the

capital. Field surveys accompanied the archival research being conducted in Nicosia. The

surveys started with the identification of and field visits to the quarters of Nicosia as well

as the villages across the island within which one ethnic group was statistically the

majority, as based on the decennial censuses and the 1881 Kitchener map of the island.

Similarly, the quarters and villages that were statistically “mixed,” as addressed above,

were also identified and visited. The initial field visits to these quarters and villages

attempted to identify diagnostic features specific to each community, such as different

residential and communal building structures. The fieldwork relied upon georeferenced

Kitchener maps, along with other numerous basemaps, which were uploaded onto an

Ashtech Mobile Mapper 10 GPS unit running ESRI’s ArcPAD. This mobile GIS program

allowed for not only the immediate geolocation of the villages, but also allowed for the

further geolocation of significant cultural identifiers within the physical landscape

through the creation of point files hyper-linked with geo-tagged imaged of the features.

However, though successive attempts were made, no discernible or distinctive

pattern of habitation was apparent that could serve as a model for visualizing communal

division across the Cypriot landscape. There was neither differentiation in housing design

or configuration, nor was there a discernible distinction in the overall configuration of the
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community. Markets, shops, and other commercial and municipal structures were non-

distinct.  Only  two  noticeable  differences  within  the  cultural  landscape  were  present,

namely the presence of Orthodox churches and mosques (some of which were churches

that were converted to mosques during the Ottoman Period), and the presence of Greek

and/or Turkish street and shop signage. Both of these indicators provide only loose proxy

data as the presence of a mosque or signage did not always correspond to a homogenous

Turkish or Greek Cypriot population. The lack of a discernible pattern of living

arrangements, housing typology, or a significant and distinct configuration that would

straight-forwardly distinguish one cultural group from another illustrated that within

especially mixed locations, it was impossible to distinguish communities based on any

structural patterning or general building style. Often, the only discernible features were

ephemeral additions to the façades of buildings such as signage or decoration, but these

signifiers tend to change over time as real-estate changes hands and establishments

succeed and fail.

Though no heuristic model could be developed to demonstrate distinct differences

in living structures to correlate with ethnic percentages based on the historic census data,

the survey of Nicosia’s quarters and the villages on both side of the post-1974 dividing

line did uncover two important developments across the Cypriot landscape: 1) there

continues to be an increased presence and manipulation of ethno-national symbols

throughout the urban and rural regions on both sides of the divide; and 2) there is a more

nefarious undercurrent across the landscape that includes the damage to or destruction of

the symbols of the other community either through overt obliteration or through the slow

process of demolition through  neglect.

The recent field seasons (2009 and 2010) emphasized the geolocation of the

ethno-national symbols, which include statues, graffiti, flags, and structures, among

others. Using the mobile mapping process outlined above, the symbolic landscape within

Nicosia was mapped and ethno-national symbols were geolocated and the results of this

are presented in Chapter 11. Similarly, an island wide survey was conducted whereby the

ethno-national symbols across the rural areas outside of the immediate proximity of the
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UN Buffer zone (which are arguably directed at, and visible to, military forces and

community  members  on  either  side  of  the  divide)  were  recorded.  In  this  portion  of  the

field survey additional mobile mapping technology was utilized in addition to the

Ashtech Mobile Mapper running ESRI’s ArcPAD.

Geo-located,  commonly  referred  to  as  “geo-tagged,”  photos  of  ethno-national

symbols were taken using a ruggedized Ricoh 700se with an integrated GPS module and,

when applicable, these photos were offset to their actual location by using a TruePulse

200 laser range finder. The laser rangefinder was linked via Bluetooth to the camera to

generate real-time offsets for a more accurate placement of the symbols within the

countryside of Cyprus. The corrected, geo-tagged photos were then uploaded to the GPS

Photo-Link program that converted the images to a format recognized by ESRI’s ArcGIS.

The resultant point files with hyperlinked images are instrumental in geovisualizing the

continued reconfiguration of the symbolic landscape of modern Cyprus, and as is

discussed in Chapter 11, this manipulation of the symbolic landscape remains a point of

contention and a limiting factor to communal rapprochement on the island.

Similarly, the areas of symbolic destruction were identified via the mapping

procedures outlined in the above paragraphs, using the Kitchener and census maps to

identify Greek and Turkish villages on both sides of the divide and supplementing these

with the use of Google Earth. Once identified, these places were visited, photographed,

and mapped using the above technologies. The act of overt destruction and neglect was

apparent in Turkish Cypriot villages and cemeteries in the South. Similarly, in the North

the destruction of Greek Cypriot cemeteries was overt and widespread, but built

structures (often Greek Cypriot owned) were adapted for continued use rather than

neglected to the elements and vandals. In all, the analysis of the symbolic landscape of

modern-day Cyprus paints a bleak picture for the potential for social rapprochement, and

besides brief mention given by Navaro-Yashin 2012, no one has analyzed the presence of

these symbols or the role they play in the continued conflict on the island.
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CONCLUSION

It is apparent from the above analysis that there is a need to reconstruct the

Cyprus Problem and its reciprocal relationship with the island’s capital from the ground

up. Because of the lack of adequate sources published on the city and the overabundance

of sources on the general history and politics of the inter-ethnic conflict, this study had

the near Herculean task of compiling and synthesizing disparate data from multiple data

types over multiple centuries and multiple archival locations into a single geographically

focused analysis. Through use of mapping technologies and the analytic tool of GIS,

these disparate data are combined to show just how crucial of a role the city played in the

devolution of Cypriot society into armed conflict. At the same time, this synthesis of data

also  demonstrates  that  Nicosia  is  only  one  portion  of  the  overall  panoply  of  issues  that

sustain the communal separation on Cyprus.

Focusing on the multiple, interlocking geospatial scales of the ethnic conflict

within  the  city  and  environs  of  Nicosia  necessitates  a  deeper  contextualization  of  the

Cyprus Problem in the larger framework of geographical literature concerning urban

division not only within the context of general Urban Geography but also within the

context of the prevailing theories present under the aegis of Political Geography.

Chapters 3 and 4 draw upon the prevailing literature within Political Geography which,

unlike the disciplines of Political Science and International Relations, tends to focus on

the reciprocal nature of the physical landscape and socio-political identification. This

human-environment interaction analysis links the issues of competing territorial claims

and primordialist ethno-national identification with the major theme of “human

territoriality” as espoused by Sack (1986). Thus, the discussion of the Cyprus conflict is

couched in the discussion of how ethno-national identity is formed in a general,

theoretical sense as well as how societies who have experienced similar ethnicity based

conflicts exercise territorial control through the process of bordering and boundary

creation and enforcement.

Placing the Cyprus conflict into these theoretical categories helps further the

analysis of the island’s situation to better understand if the devolution into ethnic conflict
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on the island was unique in its trajectory, or if it followed an identifiable pattern.

Understanding how the Cyprus situation fits within these two scenarios helps one

understand how best to target projects that may help solve the problem (whether to follow

a paradigm of overlaying successful project parameters from other divided cities onto the

Cyprus problem, or to develop an entirely unique set of proposals for rapprochement with

little regard to other peace initiatives from elsewhere). Also, in order to fully understand

how Nicosia specifically fits within the generalized context of the divided cities

paradigm, special emphasis is placed on understanding the process by which certain cities

become physically partitioned. This analysis, included in Chapter 4, focuses on the

literature specifically on divided cities. Through this analysis, it becomes possible to

formulate a series of heuristic models that capture the shared trajectories all divided cities

follow, further situating Nicosia within the general divided city paradigm. Thus, this

study now turns to the broad contextualization of Nicosia and Cyprus within the general

corpus of research on ethnicity and territoriality.
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Chapter 3: Understanding Ethnicity, Identity and Conflict in Divided

Societies

This  study  of  Nicosia’s  evolution  from a  small  Ottoman capital  to  an  ethnically

divided city draws its theoretical approach from a combination three main bodies of

literature, Urban Geography, Political Geography (especially in its approach to the

geographical manifestations of ethnic conflict and ethno-nationalism), and analytic works

dedicated to the “divided cities” phenomenon.55 The  focus  of  this  dissertation  is  on  the

role Nicosia continues to play in the Cyprus dispute, and at it its core, this study is

quintessentially an exercise in urban geographical analysis. Across the breadth of this

work, the urban form serves as the primary arena within which socio-spatial conflict

unfolds. Therefore, it is necessary to contextualize Nicosia within the major theoretical

underpinnings of Urban Geography, with special emphasis being placed on the various

ways scholars have attempted to understand the reciprocal role that the urban form has

with the social, economic, and political realities of its residents.

This chapter also undertakes a detailed analysis of the current trends in Political

Geography as they relate to the development of ethno-nationalism and identity. Of

particular importance are analyses that examine the role territory and territoriality play in

the progression from identity creation to ethnic conflict as experienced in Cyprus as well

as other divided societies. Part 1 of this chapter follows the progression of urban

geographic analysis as it has evolved over time, with the goal of introducing the reader to

the how urban space and its multiciplicity of divisions have been defined and interpreted.

The progression of the Urban Geography’s epistemological concepts that are relevant to

the study of divided cities with special attention being given to articulating the historic

shifts in the field related to urban divisions, whether they be racial, economic, or

ethnically  based.  Part  2  of  this  chapter  moves  into  a  discussion  of  the  development  of

ethnicity and shared identities and the way these social indicators can be used to

55 Special significance is given to the review of the current research into the divided cities phenomenon is
included in Chapter 4, Part 2.
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consolidate communal and national control over an area. Ethnicity and identity are

analyzed  in  the  context  of  developing  competing  claims  to  a  region,  the  expression  of

difference  between  proximate  cultural  groups,  and  how  this  often  leads  to  conflict  at  a

regional and sometimes international scale.

PART 1: GENERAL URBAN THEORY (URBAN GEOGRAPHY)

To adequately study the manifestation of division in the physical and social

structure of the urban form, it is necessary to ground the analysis within a context of

urban geographical theory. When analyzing the macro-level development of the physical

space  of  cities  one  must  first  look  to  earlier  urban  historical  geography  and

morphological approaches for guidance. When interpreting the micro-level “social

phenomenon” of the city, however, understanding the role of modern approaches urban

“social theory” such as social justice, structuralism, hermeneutics, postmodernism, and

neo-Marxist approaches such as urban political ecology, assists in directing the analysis

of the production of space at the human level.
56

To begin, urban historical geographers see the city as a highly contextual and

historically rooted entity, often whose present form is a result of past development.57 This

long term perspective approach to urban geography reached its peak in the first half of

the 20th century. Numerous works on urban geography during the 1930s through the

1960s outline the historical roots of the city. Primarily these works seek to contextualize

the modern industrial city through the analysis of the changing physical morphology of

the urban structure The city remains dynamic and ever changing and these works clearly

demonstrate that the modern city is not an “ahistorical” entity, but one with social and

structural  roots  in  the  past.  However,  it  is  rare  see  a  continuation  of  the  deep  historical

approach in current urban geographical works. Urban geographers today often overlook

56 For analysis of the topic of “social justice” see Harvey (1973); for “structuralsim” see Castells (1978 and
1983); for the humanistic approach see Tuan; for a postmodernism analysis of the city see Soja (2001); and
for the  neo-Marxist approaches such as urban political ecology  see Lefevbre (2003); Swyngedouw and
Heynan (2003).
57 For examples see Haverfield (1913); Mumford (1961); Taylor (1951); Toynbee (1970).
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the historical depth of cities before the Industrial Revolution (or sometimes the urban

form before the 1970s).58 Respected authors such as Cadwallader (1996), Hall (1996),

and Pacione (2001) couch the development of the modern city in the 19th century and

often  do  not  historically  contextualize  their  case  studies,  as  was  the  norm in  the  earlier

works in urban geography mentioned above. Though research on comparative historical

cities has been virtually abandoned by urban geographers, it has been continued by

historians and archaeologists with urban interests.59

As demonstrated above, Nicosia is a city steeped in the past. Its urban features can

be compared with not only other Ottoman cities in the Eastern Mediterranean, but viewed

also as a historical “hybrid” city at the interface between the West and the East. In

formulating an analytical structure that defines the spatial development and historical

context of Nicosia, or other divided, it is possible to see how a city changes over time and

how disparities in the physical form (access to infrastructure, the central business district,

residential location, and building densities) exacerbate conflict within cities. In mapping

the changing physical morphology and its position in the overall region, it is possible to

extract features in the urban form that have exacerbated communal unrest and conflict

which contributed to the city’s division in 1974. However, early critics of this

morphological approach stated that the focus on the spatial form of the city neglects the

underlying “causal processes;” therefore, they argue that the city’s spatial development

was the outcome of often subjective social forces rather than a director of it.60 In order to

account for the reciprocal nature of human and urban morphological interaction, one

must be cognizant of the methodologies of those that seek to define the sociological

nature of the city.

Early examples of scholarly approaches to visualize and quantify the divisions

with  cities,  especially  in  the  United  States,  is  found  in  the  social  mapping  process  and

58 See Aitkin, Mitchell, and Staeheli (2003).
59 For example see Abu-Lughod (1987); Butzer (1992); Marcus and Sabloff (2009); Preziosi (1987);
Raymond (2002); Storey (2006).
60  See Harvey (1973); Pacione (2001 pg 28); also see Boal, Doherty, and Pringle (1974).
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urban modeling of the 1920s and 1930s “Chicago School.”61 Scholars employed

quantification of the social disparities within cities at the neighborhood level, including

modeling community structures and mapping residential segregation. Later, emphasis on

“absolute” (numerical) data to quantify the amount of people concentrated within these

areas led to the neighborhood level studies seeking to understand residential patterns

based on the Index of Segregation.62 These studies would quantify the degree of

residential concentration (the extent to which one group numerically dominates an area),

encapsulation (the  level  of  isolation  and  separation  from  the  general  society  or  the

majority, including the idea of ghettoization), and/or assimilation (the extent to which the

space is shared between groups) within the residential district.63

While the implied goal of identifying areas of residential segmentation was to

increase awareness and target policies that foster pluralism, exchange and assimilation,64

often the data used in the identification of residential concentrations of differing

populations were used in two interconnected ways, “racialization” and marginalization.

First, the identification of ethno-cultural (or racial) group concentration led to the

processes of “racialization” of the urban space within US cities, which Crump (2004)

defines as “the process by which racialized groups are identified, given stereotypical

characteristics, and coerced into specific living conditions, often involving social/spatial

segregation and always constituting racialized places.”65 The identification of racial

concentrations combined with poverty levels gleaned from economic data led to the

process of “red-lining” in which banks identified the aforementioned concentrations as

61 Burgess (1925) “concentric zone” model, the Hoyt (1939) “Sectoral” model, Harris and Ullman (1945)
“multiple nuclei” model, and the Wirth (1938) “residential neighborhood” model.
62 See Duncan and Duncan (1955) and Massey and Denton (1988; 1993)
63 See Poulsen, Johnston, and Forrest (2002) for further discussion on the dynamics on measuring ethnic
enclaves in multi-ethnic cities. See Abramson and Tobin (1995) for the analysis of levels of segregation
within US cities as well as Turok (2001) and Christopher (2001) for the application of the Index of
Segregation formula to the post-Apartheid cities of South Africa.
64 Poulsen, Johnston, and Forrest (2002 pg. 230) state that “the assimilation process involves an initial
spatial separation of ethnic groups reflecting a combination of economic and cultural factors, with change
in both leading to a subsequent reduction in segregation: as a group’s economic status improves, so its
members are better able to compete throughout the urban housing market, so that the only constraint on
their wider distribution through its segments becomes cultural factors.”
65 Crump (2004) pg 227.
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areas of disinvestment and loan refusal.66 The process of red-lining acutely affected the

levels of poverty concentration and nearly inescapable race-based ghettoization and

economic marginalization within US cities.

This sociological modeling of the city resulted in two ends: 1) data collected were

utilized by city governments to further their policies of urban renewal; 2) it led to a

growth in radical geography that sought to remedy social injustices experienced by

residents US cities. Early Marxist and structuralist scholars moved beyond the

deterministic and normative views of the sociological modeling and morphological

approaches introduced above, interpreting the social structures and spatial relations of a

city as being influenced by capitalism.67 One prominent early voice for this approach is

Manuel Castells 1973, 1983). He sees the form of the city as a result of the conflict

between class ideologies and economic imperatives; therefore, the spatial relations of a

city are a reflection of the patterns of resistance to these imperatives.68 Along similar

lines, Harvey (1973, 1989) utilizes Marxist economic theory to describe the urban form

as the result of a historical process of “circuits of capitalism” in which areas receive

increased investment until an urban restructuring causes investment to be moved to a

secondary area.69 The flow of capital investment between circuits results in the

abandonment of one sector for the betterment of another causing a cycle of growth and

decline and the inevitable class struggle. Studies of class conflict and how it relates to the

location of residents within a city, whether forced or chosen, are important facets for the

articulation  of  the  complex  urban  forces  that  contribute  to  divisions  within  a  city.  The

social fractures that often lead to the division of housing and access to infrastructure are

often economic in nature. One may argue that, though the “troubles” in Northern Ireland

are ethno-religious and nationalistic on the surface, the actual roots of much of the cities

66 See Hillier (2003) for a detailed history and methodology of “red-lining.”
67 See Harvey (1973); Mingione (1981); Hall (1998); Merrifield (2002)
68 Castells (1977, 1983).
69 Harvey (1973, 1989).
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social cleavages lay in the access to jobs and political representation.70 Similar works on

the economic roots to communal conflicts are also found in Nicosia.71

Though early Marxist scholars did see capitalism as the primary “causal process”

in the form and function of the city, it did open the field of Urban Geography to a

systematic criticism of the predispositions of traditional urban scholarship. What emerged

from this critic was a movement into the postmodern stage of urban analysis. Postmodern

scholarship in Urban Geography serves as an umbrella term for the line of geographic

inquiry that investigates the multiplicity of interconnected urban social issues at various

scales (to as finite as the individual actor within the city) that were either ignored or

marginalized during the early decades of urban geographical research.

Postmodern urban analysis seeks, in part, to understand the interaction of people

and their environment through such sources such as paintings, photographs, literature,

and diaries, as well as current techniques of cognitive mapping.72 This approach

introduces human behavior and residential preference and mobility to the matrix of urban

formation and subsequent division; it also establishes that divisions in society can come

from gender, ethnicity.73 It incorporates a diversity of analytical approaches to look at an

urban form from multiple viewpoints, for example to identify differences, uniqueness,

and sensitivities of the whole society and how these forces affect and are affected by the

urban form.74 At its fundamental core postmodern urban analysis is a reaction against

universal, deductivist models of human urban behavior and seeks to interpret the role of

“intersubjective meanings” and the urban landscape.75 In a sense, the city becomes a

“text.”76 Postmodern approaches to the urban situation as identified above have not been

readily applied to the study of divided cities in an organized fashion. It is one of the long-

range goals of this study to collect disparate publications that emphasize historical maps,

70 Bew, Patterson, and Teague (1997); Bollens (2000); Darby (1983); McGarry (2001).
71 For example see Attalides (1981)
72 Kaplan (2002).
73 For example, see Minca (2000).
74 See Fincher and Jacobs (1998).
75 Lees (2002)
76 Mumford (1937)
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landscape paintings, travel diaries, and anthropological studies of the divided

communities, and combine them with the physical mapping project outlined below.

       Postmodern urban geography has also begun to formulate new approaches for

understanding the changing nature of the urban form.77 What has resulted is a scalar view

of the city in which these scales can range from the analysis of the city within the global

context down to the neighborhood or individual levels. Smith (1992) believes that these

scales represent the levels of social interaction and relations that are constructed and

represent  how people  or  societies  view themselves  within  the  matrix  of  the  city.78 It is

this analytical framework of individual and localized views of the city that assists in the

reconstruction of the social and spatial patterning of a divided city such as Nicosia.

Looking at individual neighborhoods and quarters in Nicosia is a valuable method to

understand the minute implications of the ethnic conflict on the fabric of the city. This

approach helps frame questions concerning the historical social ties to the block,

neighborhood, or city as well as the levels of interspatial and intercommunal interaction.

Understanding these scalar questions are valuable in understanding how societies reach

tipping points at which intercommunal violence ensues.

Because of the multiple, historical layers present in Nicosia, a cumulative

theoretical approach to urban analysis guide the analysis of this divided city. This

accretion of methods is encapsulated by AlSayyad’s (2001) “hybrid urbanism” approach.

This approach includes special emphasis placed on the analysis of the history, the

physical configuration of the city, and the socio-political manipulations of that

geographic space including ideas of territorial projections of identity across the symbolic

landscape of a divided society.79 This hybrid approach is built into the methodology of

postcolonial urban analysis. Postcolonial urban analysis bridges the multiple approaches

used by postmodernists and poststructuralist urban researchers. Scholars such as Sideway

(2000), Domosh (2004), Jacobs (1996, 1998), King (2004; 2006), Nasr and Volait (2003),

77 See Soja (2001).
78 See Soja (2001); Davis  (1998); Erhkamp (2005).
79 See AlSayyad (2001) for further description of the hybrid urbanism approach.
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and Yeoh (2001), among others, rely heavily on poststructural, Foucauldian

interpretations of understanding space and power as well as how space is created

(Lefebvre) and negotiated.  Postcolonial urban scholars also rely on the multivariate

postmodern approaches designed to understand the  “complex contours” of social issues

such as class, gender, the voiceless “subalterns,” race in order to understand the

development of the urban form.80 Postcolonial geographers emphasize the intricate

relationships between politics, economics, and culture across the urban landscape.81 In

essence, the postcolonial, postmodern use of a “comparative, cross cultural, and cross

temporal perspective” is essential to understanding the complexities that occur in every

city today.82 Therefore, in discussing the development of the urban geography of Nicosia,

it is essential to follow the holistic, hybrid approach used by postcolonial geographers

especially when analyzing the multiple historical actors, the residues of colonialism, and

social and spatial configurations within the post-colonial urban complex.

Returning to the potential to understand urban divisions, examples of ethnic

neighborhoods and/or quarters abound in the major cities around the world bringing one

to the immediate and generalized conclusion that every society, especially in the context

of highly urbanized societies, are in some way ethno-culturally “divided.” Most countries

around the globe have some form of minority group(s) within its national borders and

often these communities form enclaves with cities and exercise some form of ethno-

symbolic identification. While majority-minority cohabitation within a defined border

does not predestine a society to some form of intractable ethno-cultural conflict or civil

war—provided, of course, that the requirements for a stable, functioning, and equitable

socio-political system is in place. With this in mind, when one reviews the multiplicity of

processes that underscore the solidification of ethno-national identification in conjunction

with its delineated territory, as discussed below, the inescapable conclusion is that

geospatial associations and identity are intrinsically linked.

80 Yeoh (2001) pg 457.
81 See Domosh (2004).
82 King (2006) pg. 25. See also Venn (2006).
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SECTION 2: IDENTITY AND ETHNICITY

Identity is a complex, variable, and malleable social construct that has been

carried  to  the  present  in  a  number  of  fashions.  One’s  identity  is  reliant  on  context  and

scale. In order to focus identity, people distinguish between their broader ethnicity (the

system of social beliefs, customs, and language that distinguishes one large group from

another) and their more specific culture (social customs and values, societal structure, and

material traits of a smaller, more localized group).83 The association of an individual into

a larger group identity based on culture and ethnicity gives a sense of social continuity,

place, and even comfort, though, as Allen and Eade (1997) point out, one must be careful

to avoid ethnicity and culture as a deterministic concept in which there is a “share

psychological core” which “strongly influences or even dictates behavior.”84

Ethnic or cultural identification can be a powerful tool for separating one group

from another and the maintaining of social and physical boundaries.85 Such territorial and

spatial proximity seemingly can have a two-tier effect on group identity. First, with

increased cultural interaction due to mobility advancements contact has enabled cultures

to become more malleable throughout history and it often results in a fluid exchange of

ideas and traits. Second, competing claims to territory or politics devolve into

“incompatible cultural systems” that can serve as the basis for ethnic conflict.86 Below,

after continuing the discussion of the development of social boundaries, this study moves

into the discussion of how ethnicities are formed and changed. Such analysis aids in

better understanding the complexities of translation of ethnic identity into the physical

and social geography of a region.

The anthropologist Herzfeld, whose experiences in Greece and in the Balkans has

helped shape his understanding of the human geography of the region, believes that there

is a need to distinguish social boundaries (corresponding to ethnicity) from cultural

83 For more on the former point, see Kedourie (1988). Concerning the latter, see Barth (1969); Herzfeld
(2001); and Jones (1997).
84 Allen and Eade (1997) pg. 218.
85 See Agnew (1987); Burnett and Taylor (1981); Coakley (2003).
86 Butzer (2007) personal communication.
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boundaries (material aspects of societies).87 He echoes Barth’s views that social

boundaries are not entirely spatial but are the relationship between collective distinctions

among people and the distribution of their cultural materials, the “morphological

characteristics,” and the meanings attributed to them.88 Barth  himself  states,  “by

concentrating  on  what  is  socially  effective,  ethnic  groups  are  seen  as  a  form  of  social

organization. The critical feature then becomes . . . the characteristic of self ascription

and ascription by others.”89 Thus,  as  Barth  suggests,  the  formation  and  expression  of  a

group’s social boundary should not be focused on the “cultural stuff it encloses,” rather

how the boundary defines the group and the criteria for signaling membership and

exclusion from that ethnic group, including its territory.90 This interpretation sets the

stage for further discussions of territoriality and boundarying found in Chapter 4 Part 1.

Herzfeld furthers the notion that while one group may desire to distinguish itself

from another through language, dress, or food, they often share cultural materials which

though physically similar, are be imbued with various meanings.91 Though potentially

infused with different meanings, such similarities between cultures within a social system

creates a “positive bond” connecting ethnic groups within that system creating a

“complementarity” that can give rise to “interdependence or symbiosis,” but “where there

is no complementarity there can be no basis for organization along ethnic lines—there

will either be no interaction, or interaction without reference to ethnic identity.”92 It may

be argued then, that where cultural or ethnic complementarity is low or nonexistent, the

creation and strengthening of identity in juxtaposition to another group could negatively

translate into the amplification of fear, mistrust and xenophobia, to competition for

supremacy between two incompatible social systems.

87 Herzfeld (1987, 1997, 2001). He states, “social boundaries . . . involve memberships in collectivities, but
unless they are simply defined in terms of social units, cultural boundaries are much more difficult to
conceptualize in precise terms.” Herzfeld (2001) pg 141.
88 See Barth (1969) pg 12.
89 Barth (1969) pg.13.
90 Barth (1969) pg.15.
91 Culture, in a material sense, “is seen as in flux, contradictory and incoherent, differentially distributed
over variously positioned persons” Herzfeld (2001) pg. 140.
92 Barth (1969) pg.18.



66

Social (cultural/ethnic) boundaries, then, are always in juxtaposition to the other

group. These boundaries, however, can be interpreted as having a scalar quality to them

ranging from individual identification to that of the nation-state. Karpat (1988) considers

“religion and ethnicity to be the source of individual and group identity, and the term

‘community’ . . . represents the concrete organizational expression of ethno-religious

identity and solidarity.”93 The  expression  of  this  of  scalar  communal  solidarity  into  the

territorial realm is of the utmost importance to this study. The questions that must be

asked are—how do competing ethnic identities develop and change over time and how do

these identities translate spatially and symbolically into the general geographical

landscape?

APPROACHES TO UNDERSTANDING THE ROOTS OF “ETHNIC” IDENTITY

There  are  a  number  of  ways  to  understand  the  origins  of  ethnicity:  a)  it  can  be

generally regarded as a “perennial” phenomenon; b) it can be the result of “primordial”

social tendencies (also referred to as an “essentialist” approach); or c) it can be the result

of “functional” and “instrumentalist” machinations in forming group identity. This leads

to  the  modernist  approach  which  sees  ethnic  identification  as  a  stage  in  the  process  of

nation building with an end result aimed at the dissolution of ethnic cleavages.94

Beginning first with the discussion of the primordialist approach, this section then moves

into the process of the creation of larger group identities (communities and nations). It

then  concludes  with  an  analysis  of  the  negative  aspects  of  ethnic  identification  and

nation-building, namely what happens if ethnic group identification turns hostile against

another or the borders of the nation encompass other ethnic groups who threaten the

existence of a stable state, or feel threatened by that state?

93 Karpat (1988)  pg. 35.
94 See Allen and Eade (1997; Henderson (1997) for further analysis of the primordialist approach. See also
(see Smith (2010); Sutherland (2012).
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Primordialist Approach

Smith identifies one approach to ethnic and national identification known as

“perennialism” which, simply put, concedes that ethnic communities and nations have

existed since time immemorial and that, though names of groups and states may change,

there is continuity of an identity through time serving as a linking bond for the ethnic

community.95 Perennialism can be folded into the recent primordialist interpretations of

ethnicity which are guided by the principle that ethnic identity emanates from “certain

primary traits of a population” and is an action of communal solidarity “deeply rooted in

historical experience and in the socialization of individuals.”96 Smith identifies the

origins of this interpretation of ethno-cultural identification to Clifford Geertz. Geertz’s

primordialism accentuates a society’s ties to cultural givens: blood, speech, custom,

language, locality, religion, tradition where by the people (individuals and collectives)

“feel and believe” in the continuity of the ethnic identity. This collective social

experience, both conscious and unconscious, is considered to not only be the shaper of

social structures, but also something that is carried through successive generations.97 This

historic continuity of social, ethnic identification, if one believes this to be the case, is an

ever-present entity that remains an undercurrent in today’s societies. If one looks to

regions experiencing ethnic conflict today there is a strong argument to be made that the

fuel for the intractable nature of the conflict can be traced to identities based in the distant

past.

Much of the primordialist origins of ethnic identification, in the specific regions

of the Balkans, eastern Mediterranean, and Middle East, can be traced to the ad hoc

Ottoman millet system under which religious groups within the Ottoman system were

given virtual social and political autonomy, as long as it did not conflict with the rules of

the state. 98  Religious communities were in control of their legal and moral affairs within

their designated section of the city (mahalla), but in the rural areas and at the fringes of

95 Smith (2010) pp 53-55.
96 Allen and Eade (1997) pg. 223 and Esman and Rabinovich (1988) pg. 12 respectively
97 Esman and Rabinovich (1988); Henderson (1997).
98 See Karpat (1988); Kedourie (1988); Todorova (1997); Brown (2003); Smith (2004).
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the empire these lines were not so clearly drawn. Religious congregation, not language or

race, became the common denominator for communal identification and loyalty.

Arguably, this may have set the foundation of a stable, continuing reality that in turn

metastasized into the primordial origins of ethnicity.

Building upon Karpat (2002) and Todorov (1983), the notion of economic

successes of religious and land owning classes (ayans) coupled with the reform minded,

albeit weakened, Ottoman administration allowed for regional elites to build upon co-

religionist solidarity to form proto-nation states. With support from outside powers such

as the Europeans and Russians,  elites were able to mobilize the general  communities to

resist the influence of the Ottoman Muslims. Because of this elite driven, ethnic

mobilization, Serbs, Greeks, Bulgarians, and so on, rebelled against Ottoman suzerainty

to form territorially independent “nations” based on the primordial structures of identity

in place under the millet system.99

This transition in the 19th century from communal solidarity based on ethno-

religious identification to one that was based on” ethno-nationalism,” serves as an

illustration of the “multidimensional qualities of group identity which transcends time

(generations) and space.”100 As above, ethnic identification, while rooted in complex

historic factors, is a pliable and adaptable construct open to manipulation by outsiders

and/or elites.101 This malleability is why some scholars overlook the primordialist roots

of ethnic identification in favor of the notion that there is an instrumental factor that

brings about ethnic identification. This notion of adaptability, referred to as “invented

tradition,” brings Hobsbawm (1990) to the conclusion that ethnic nationalism is a

99 Anthony Smith (2004) pp 26-27 states, “with the introduction of powerful state structures, first under
agrarian empires and then in modern states, ethnicity became institutionalized and even frozen into an
‘ethnic mosaic’. That is to say some ethnic communities found stable niches in the economic and political
structures of empires, like the Millets of the Ottoman Empire, which helped, at least partially, to congeal
them by assigning them a specific function in society.”
100 Giannokos 2002) pg.16; See also Connor (1994, 2002).
101 As Tilley (2006) pg. 12 states, “under colonialism ethnicity was picked upon as a primordial form of
identity by colonial administrators. Ethnic boundaries which had once been fuzzy and mutable became
rigid and bounded. The colonial state was based on the fiction that everyone only had one identity . . .
which became solidified and objectified through the mechanisms of colonial administration.”
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“chameleon.” The notion that ethnic identity is deeply rooted, but easily reconfigured or

calibrated  to  fit  the  socio-political  realities  facing  a  society  in  the  present  leads  some

scholars to the conclusion that what is actually occurring in conflict regions is not

evidence of an uninterrupted continuum of communal identity, rather it is an

opportunistic (re)activation of shared socio-historical characteristics for the purposes of

modern nation building or justification of competing claims over geographical space.102

Modernist and Instrumentalist approaches

The modernist approach to ethnicity developed out of the Post World War II

Truman Doctrine era (1949). The modernist approach is one that investigates identity as a

lose  evolutionary  process  with  the  underlying  idea  being  that  the  development  of  a

common national identity coupled with industrial modernization, with its corresponding

economic development and increased communication between groups, would erase and

primordial ethnic cleavages between groups within the state.103 Smith  describes  the

modernist approach as having five interrelated components.104 The first component is one

of a socioeconomic dynamic whereby nations and nationalism are derived from industrial

capitalism. The goal of industrialization is to increase wealth and communication and

remove ethnic differentiation, however Smith points out that what often occurs instead is

regional inequality, class conflict, and the hardening of ethnic solidarity, especially in

urban areas.

The second component is one of socio-cultural necessity (espoused by Gellner) in

which ethnic identification is a stepping stone, a sociological necessity, in the transition

to modernization—ethnic identification forms the roots of national identity which is then

supported by mass, standardized education system creating a feed-back loop whereby a

literate workforce support industrialism,  industrialism supports nationalism and literacy.

Third, it is a requisite component of politics in a modern professionalized state. The forth

102 See Carmet, et al. (2006); Giannakos (2002); Harzig and Juteau (2003); Lake and Rothschild (1998);
Schnabel (2002)
103  Gellner (1983); See Conversi (2002) and Ericksen (2010) for further analysis.
104 Smith (2010) pp. 53-54.



70

component is defined as ideological in which Smith sees a quasi-religious power in

breaking up empires following the ideals of post-World War I Wilsonian self-

determination. Finally, its fifth component is one of “Constructionism”. In this

component, nations and nationalism are modern entities based on active social

engineering (Hobsbawm’s “invented tradition”). It is in this fifth component that one sees

an intimate link with the instrumentalist approach to ethnic and national identification.

Instrumentalists, according to Esman and Rabinovich, see an “opportunistic

quality to communal identities and solidarities. . .” and they continue, “not only can their

boundaries and even their designations be modified as circumstances require, but the very

content of their culture can be adapted to environmental pressures.”105 This concept leads

to what Allen and Eade call “material instrumentalism” which is the idea that ethnic

identification is expressed (often by the elites of the community) for a specific, practical

or pragmatic purpose such as to create or enhance a cohesive population to achieve a

common end such as territorial  or resource control,  dealing with external threats,  or for

distinguishing itself from another group.106

Ethnicity, then, can be understood as a complex and nuanced social construct that

often  defies  political  logic.  At  times  it  can  be  a  unifying  factor  based  on  a  common

historical identity; at other times it can be choreographed to solidify a common identity in

control of a territory or in competition with an opposing identity. As Bennett (1998)

believes, ethnicity and identity are not independent products, rather they form combined

mechanisms by which to negotiate the relationships between two or more groups. In

regions that have undergone a process of transition from “colonial” to sovereignty over a

region by a mobilized group, communal identification becomes a tool to ensure cohesion

within the territory. Scholars, according to Giannakos, “tend to view collective identity as

105 Esman and Rabinovich (1988) pg. 13.
106 Allen and Eade (1997) pg. 227. They further this idea by stating, “the idea that ethnicity is expressed
for practical purposes. It is promoted by individuals or groups to enhance the cohesion of a population in
order to help achieve a common end, and is the result of conscious action.” (Allen and Eade (1999) pg. 21).
Similarly, Smith (2010) pg. 53 states that ethnic leaders and the elites used their cultural groups as sites of
mass mobilization and as constituencies in the competition for power and resources because group identity
is more effective than social class status (Smith (2010) pg 59). He then concludes that nationalism is seen
as simply an instrument for achieving political goals.
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the instrument by which institutions such as the state or nation-state, become legitimate in

the eyes of its citizens and the world . . . or a group of citizens become sovereigns over a

specific territory.”107 Identity, from an instrumentalist point of view, can be created or

“imagined”108 leading to a shared sense of identity though one may never actually meet

other co-nationals and this cumulative identity leads to the creation of “self-aware” ethnic

groups which Connor terms the mass phenomena of “ethno-nationalism.”109

Building upon the idea of ethno-nationalism espoused by Connor, Smith sees a

subtle distinction between ethnicity and national identity. This difference is encapsulated

in his distinction between an ethnic community, what he calls an ethnie, and the nation.

An ethnie, according to Smith, is a “named human community connected to a homeland

possessing common myths of ancestry, shared memories, one or more elements of shared

culture, and a measure of solidarity, at least among elites.”110 He  states  that  an  ethnic

community often does not poses a strong political referent and may even a lack a tangible

territorial dimension, because it does not need to be in physical possession of its historic

territory to identify with a homeland (a critical component of diaspora studies). A nation,

on  the  other  hand,  “must  reside  in  a  perceived  homeland  of  its  own,  at  least  for  a  long

period  of  time,  in  order  to  constitute  itself  as  a  nation”.  .  .  and  but  it  also  have  some

degree of public culture and desire some degree of self-determination.111 Therefore Smith

presents his definition of a nation as “a named human community residing in a perceived

homeland, and having common myths and a shared history, a distinct public culture and

common laws and customs for all members.”112 The formation, or “institutionalization”,

of a shared or common national identity is fluid and highly imbued with the creation of

what Smith refers to as “ethno-symbolism.”

107 Giannakos (2002) pg. 3.
108 See Anderson (1991).
109 As Connor states (1994 pg. 103) “An ethnic group may be readily discerned by an anthropologist or
other outside observer, but until the members are themselves aware of the group’s uniqueness, it is merely
an ethnic group and not a nation. While and ethnic group may, therefore, be other-defined, a nation must be
self-defined.”
110 Smith (2010) pg 13. For further articulation see “attributes” Table 1.1 Smith (2010) pg 14.
111 Smith (2010) pp. 12-13.
112 Smith (2010) pg 13.
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Smith states that the building of a (ethno-) nation is a multi-component process

which includes:

“.  .  .  the  selection  and  codification  of  myths,  symbols  and  traditions;  the
standardization of language and culture; the rediscovery of ethno-history and the
crystallization of collective memories; the establishment of rites and ceremonies
of the nation as a sacred communion of the faithful; the territorialization of ethnic
minorities and of their political expressions; and the public inculcation of values,
sentiments and traditions of the community.”113

The creation, (re)activation of historical memories and tradition (with its primordialist

roots), and formation of shared national symbols are essential to the creation of a nation

and its survival within a bounded space. These ethno-national symbols include not only

tangible identifiers (flags, anthems, coinage, stamps, and so on) but symbolic elements

such as codes, myths, traditions and values identified in the above quote and this

repertoire of symbols gives a nation “its distinctive character and raison d’etre.”114

According to Connor (1994), to fully understand ethno-national identity one must look to

the emotional depth and the psychological bond associated with association with a nation,

and this bond is often found in the cultural and symbolic discourse manifest in the

national dialogue. Similarly, Smith holds that understanding the depth of the roots of the

symbolic heritage helps to understand the vibrancy of the ethnic community and the

nation that claims them.115

ETHNO-NATIONALISM AND IMAGINED COMMUNITIES

This  process  of  identity  creation  with  the  aim  of  (ethno-)  nation  building  is  a

combination of numerous cultural, political and economic traits into an imagined social

narrative by which people who otherwise will never know each other will be able to find

113 Smith (2010) pg 61.
114 Smith (2002) pg. 64.  He builds upon this idea by stating, “a national symbolism is, of course,
distinguished by its all-encompassing object, the nation, but equally by the tangibility and vividness of its
characteristic signs” (Smith (2010) pg 7).
115 Smith (2002) pg. 64.
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a common identity.
116

 This combination of social data to create a homogeneous national

identity often is highly selective in its use of history and symbols, forming what Cubitt

calls “an accretion of selectively remembered history rather than a linear progression.”117

Similarly, Connor states that the creation of ethno-nationalistic identities deals “not with

facts, but with the perceptions of fact. Not with chronological history, but with sentient,

or felt, history” which builds off his 1994 definition of a nation as “a group of people

characterized by a myth of common descent.”118 Therefore, one may interpret the process

of imagining identity or community as more of a construction of modern political

necessity through mass media than an accurate representation of historical facts.119

The identity created is meant to be not only a communal “rallying point” but also

an “enduring” ideology.120 As Cubitt states, enduring, imagined national identity is

“endowed with origin, tradition, memory, heritage, history, and destiny. They are

imagined as communities not just of the living but of the living in continuity with the

dead and the yet unborn, and as ‘projects’—transmissions from generation to generation

of ‘invariant substance.’”121 The constructed communal identity must not only gain

general acceptance, but also be resilient enough to be transmitted through time. As

Connor holds, it is the rate of success throughout the society that is essential for

understanding the nature and depth of the ethno-national identification.122

116 Sutherland (2012) offers the most recent survey of the theories of nationalism including issues
associated with post-colonial nationalism, ethnic nationalism, and banal nationalism with special emphasis
being placed on the impact of globalization of the intensifying nationalistic tendencies while
simultaneously opening the nation to international interconnections.
117 Cubitt (1998) pg 10.
118 Connor (2002) pg. 39.
119 As Anderson (1991 pg. 163) states, “so often in the nation building policies of the new states one sees
both a genuine, popular nationalist enthusiasm, and a systematic, even Machiavellian, instilling of
nationalist ideology through the mass media, the educational system, administrative regulations, and so
forth.”  See also Sideway (2002).
120 See Bennett (1998) for further discussion.
121 Cubitt (1998) pg 8.
122 As Connor (2002: 25) states: “the near universality with which certain images and phrases appear—
blood, family, ancestors, mother (motherland, mother tongue) father (fatherland, forefathers), brothers,
sisters, home earth, hearth, cradle land—and the proven success of such invocations in eliciting massive
popular responses—tell us much about the nature if national identity and ethno-national movements.
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Recent works on the process of “imagining” national identities, especially in the

post-colonial, post-cold war paradigm, develop a complex picture of the use of history,

language, culture, and the ever present designation of the “other,” which are associated

with the foundation of modern ethnic identification within specific territorial confines.123

However two general issues arise when discussing the creation of a shared national

identity: 1) how does a state manage multiple group identities, especially in historically

plural  societies  such  as  those  in  the  Mediterranean  Basin,  the  Middle  East,  or  the

Balkans,  for example,  and 2) what will  a state do if,  as is  often the case,  borders of the

current states overlap traditional ethno-territorial identities?124

Yiftachel (1992) builds upon the instrumentalist viewpoint of states attempting to

create a common national identity in a territory that has varying degrees of ethnic

pluralism, by outlining four general structural “models” states use to alleviate the stress

of often competing ethno-national pluralism.125 The first is the Consensus Model which

uses the underlying themes of the modernization principle (the idea that industrialization,

education, communication, will lead to improvements in the overall standard of living

across the entirety of the society) whereby economic development will lead to a shared

identity based on an equitable sociopolitical system that will lead to the replacement of

ethnic loyalties. He states, therefore, that “the role of the state in this context is one of

facilitating consensus and nation-building. Since a homogeneous society is perceived to

be structurally stable, the state endeavors to eliminate ethnic loyalties and create a new

inclusive national identity.”126 However, the process of modernization within plural

states, he argues, has actually led to the further polarization of ethnic groups and their

123 As  Sutherland  (2012  p  50)  states,  “.  .  .  it  becomes  clear  that  linear  accounts  of  national  history  are
skewed, and that seemingly fixed borders of belonging are constructed. The nation is not ‘natural’, nor does
the nation-state represent the inevitable organizing principle of political life. Instead, it is a product of
constant ideological work to create and maintain what remains a remarkably potent mobilizing force.” For
further analysis on “imagining” communities in the Balkans  see Hayden 1996 and Todorova 1997; for
Bulgaria see Neuburger 2004; for Macedonia see Drennon 1998; Brown 2003; Liotta and Jebb 2004;
Papavizas 2006.
124 A similar question is asked by Agnew (2005).
125 These models include the “Consensus Model,” the “Consociational Model,” the “Control (or Ethnic
Democracy) Model,” and the “Partition Model.”
126 Yiftachel (1992) pg. 320.
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boundaries, rather than subsuming them, due to unequal access to resources and political

representation—as is seen in his case studies of Lebanon, Israel and Cyprus.

With the Consensus Model difficult to achieve, he turns to the second technique

ethnically plural states employ to achieve social stability, the “Consociational Model.”

This model, building upon the ideas of Lijphart (1977 and 1984), does not attempt to

gradually remove plural identities, rather it strives to legitimize and retain ethnic

differentiation  through  participatory  rather  than  majority  rule  (what  Lijphart  sees  as

proportionality, grand coalition, and segmental autonomy). As Yiftachel states, “stability

is secured through the creation of a broad over-arching loyalty, the promotion of

compromise on key segmental issues (usually forged between segmental elites) and the

depoliticisation of irreconcilable matters.”127

The issue with this model is that it relies on institutional stability, and as is the

case in his three study regions, consociational arrangements tended to sharpen rather than

reduce intergroup tensions. As Carment, et al, state, “ethnic diversity and weak

institutions compound existing political and economic problems within states, which

leads to intensified competition for resources and a weakening of the state.”128 This leads

to what Horowitz (1982) calls “dual authority politics” whereby political authority is

divided between the political center and the institutionalized or semi-institutionalized

political centers of the various ethnic communities. The progression of this dual

authority, in Horowitz’s opinion, often leads to competing or “divergent” political or

social aspirations.129 This notion of “dual authority politics” weighs heavily into the

discussion of the division of Nicosia from the late 1950s onward.

127 Yiftachel (1992) pg. 320
128 Carment, et al (2006) pg.7.
129 Horowitz (1982) pg. 330 states, “A dual authority political system in a divided society is a system of
government consisting of at least two population groups possessing primordial communal identities that
determine their respective political aspirations. Implied in this definition are: (1) the noncongruent
boundaries of community and state (a systemic dimension); (2) the separation of citizenship and communal
affiliations as determinants of national identity (an individual dimension); (3) the coexistence of a
community-exclusive authority structure and a shared "inclusive" state system (an institutional dimension);
(4) divergent political aspirations (a value-orientation dimension).”
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Another model Yiftachel presents that modern states can, and most often do,

employ is known as the “Control (or Ethnic Democracy) Model.” In this model, formal

state procedures are often characterized by “control and dominance” whereby “the

majority group typically institutionalizes its control through the official arms of the

government . . . to manipulate state policy to suit its own cultural, economic, and political

needs.”130 Under  this  model,  the  state  apparatus  is  directed  for  the  benefit  of  the  ruling

majority group, and it is often under this type of governance structure where one finds the

(re)activation and concretization of competing ethnic identities which tend to devolve

into either territorial partition (what Yiftachel calls the “Partition Model,” which is a

theme covered later in this chapter) or overt conflict.   As Horowitz states, “an unequal

distribution of utilitarian and coercive resources has thus been often converted into

political assets that could be manipulated in the context of intercommunity conflict.”131

Regardless  of  the  model  utilized  by  a  state,  the  common  denominator  for

governance in an ethnically plural region is the politicization of identity, either aimed at

removing ethnic distinctions for the purposes of a common, imagined identity, or to

create a representative ethnic landscape, or to create a majority rule dynamic with

politically subservient minority groups. The latter often leads to protracted social issues

which, especially in the case of Ireland, Lebanon, Cyprus, Israel, frequently devolve into

armed conflict between competing groups. According to Sriram and Nielson (2004),

violent conflict in these and other regions, can arise from a range of issues including

“disputes over land, access to resources and power of the state, gross inequality, ethnicity

and religion and borders” and can be fitted within four broad, often working in tandem,

groupings: “insecurity, inequality, private incentives, and perceptions.”132

In their work they present a five stage progression of violent ethnic conflict

starting from its roots in political and economic instability, through the mobilization of

130 As Yiftachel states “three principal control practices are typically used by governments of such
domination democracies: political surveillance, economic dependence and territorial containment.” (1992)
pg. 321; for earlier discussion of this process see also Lustick (1979) and Smooha (1980).
131 Horowitz (1982) pg. 341.
132 Sriram and Nielson (2004) pp 1-2.
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communities and their competing identities, to final outbreak of conflict and its future

cessation  of  hostilities,  but  it  is  in  the  discussion  of  the  causes  where  one  can  begin  to

understand how and why intercommunal conflict can ignite.133 According to Sriram and

Nielson there are three main causes of conflict: structural, proximate and triggers.134

“Structural Causes,” also referred to as “roots,” include the “underlying sources of

discontent,” and “many structural causes are linked to the relationship between the state

and its citizens, the legitimacy of the government, and its ability to provide basic

services. Structural causes may also include relative or absolute poverty  . . .” However,

“Proximate Causes” include “the entrenching of discrimination built off the root causes—

manipulation of group identities for political purposes, mismanagement of state

resources, corruption, abusive security forces and wide spread human rights violations.”

Finally there is a “Triggering Event” whereby there is a heightened tension or

catastrophic socio-political event (such as a coup or government repression) that causes

widespread communal conflict.

The intensity and duration of protracted conflict between competing ethnic groups

in a plural state is the product of a multiplicity of horizontal and vertical causes.135 As is

discussed in more detail below, horizontally, the territorial and spatial concentration of

ethnic groups across a region, the pervasiveness of identity narratives, whether

constructed or contested, plays a large role in the propensity of a society to devolve into

conflict. Similarly, vertical causes, including the regionalization and/or internalization of

the conflict through the support of larger, external forces (referred to below as “external”

or “ethno-” “guarantors of power”), play an important role in the intensification of group

133 Sriram and Nielson (2006 p. 12) present five phases of conflict: 1) Potential conflict: poverty,
horizontal inequality, political instability, leadership problems, ethnic, historical political religious
cleavages, concentration of natural resources; 2) Gestation of conflict: flashes of isolated, low intensity
conflict, followed by increased state repression, mobilization of population heightened fear and
intimidation; 3) Trigger/mobilization of conflict: high tension and confrontation, treat or use of violence
(coups election fraud, government repression); 4) Conflict/escalation outbreak of violence high intensity.
Displacement of people, refugees, human rights abuses; 5) Postconflict: cessation of hostilities, cease fire,
if not fixed it damages infrastructure (social and economic) or government leading to significant
resentment.
134 See Sriram and Nielson (2004) pp 2-3.
135 See Carment, et al. (2006)
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conflict into overt communal violence. The institutionalization of domination through

what Crighton and MacIver (1991) call “coercive regimes” leads to one ethnic group

achieving political and social dominance to protect its identity through socio-economic

apparatuses of the state. This institutional domination can range from a political system

controlled by one majority group with safeguards for the minority groups in the region (a

consociational dynamic as addressed above) to the extreme case of state sponsored racial

segregation such as the apartheid in South Africa, to an even more nefarious form of

domination in which the controlling group constructs its common identity as polar

opposites to the “others,” whose very existence is viewed as a threat to the controlling

group. This form of identity creation is what Appadurai (2006) describes as “predatory.”

PREDATORY IDENTITIES

“Predatory Identities,” according to Appadurai (2006), stem from a group

dynamic “whose social construction and mobilization require the extinction of the other,

proximate social categories, defined as threats to the very existence of some group

defined as we.”136 The creation of a predatory identity aimed at the eradication of the

“other” stems, in Appadurai’s view, from a long history of contact and mixing and the

development over time of mutual stereotyping. These ethno-cultural stereotypes are

mobilized, hardened and mixed with latent, primordial, or racialized identities in times

when the majority group is threatened in some way. It is this mobilization, often through

a successful campaign of fear directed at the majority group, which moves a region closer

to ethnic conflict and potentially genocide.137  Threats to the sovereignty of the majority

group can stem from the fear of a hostile or irredentist minority group, population

migrations, international and regional pressures, including threats to related groups within

another national border, or the threat of extinction when the dominant group is a majority

136 Appadurai (2006) p. 51.
137 Appadurai (2006 p. 53) states, “predatory identities, in other words, are products of situations in which
the idea of a national peoplehood is successfully reduced to the principle of ethnic singularity, so that the
existence of even the smallest minority within national boundaries is seen as an intolerable deficit in the
purity of the national whole.”
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in the country while being a minority in the region.138 Chapter 11 accentuates the

significance of the predatory identity dynamic on the island of Cyprus as witnessed in the

destructive activities of both communities on the symbols of the other group across the

landscape on both sides of the divide.

The activation of potentially predatory ethno-cultural identification by a

controlling party translates into a twofold issue in pluralistic or multicultural regions.

First, a spiral effect leading to interethnic conflict is created a feeling of mutual fear of

the “other” is created—as seen when a threatened majority group becomes hostile or

aggressive warranting a reactionary, often polarized, identity creation by a minority

group, which then increases the uncertainty and fear by the controlling group, and so on.

This spiral effect translates into the potential vertical intensification of the conflict as well

as a multiplicity of geospatial issues, including the creation of bounded and in the

extreme case partitioned ethno-cultural territories, as well as limiting access to resources.

In the following section this study furthers the idea of vertical intensification ethno-

cultural conflict through the involvement of external ethno-guarantors and then moves

into a detailed discussion of the geographical implications of ethnic conflict on the

physical and social space of contested regions.

ETHNIC CONFLICT AND THE INVOLVEMENT OF EXTERNAL ETHNO-GUARANTORS

Carment, et al., (2006), building off of Lake and Rothschild (1998), hold that

ethnic conflict, the roots of which are described above, “arises out of a systematic denial

by the modern state of minority aspirations, goals, and values.”139 This denial of minority

rights often includes a restriction of movement, access to resources, and political

marginalization and the intensification of these limitations by a coercive regime, as

defined above, leads either to reluctant assimilation, retaliation and/or separatism

138 See Crighton and MacIver (1991) for further discussion on the fear of extinction. An example of this is
the double minority syndrome felt by the Israelis within the grater Middle East, the Maronites in Lebanon,
the Protestants in Northern Ireland, The Afrikaners in South Africa, the Greek Cypriots in the Eastern
Mediterranean, and the Serbs, Croats and Bosniacs in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
139 Carment, et al. (2006) pg.4.
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(irredentism),140 or the seeking of external assistance either from neighboring states with

a shared identity, or non-neighboring diaspora groups.141 There  are  a  few  examples  of

irredentist groups who take up arms within a region who are unable to find widespread

external support such as the Basques of northern Spain or the Tamils of Sri Lanka, but for

the most part conflicts that involve a threatened minority seeking to protect itself from

assimilation or annihilation often bring regional powers with a common ethno-cultural or

historical identity, whether real or perceived, into the conflict.142

The involvement of larger, external powers, discussed here using the term ethno-

guarantor as defined by Byrne (2000; 2006), magnifies the intensity of the conflict within

the region. The question must be asked: what role do the ethno-guarantors play in the

conflict? To answer this question, one must first investigate the reasons—either active or

passive— behind the external ethno-guarantor’s involvement in the regional conflict. The

second  step  is  to  identify  the  role  ethno-guarantors  play  in  either  the  mitigation  or

continuation of an ethnic conflict.

When a conflict based on competing communal identities escalates vertically

within a region, what was an issue for a single state soon becomes internationalized.

Vertical escalation can come from a group requesting support from the international

community, whether it is monetary, humanitarian, or military assistance or it can bring

larger powers within the region who share common ethno-cultural traits, what Kaufmann

(2004) describes as “transnational ethnic identification.” Ethno-guarantor, then, become

the external actors are willing to protect the interests of the minority group situated inside

another nation’s border.  While the term “guarantor,” especially in terms of a guarantor of

power, can include a range of international and legal definitions, for the purposes of this

140 As defined by Carment, et al. (2006) pg. 12, irredentism as “a claim to the territory of an entity—
usually and independent state—wherein an ethnic in-group is a numerical minority but forms a regional
plurality (or even majority).  Irredentist conflict entails an attempt to detach land and people from one state
in order to merge them into another.”
141 Carment, et al. (2006) pg.8 further this idea by stating, “At that point, ethnic groups believe there is no
way that  the  state,  on  its  own,  will  guarantee  their  survival.  In  other  words,  when ethnic  groups  start  to
experience fears collectively about assimilation and physical safety, violence is to be expected.”
142 Examples of this involvement of external power involvement include the protracted conflicts in the
Balkans, Northern Ireland, Cyprus, Israel, and Lebanon.
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study, the focus is placed on the nuanced role an external “ethno-guarantor” plays in the

development and deepening of a regional conflict based on competing identities within

the majority minority dynamic.

When a minority group whose geographic concentration within the confines of

the state affords that group the opportunity to be a majority within a region, and there is a

real or perceived threat against the wellbeing of the community by a majority-controlled,

coercive, or predatory regime, then that minority group faces the options of either

assimilating or breaking away from the state in an irredentist bid for regional or national

autonomy. If the option for military engagement is chosen, the minority group looks

outside its region for support and the first place they turn is a regional (super-) power

who shares a common social ideology, whether it is political, religious, cultural, and/or

some historical configuration thereof. Thus the presence and willingness of a regional

power to assume the role of ethno-guarantor and support the irredentist minority leads to

the intensification of a conflict not only with the aid to the minority group, but also the

response by the nation’s majority group, who consequently also turn to an external

guarantor  for  support  against  the  break-apart  of  the  state.  The  involvement  of  external

powers in a conflict based on the politicization of ethnicity often brings a range of issues,

both positive and negative, to the table; the question then that must be asked is what role

do external ethno-guarantors play in ethnic conflicts?

As Byrne describes, external ethno-guarantors play a defining role in an ethnic

conflict in the sense that their very presence has a dual role that magnifies social tensions

and exacerbated armed conflict. The first defining role ethno-guarantors play in a

burgeoning irredentist or ethnic conflict is what can be called the “indirect aggravator”

dynamic. In a developing conflict where a minority group is able to capitalize on a shared

identity with a more powerful neighbor for their own ends, situating themselves as an

“internal ally” of the larger power, the perception of having the support of a larger power

often sharpens the resolve of the threatened minority group and intensifies their
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irredentist claims.143 As Byrne states, internal ethnic groups soon realize that “either

realize that their powerful cousins, the guarantors, will protect their interests, or are not

committed to doing so.”144 If  the  regional  powers  remain  disengaged,  the  minority

community inevitably lessens its demands over time; however, as is the case in the ethnic

conflicts discussed throughout this study, regional powers rarely remain disengaged from

an irredentist conflict.

The frequency of external ethno-guarantor engagement facilitates the continued

belief that the “cousins” will protect the interests of the minority group. In his analysis of

the role of ethno-guarantors in Cyprus and Northern Ireland, Byrne demonstrates that the

assumption of assistance leads to extremists within a minority group gaining political

power over moderates. Therefore, this leads to the continued polarization of the

community from the greater state and the amplification of their irredentist claims. This

amplification can come in the form of demands by the minority group to move beyond

simple requests for increased minority rights and safeguards within the state, to one of

demanding equal rights status or separatism.145 The amplification of demands for

separatism  or  equal  rights  status  leads  to  the  second  component  of  the  “internal

aggravator” paradigm; this is the fact that the actual or perceived assistance from an

external ethno-guarantor leads a minority to the brink of the colloquial phrase of “over-

playing one’s hand.”

As Byrne states, internal minority groups often behave as though such support can

be taken for granted and, as in the case of Cyprus, the Turkish Cypriots claimed a

disproportionally large amount of territory and political representation when compared to

their population numbers (roughly 20 percent of the population in the 1950s and

143 As Byrne (2000 pg. 4) states “internal ethnic communities believe they have a shared irredentist
nationalism, historical heritage, and perceived ethnic identity with their external ethnoguarantors.”
144 Byrne (2000) pg. 4.
145 It is because of the perceived assistance of an external ally that such claims are often made. As Byrne
(2004 p.4) states an “ethnic minority in a territory desiring separatism claims a political right not to be a
minority but a separate and equal community.”
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1960s).146 The  amplification  of  minority  claims  over  rights  and  territory  relies  on  the

active and continued support of the external ethno-guarantor. If this support waivers, the

emboldened minority group could be subject to reprisals of equal intensification by the

controlling majority group. Similarly, as above, the greater the perceived threat from a

minority group that the majority group feels, the more predatory and coercive they may

become—as is the case in Bosnia-Herzegovina during the early 1990s.

The second role external ethno-guarantors can play in a regional ethnic conflict is

what may be called the “external provocateur” dynamic. In line with the power politics

dynamic of Kaufmann’s transnational ethnic identification, the larger power has a

disproportionately large amount of influence on an ethnically based communal conflict.

What can be referred to colloquially as a “powerful cousin” or a “big brother” ideology,

external ethno-guarantors, as Byrne describes, “perceive that they have a direct and

historical connection, and a shared national identity, with their internal allies or co-

nationals.”147 Building upon this shared identity, ethno-guarantor powers can follow two

paths  when  it  comes  to  conflict  escalation  and  de-escalation.  First,  it  may  support  the

antagonistic claims of their internal co-national allies in order to aggravate and escalate

the ethno-political conflict. This process leads to the request for direct assistance by the

ethno-guarantor and can lead to the securing of their dominance over their weaker allies

for the purposes of territorial expansion or the expansion of their sphere of influence in

the region.148 Second, external ethno-guarantors can serve as mediators for the de-

escalation of conflict within a region. As Byrne states, they have the political and military

power to facilitate and enforce intercommunal agreements that bring about an end to

conflict. While they can sabotage talks or exacerbate interethnic tensions, the positive

146 Further analysis of the history of the intercommunal conflict on Cyprus and the involvement of the
ethno-guarantors of Greece and Turkey will be discussed in more detail in Chapters 8 through 10.
147 Byrne (2004) pg. 3.
148 Claims of  this  practice  have  been levied  against  Turkey by the  Greek Cypriot  community  on  Cyprus
and against the Syrians by the Lebanese during the civil war (1975-1990).



84

role ethno-guarantors can play is as a stabilizing force whose presence and influence

secures a lasting peace.149

The involvement of external ethno-guarantors in a regional ethnic conflict,

whether as mediators and stabilizing forces or as provocateurs, leads to the vertical

amplification of an intercommunal conflict to one of potential international contestation

so their involvement should not be taken lightly. Though external powers can act as

peace brokers, it is up to the internal communities to accept the results of the peace plan,

such as relinquishing aspirations for disproportionate territorial or political access. If the

internal allies remain hostile, or utilize the presence of the guarantor to justify further

aggressive claims, as Byrne states, “external political power brokers become locked into

the ethno-political dispute as partisan arbitrators or regulators and it becomes difficult, if

not impossible, to extricate themselves from a dependent relationship created with their

co-national, internal allies.”150 This leads to the stagnation of the peace process and the

increased longevity of the intercommunal conflict.

There is also the potential that the internal allies underestimated the aspiration of

their ethno-guarantors, and even though the minority community desires the cessation of

the conflict, the engaged ethno-guarantor may be unwilling to extricate themselves from

the region, in a sense “over-staying one’s welcome.” According to Byrne, “when the

internal allies recognize the role of the external ethno-guarantors in exacerbating the

conflict  for their  own political  aspirations .  .  .  they find themselves in a situation where

they cannot break out of a dependent relationship with the external ethno-guarantors who,

at one time, were protecting their interests/existence.”151 Further  discussion  of  the  role

149 Byrne (2006 p. 152 ff.) further develops what he calls the EEG (external ethno-guarantor) Model for
conflict resolution and cites how external guarantors of power in the Northern Ireland conflict (The
Republic of Ireland and the British Government) facilitated the mediation of a lasting peace between the
Catholics and Protestant communities in Northern Ireland by disengaging from the conflict and establishing
the framework for peace under the Anglo Irish Agreement (1985) and the Good Friday (Belfast) Agreement
(1998). However, in his study of Cyprus, he demonstrates that the ethno-guarantors (Greece and Turkey)
have helped derail peace initiatives on the island.
150 Byrne (2000) pg. 5.
151 Byrne (2006 p. 152)
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ethno-guarantors play in the continued division of Cyprus and its capital city of Nicosia is

presented in more detail in Chapters 8 through 10.

CONCLUSIONS

The analysis of the progression of identity formation and its maintenance across

the multiple layers of a society is an important step in the understanding how ethnicity

and identity translate into the physical fabric of urban and regional systems. Cities

become a concentrated arena in which identity is both exercised and controlled. On a

regional and/or national level, identity formation serves the same dual purpose. Ethnic

identity allows for the creation and reproduction of socio-political power, and links to a

meta-identity can help reinforce a deep rootedness of that identity across a landscape.

Nation-states draw upon the power of ethnic identity to create a sense of belonging and

commonality between its citizens. This process of creating a supra-national identity falls

under the dynamic of “imagined communities” in which people share a common bond, a

national  kinship  with  the  other  people  of  that  community,  even  though  they  cannot

possibly meet everyone within the country. The underlying motivation for the formation

of a common identity at a state level it that these imagined communal associations help

further the process of building a stable state in which competing bonds are erased in order

to facilitate the modernization of the nation. When a state suffers from the presence of

competing ethno-national identity, it is not able to actualize full social and economic

development.  Thus,  identity  formation  becomes  an  instrument  of  the  state  to  secure  its

control.

Ethno-national  identity  formation,  however,  can  be  a  tricky  thing.  The  same

mechanisms  employed  by  a  state  to  create  a  common  identity  can  also  be  used  by

marginalized communities to secure a common vision of historic oppression. These

communities begin to develop competing identities within a state and as the community’s

shared vision of marginalization grows, they begin to desire more autonomy, which in the

end develops into separatism and irredentism. Ethno-national provocateurs who wish to

change the status quo or destabilize a region for the betterment of the community (or for
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their own agendas) draw upon latent, primordialist associations with the past to help

activate a identity in opposition to the majority identity. As separatist identities grow

within a nation, the results of the discontentment often translate into the larger physical

and social terrain of the region.

If a state is aggressive in its campaign to create a single identity, it is more apt to

quash the identity matrix of an irredentist minority group either through a campaign to

downplay or marginalize the claims of the competing group, or they may attempt to

systematically eradicate the competing identity through “predatory” activities. Often

when this campaign to silence the minority intensifies, the minority community looks

externally for support, and this support is often garnered from a larger co-ethic group

within the region or around the globe. Thus the process of ethnic identification can not

only be used to secure and modernize a state, but can also embroil it within larger

regional conflicts. The evolution of ethnic identity, as addressed above, begins to

simultaneously transform the socio-spatial geography of a region. Chapter 4 takes the

analysis of identity creation and moves the theme into the arena of the physical world.

The purpose is to demonstrate how ethnic divisions manifest themselves in urban and

regional  settings  through  the  process  of  bordering  and  human  territoriality.  It  is  to  this

discussion of the impact of competing ethnic identity formation and its actualization in

the physical space that this study now turns.
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Chapter 4: Ethnicity, Territorial Control, and the Roots of Urban
Division

Building upon the themes of ethno-national identity formulation and its potential

for communal and regional destabilization as discussed in Chapter 3, this chapter moves

into an analysis of the various ways identities are manifested across a landscape,

especially in an urban setting. The analysis below is divided into two main parts. Part 1

consists of an explication of the role geography plays in the process of ethno-national

identity formation. The main focus of this part is to elucidate how ethno-national identity

can translate into territorial control and how this control can be used for the purposes of

inclusion and exclusion at various scales ranging from the local or communal level to the

national level. The manifestation of ethnic identity across the physical landscape often

involves the process of establishing the boundaries of the sphere of influence of that

cultural group. Such boundary creation, therefore, is a significant research avenue within

Political Geography, namely the in the works concerning “border theory.” This broad

theoretical basis includes the analysis of the process of border creation, the significance

of these borders (internally and externally), and what they symbolize. This discussion

relies heavily on Sack’s (1981, 1986) analysis of “Human Territoriality.”

Part 2 of this chapter involves the application of the aforementioned theoretical

analysis to the phenomenon known as “divided cities.” It is within the geography of these

contested cities that the exercise of socio-spatial boundarying and territoriality is acute.

The argument presented in this section is that there is an identifiable “process” of urban

division that follows a clear pattern stemming from the creation of competing identities to

the materialization of these identities within the urban landscape. The materialization of

difference often entails the creation of borders that outline distinct territories/regions

within a city. As described in more detail below, these borders create interface zones

between the competing groups and the geography of these zones become the arenas in

which competing ethno-national identities are communicated to the residents within as

well as to the community on the other side of the divide.
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As  is  demonstrated  below,  every  city  has  a  modicum  of  social  division  (racial,

ethnic, economic), but it is within the “divided cities” that these social divisions reach a

tipping point in the urban landscape. Due to a lack of social resilience, when the

communities come to critical juncture that tests the resolve of intercommunal bonds,

these divided cities follow the path of devolution into overt, armed conflict between the

competing communities. The urban arena allows for a condensing of populations and, as

is the case below, these populations are unaccustomed to sharing space and resources. As

divergent identities are promoted and reproduced within the cities and the groups are able

to garner external, often ethno-guarantor support, benign social competition transforms

into violence and bloodshed with the end result being enforced spatial partitioning

(divisions). To understand how a society can go from formulation or reinforcing its

identities to fighting for territorial control that result in socio-spatial divisioning, it is

necessary to first understand the process in the broader theoretical context of border

theory and human territoriality.

PART 1: ACCESS, CONTROL, AND ETHNIC GEOGRAPHY

Because of the fluid nature of ethnicity and ethno-nationalism, and how

intrinsically they are locked together with territory, it is necessary to understand how

each aspect affects the other.152 Understanding the geographical control dynamic of

ethnic groups may help to understand the interconnections of space and identity while

also illuminating areas of potential conflict. This attempt to influence control over a

geographical area often leads to two results. The first result involves a recognition of a

region’s  “multiculturalism,”  a  process  which  Gupta  and  Ferguson  call  a  “both  a  feeble

acknowledgement of the fact that cultures have lost their moorings in definite places and

an  attempt  to  subsume  this  plurality  of  cultures  within  the  framework  of  a  national

identity.”153 If the creation of a common identity fails, then the second “territorial” result

is the creation of borders that limit free movement by opposing groups. This leads to

152 Gupta and Ferguson (1992) pg. 8.
153 Gupta and Ferguson (1992) pg. 7.
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Sack’s (1981) aforementioned political-geographical process referred to as the “symbolic

reification of power.”154

Identity of an ethnic group can be directly tied to the land and therefore attempts

to limit a group’s access to it, or take away their rights within it, lead to irredentist and

separatist conflicts whereby a minority group that is a regional majority may fight for

political and social autonomy.155 Therefore, the concept of “territory” and its intimate

relationship with ethno-national or group identification is of critical importance when

investigating the translation of identity onto the physical space in a contested region.

Territory can establish binaries of access and exclusion, ours and theirs, allowed and

disallowed, as well as a physical location. As Delaney (2005) states, this location is

“positioned within a dense matrix of multiple, overlapping territories and territorial

configurations. The meanings of each of these territories (and their power relations that

these meanings imply) are established in relation to the other territories across the

heterogeneous levels.”156

Geography as a multifaceted discipline is uniquely situated to understand the

complex accretion of society, space, and, as is often the case, conflict over access and

control over the socio-spatial realities within a territory. As Reuber (2000) states, there

are two major perspectives within recent, post-modern research in Political Geography,

which situate the field at the forefront of understanding the aggregation of space, politics,

and  identity:  1)  “an  action  oriented  concept  that  includes  awareness  of  place,  regional

diversity and differences in the context of space related conflicts;” and 2) “a

constructionist concept that deconstructs geographical discourses, narratives and maps as

strategic representations used by politicians in international politics as well as in conflicts

on regional and local scales.”157

Reuber identifies six fields of research within Political Geography which are

directly applicable to the study of space and society as it pertains to the parameters of this

154 Sack (1981) pg 66.
155  For further information of this, see Kaufmann (2004).
156 Delaney (2005) pg.31.
157 Reuber (2000) pg. 39.
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current study, the investigation into the magnification of socio-spatial interaction into the

realm of conflict. His research divisions include: 1) ecological politics and resource

conflicts, which includes “ecological politics, ecological movements and political

conflicts with an ecological reference”; 2) territorial conflicts and boundaries, including

“new forms of exclusion and segregation in traditionally public areas”; 3) geopolitics and

the politics of identity, which includes “the making of identities and their strategic

instrumentalization for geopolitical purposes . . .” 4) globalization and new international

relations; 5) the symbolic representation of political power; and 6) regional conflicts and

new social movements.158 Considering Field One, ecological politics, this is considered as

an underlying issue inherent in each conflict investigated in relation to the Cyprus

division and is not be addressed directly. While Field Six, regionalism and social

movements, has been addressed above, the following sections of this chapter expand the

discussion  of  Fields  Two,  Three,  and  Five  as  they  form  the  basic  tenets  of  the

understanding of socio-spatial conflict in divided societies.

ETHNICITY AND TERRITORY

Building off Reuber’s (2000) Field Two (Territorial Conflicts and Boundaries)

and Field Three (Geopolitics and the Politics of Identity), understanding the processes

through which common cultural identities are constructed, manifested, maintained (and

even contested) throughout the physical and social geography at a number of interlocking

scales (international, national, regional, local, and even individual) has developed as a

major research avenue for cultural and political geographers. Conceptualizing the

intricate interdigitation of social identity throughout geographical space is captured by

the theoretical notion of “spatiality.” Spatiality, in a fundamental sense, is a term used to

describe the nuances of how society (and its corresponding identity) and space are

intrinsically intertwined leading researchers to the assertion that society and space are

simultaneously produced.159

158 Reuber (2000) pp. 39-40.
159 See Massey (2005).
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Building from this foundational idea that society and space are mutually reliant

constructs,  one  can  begin  to  understand  how  the  process  of  creating  a  shared  sense  of

sameness through a common ethno-cultural identity necessitates the creation of a spatial

expression of such identity. Analyzing the parameters of the spatial component of a

group’s  identity  is  one  of  the  main  thrusts  of  Political  Geography.  Below  is  a  brief

analysis  of  the  major  research  avenues  within  political  geography  as  they  relate  to  the

territorial construction and expression of social identity. The overarching theoretical

construct discussed in this section is Sack’s (1986) concept of “human territoriality.” This

idea carries the discussion beyond how a cultural group, society, or nation-state secure

their presence in the physical space of a region, a group’s territorial claim, to how they

structure, reproduce, and maintain their identity throughout that space. Within the

confines of the discussion of territoriality, one finds how ethno-cultural identity is

instrumental to the creation of borders and frontiers (leading to the discussion of the

process of “bordering” and border theory) as well as the mechanisms employed by social

systems to secure overt and covert ethno-cultural identifiers the physical space of a

society (leading to the discussion of the formation and utility of the “symbolic

landscape”).

TERRITORY AND TERRITORIALITY

The process  of  spatially  delimiting  the  extent  of  a  social  system,  whether  it  is  a

shared ethno-cultural identity, its political or economic processes, or some combination

thereof, creates what can loosely be called an “ethnoscape,” or ethnic landscape.160 The

physical extent of this ethnic landscape can likewise be identified as the territory of the

society which, as Popescu (2012) describes, is the “portion of physical space claimed or

occupied by a person or group of people or an institution.”161 While Gottman (1973)

holds that territory is “bounded space,” Sack (1986) further builds upon this notion

stating it is a “spatial strategy to affect, influence, and control resources and people, by

160 See Soja (2001), Appadurai (1995), Smith (1996).
161 Popescu (2012) p. 13.
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controlling area.”162 When investigated  at  a  macro  level,  this  delimiting  process  can  be

understood as nation building in the traditional Westphalian model, what Agnew calls a

“state-centric account of spatiality.”163 The boundaries created outlining the limits of the

state often become the horizontal containers for the solidification and maintenance of a

shared ethno-national identity.164 Therefore, as Popescu states, “nationalism is a

territorial ideology that seeks to bind the nation and the state by creating identity based

on bounded space.”165 Paasi (1999) holds that national and social identity are coexistent,

overlapping identities (religious, tribal, linguistic, class, gender, and so on) and as Smith

(1996) states, “the boundaries of nations and nation states may be determined by military,

economic and political factors, but their significance for their inhabitants derives from the

joys and sufferings associated with a particular ethnoscape.”166

The significance of delimiting and claiming the physical space as a way of

solidifying and actualizing a shared social identity illustrates the complex

interrelationship of territory, identity and in a larger sense, the nation/state. However, an

important component of this spatial construction of social identity is the process by which

entities (ethnic groups, states, governing bodies, and so on) secure, organize and

substantiate their claims to the territory.167 This process is what Sack (1981) describes as

the “symbolic reification of power.”168 This geopolitical projection of control over

territory is best encapsulated by the term “territoriality.” Soja (1971), in one of the

162 Sack (1986) pg 1.
163 Agnew describes the state-centric account of spatiality as having three main components: 1) states have
exclusive sovereign power over their territories; 2) “domestic” and “foreign” are separate and distinct
realms; 3) the boundaries of a state define the boundaries of a “society” (Agnew 1999 pg 17; see also O
Tuathail 1999).
164 As Agnew states “modern state sovereignty requires clearly bounded territories’ and ‘the territorial state
is seen as acting as the geographical ‘container’ of modern society” (Agnew 2005 p.41; see also Agnew
1994 and Agnew et al 2008). Similarly Giddens (1987) sees states as bordered “power containers”.
165 Popescu (2012) pg. 13; see also Alexander Murphy (1996).
166 Smith (1996) pg. 445.
167 Berg (2009 pg 223) states, “territory is a vital prerequisite of statehood and the control over territory
represents “the spatial expression of power.”  Precisely because of the importance of territory, some actors
engage in ethnic engineering and national construction efforts aiming to control portions of space, while
being resisted, often violently, by others who attribute equal importance to the same piece of land.” (Also
see Abdewani 2007 and El Ouali 2010 for further discussion on this theme).
168 Sack (1981) pg. 66.
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earliest derivations of the idea, defines territoriality as “a behavioral phenomenon

associated with the organization of space into spheres of influence or clearly demarcated

territories which are made distinctive and considered at least partially exclusive by their

occupants or definers.”169

One of the most influential scholars on the subject of human territoriality, Sack

(1986), states that “delimitation becomes a territory only when its boundaries are used to

affect behavior by controlling access. . .”  or “. . . are used by some authority do mold,

influence, or control activities.”170 On the same page, he goes on to define “territoriality”

as “the attempt by an individual or group to affect, influence, or control people,

phenomena, and relationships, by delimiting and asserting control over a geographic

area.”  Sack  follows  with  the  notion  that  “territories  require  constant  effort  to  establish

and maintain” and are a “strategy to establish different degrees of access to people,

things, and relationships,”171 thus “territoriality must provide a form of classification by

area, a form of communication by boundary, and a form of enforcement or control.”172

Taking it one step further, Paasi (1999) draws the discussion of territoriality into the

national or state level in that, “states are in a decisive role in the production and

reproduction of these manifestations of territoriality, particularly through spatial

socialization and territorialization of meaning, which occur in many ways through

education, politics, administration, and governance.”173

In essence, territoriality is a socially constructed, “spatial strategy,”174 controlling

territory and influencing inhabitants therein—what Paasi (2008) describes as “spatial

169 Soja (1971) pg. 19.
170 Sack (1986) pg.19.
171 Sack (1986) pp.19-20.
172 Sack (1986) p. 28. He surmises that “territory must involve some form of classification by area (access
ours and yours), communication (boundary: marker signs, a statement about direction in space and a
statement about possession or exclusion), and an enforcement of control over access to the area or the
things within it, or to things outside of it by restraining those within (1986 pp 21-22, and 32-33)
173 Paasi (1999) pg. 69.
174 Berg (2009) pg 223.
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socialization.”175 Therefore, territoriality can best be viewed through a hybridization of

Sack’s (1986) ten tendencies of territoriality and 14 primary combinations into a core

definition that it is a geographical expression of social power, a communication of

boundaries and/or de facto borders (what he calls “geographical fixity” [tendencies 1 and

2]), a container or medium of creating and reproducing social order and enforcing control

(what he calls the processes of “inclusion and exclusion” [tendencies 3 and 8]), and an

instrument to reify and depersonalize power (a coordinating power, a potentially

anonymous political referent to which the community can address their demands, and so

on [tendencies 4, 5, and 6]).

Building upon Sack’s (1986) definition of territoriality Paasi aptly transitions to

the discussion the process of border creation: “boundaries, along with their

communication, comprise the basic element in the construction of territories and the

practice of territoriality. Encompassing things in space or on a map may identify and

classify places or regions, but these become territories only when their boundaries are

used to control people.”176

BORDERS AND BOUNDARIES

With the socio-political identity created and affixed with some form of spatial

association,  whether  it  is  an  ethnic  landscape  or  a  territory,  efforts  are  made  by  social

groups to delimit and secure their claims to the geographical space through the creation

of borders and boundaries. Modern border theory has moved beyond the analysis of

borders as institutionalized, physical constructs to separate groups and mediate contact

between them, the traditional view of national or state borders, and into to the analysis of

175 According to Paasi (2008 pg 113), “spatial socialization” is the use of effective mechanisms (symbolism
and institutions) that will bind people together ultimately creating a territory’s “symbolic shape” and
“institutional shape.” The “symbolic shape” includes: 1) dynamic, discursive constructed elements (the
process of naming); 2) fixed symbols (flags, coat of arms, statues); 3) social practices in which these
elements come together (military parades, flag days, education, and holidays). He views this as leading to
the “institutional shape”  which include practices such as administration, politics, economy, culture,
communication, and the school systems through which boundaries, symbolism and their meanings are
produced and reproduced.
176 Paasi (2008) pg. 112.
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the multiplicity of roles borders play in modern society.177 Borders are no longer

considered static lines on a map demarcating the territory or sphere of influence of a

nation or society, rather the demarcation of boundaries is “the process through which

borders are constructed and the categories of difference or separation created.

Demarcation  if  the  process  through  which  the  criteria  of  inclusion/exclusion  are

determined  . . .”178

Newman views borders as a social process delimiting and securing “multilayered

territorial compartments within which we live” across a number of often overlapping and

hierarchical socio-spatial scales from the macro- (global, national) to more micro-scales

(local, individual).179 Similarly, in her analysis of the complexities of bordering,

including issues of access, movement, and “securitization” of borders in the globalization

paradigm in the 21st century, Popescu emphasizes how borders are social phenomena that

mediate between familiar “here” and unfamiliar “there” while simultaneously acting as a

“power strategy that uses difference to assert control over space by inscribing difference

in space.”180 Border creation and maintenance, then, functions as an integral part of the

process of territoriality, and the territorialization of ethno-cultural identity. It is essential,

as Popescu (2012) states, to view borders not only as multi-dimensional, but also as a

deeply contextualized entities in the sense that borders are “historically contingent

processes” and cannot be understood outside of the context in which they exist.181

According to Newman and Paasi (1998), this multifaceted process of bordering

has two intertwined aspects—the creation of some form of physical or social border for

177 Paasi outlines how recent research on borders draws heavily from post-modern “flows” rhetoric and
post-structuralist approaches to constructed and contested nature of identities, knowledge, and ‘truths’ in
order to challenge what he calls “traditional state centered border analysis” (1999). For a further discussion
on the progression of border analysis and typologies see Newman (2008; 2006) and Newman and Paasi
(1998) and Popescu (2012)
178 Newman (2006) pg 148 and (2008) pg 130.
179 Newman states that borders are “hierarchical and overlapping group identities” that are “determined by
some form of territorial compartmentalization” and the focus on identity can switch from global to local,
religious and cultural, virtual and aspatial (Newman 2008 pg 130). See also Newman (2006 p. 146) and
Newman (2003)
180 Popescu (2012) pp. 7-8.
181 Popescu (2012) pg .22.
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inclusion and exclusion and well as the creation of a container for shared communal

identity; it is in the latter process where one sees “the border” as a discursive construct

imbued with social meaning. In section below, special emphasis is placed on the complex

interrelationship between the creation of borders and the formation of the aforementioned

ethno-symbolic repertoire of ethno-national identity creation.182 The creation of physical

borders within a geographical space with the intention of partition or division is analyzed

in more detail in Part 2 of this chapter.

The creation of physical and symbolic boundaries within or between local groups

to the scale of international border creation is intimately linked with the notions of

territoriality and ethno-national symbolism. As Newman and Paasi (1998) state that

boundaries and their associated meanings “are historically contingent, and they are part

of the production and institutionalization of territories and territoriality . . .” and they

continue that “. . . even if they are always more or less arbitrary lines between territorial

entities, they may also have deep symbolic, cultural, historical, religious, often contested,

meanings for social communities.”183

Borders form a large part of the national “discursive landscape of social power,

control and governance, which extends itself into the whole society and which is

produced and reproduced in various social and cultural practices.”184 This link between

the reification of power and the boundary line demonstrates how important the physical

and social landscape is to the discussion of identity creation and its situatedness within

geographical space. As Newman and Paasi continue, “this landscape concretizes and

attempts to legitimize relations between territorial structures.”185 The practice of

territoriality and boundary creation with its control of the space, inclusive and exclusive

mechanism, the mediation of contact between groups, and the creation of a shared

182  See Smith (2010). Also, as Newman and Paasi (1998 pg 197) state, “boundaries . . . exist in varying
concrete and symbolic forms simultaneously as part of the international geopolitical landscape, the nation-
state system and local life. Boundaries and territoriality are therefore contextual . . . and a product of the
continual nation-building process which manifests itself in different social practices.”
183 Newman and Paasi (1998) pg. 187.
184 Newman and Paasi (1998) pg. 196.
185 Newman and Paasi (1998) pg. 196.
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identity within that border, what Paasi (2008) defines as “spatial socialization” is an

essential component of the creation of the symbolic, institutional, and physical shape of

the imagined community as addressed above.186 Borders between communities or nations

create not only containers of sociopolitical control, but also the creation of a frontier

between the two entities.

Similar to the approach of Newman and Paasi, Anderson (1996) holds that

borders, and their corresponding frontiers, are an outcome of a long process of

accumulation of actions that form the boundary and this process has four dimensions.

While the first two divisions have been addressed above in which “frontiers are

instruments of state policy because governments attempt to change, to their own

advantage, the location and the functions of frontiers” and “de facto frontiers define and

constrain the policies and practices of the state and permeability exchange and movement

tests limits of control. . .”187 The third and forth dimensions of frontier creation, however,

are  directly  relevant  to  this  section.  In  his  analysis,  Anderson  sees  borders  and  the

corresponding frontiers as “markers of identity; frontiers are part of the political beliefs

and  myths  of  a  unity  or  building  a  communal  identity  of  a  people.”188 This communal

identity (reminiscent of Benedict Anderson’s imagined community) forms what Malcolm

Anderson calls “the mythomoteur of a whole society.” Similarly, echoing Newman’s

belief that borders and boundaries are dynamic, Anderson sees the frontier as a discursive

term in which “meanings are given to them and change over time . . . wherein layers of

discourse—political, scholarly, and popular always overlap.”189

186 Newman and Paasi (1998 pg. 195) state that the “boundaries of the national imagined communities and
the narratives that constitute their collective cultural discourses are also changing continually (Bhabha
1990). The construction of identity narratives is itself political action and is part of the distribution of social
power and security (Somers 1994).”
187 Anderson (1996) pp. 2-3.
188 Anderson (1996) pg. 4.
189 Anderson (1996) pg. 4
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ETHNICITY, BORDERS AND THE SYMBOLIC LANDSCAPE

As addressed above, the place-specific association if identity contained within a

bounded space, whether physical or symbolic, requires the active solidification of the

socio-political control over that space. The strategic mechanisms for asserting such

control can include the implementation of external physical identifiers such as flags,

signs, checkpoints, barricades, as well as internal symbolic identifiers such as the ethno-

symbolic and cultural iconographies as described in the preceding section. The creation

of bounded geographical space linked with ethno-national identity leads to what Reuber

(2000) summarizes as “power geometries” leading to “terrains of resistance” as well as

“the construction of strategic geographical imaginations” leading to the solidification of

place-based identity and the requisite formulation of the symbolic representation of

power (Field 5), which directly ties into Sack’s earlier analysis of the “symbolic

reification of power.”190  The  questions  to  be  answered  in  this  section  include:  1)  what

mechanisms are utilized to translate identity and its ethno-symbolic repertoire,

Anderson’s mythomoteur, into the geographical space, and 2) what role can the field of

Geography play in analyzing this phenomenon? To answer these questions, this section

analyzes the development and implementation of symbols to reinforce territorial claims.

According to Paasi (1999), “a boundary does not exist only in the border area, but

it manifests itself in many institutions such as education, the media, novels, memorials,

ceremonies and spectacles . . .” Education in geography and history produce and

“reproduces the ‘iconography of boundaries’—the symbols that essentially construct the

history and meanings of a territory. . .”191 As with the ethno-symbolism creation

discussed above, the depth of the real or perceived symbolic links with a society’s past

may help explain the tenacity of their interest in controlling the physical space. Similarly,

borders have “both material and textual manifestations (maps, newspapers, books,

drawings, paintings, songs, poems, memorials and monuments), which reveal and

strengthen the material and symbolic elements of historical continuity in human

190 Reuber (2000) pg. 39.
191 Paasi (1999) pg 76.
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consciousness.”192 Paasi summarizes the concept of symbolic significance of border

creation by stating that “as symbols, boundaries are mediums and instruments of social

control and the communication and construction of meaning and identities. As

institutions, they link the past, present, and future together . . . they construct a continuity

for  social  interaction  .  .  .”193 Paasi continues by stating that the border and its

corresponding frontier become part of the ethno-symbolic repertoire of the imagined

community and as “this makes the links between boundaries, nationalism and identity

particularly strong.”194

Within this bounded ethno-national territory, the symbols of socio-political

control form the cultural semiotics (signs and meanings) of what will henceforth be

referred to as the “symbolic landscape” of the region. Building off Bender’s (1993)

analysis of the term “landscape,” which she refers to not only in the physical sense but

also as an entity that contains complex layers of meaning through time, it is possible to

see what Cosgrove calls the “semantic evolution”195 of the symbolic landscape.  A

valuable avenue for the understanding of the semiotics of a symbolic landscape lies in the

“post-structuralist” interpretative framework whereby the methods of deconstruction and

discourse analysis of  the symbols,  often “hidden,” within a region to look for common

cultural “codes” and “power structures,”  which can be identifiers of power and privilege.

According to the post-structural framework power structures are exercised through the

symbolic landscape and are utilized as fluid means social dominance designating

difference and access within that landscape. In this sense, the symbols employed by a

group to identify a place-based, social control are an essential element in the creation of

Sacks “geographical fixity,” or the geographical expression of social power and the

communication of boundaries.

192 Paasi (1999) pg 76.
193 Paasi (1999) pg 80. He continues, “boundaries become part of collective identities, shared memories,
and a sense of continuity between generations. Identities are often represented in terms of a difference
between “Us” and the “Other”, rather than being something essentialist of intrinsic to a certain group of
people” (Paasi 1999 pg 81).
194 Paasi (1999) pg 80.
195 “a linguistic expression of the complex cultural process that mark the social evolution of the modern
world.” (Cosgrove 2006 pg. 51). See also Cosgrove (1998, 2003).
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The formation of the symbolic landscape as a representation of cultural or

political control over a region can be viewed both by an “external observer,” as Cosgrove

states,  as  well  as  internally  as  described  above  by  Newman,  Paasi,  and  Smith. 196 The

symbolic landscape becomes the arena for the active and strategic geographical discourse

on cultural control and spatial identification, especially when bolstered by deeply rooted

social meta-narratives that form the ethno-symbolic fodder for the aforementioned

“imagined community.” With this in mind, the practical purpose of a political

geographical approach to understanding the symbolic landscape and its role in the context

of ethno-national and spatial affiliation is best described by Reuber (2000) wherein he

states “the point is to demythologize the manipulative character of such geographical

imaginations and . . . to expose their hidden symbolic ‘archaeology of power’” and he

continues, “in this way, political geography is able to show how concepts like place-

identity . . . ethnicity, etc. can be misused for geopolitical interests.”197

Harrison (1995) expands upon the notion of the symbolic landscape as an arena

for the deployment geopolitical interests by demonstrating the various ways in which

ethno-symbols can be used in an inter-group conflict dynamic such as that of Cyprus,

Northern  Ireland,  Lebanon,  the  Balkans,  and  so  on.  Building  upon  Bourdieu’s  idea  of

“symbolic capital”, Harrison (1995) identifies four types of symbolic conflict which can

manifest across a contested landscape: Valuation, Proprietary, Innovation, and

Expansionary Contests.198 The first, the Valuation Contests included the  ranking  of

symbols of the competing groups’ identities (ranks such as prestige, legitimacy,

sacredness) as well as an inherent antagonism whereby one side tries to delegitimize the

symbols of the others The symbolic competition includes the maintenance of distinctive

rituals includes what he calls “political theatre”  (parades, marches, rallies,

demonstrations) and these are often done by “disadvantaged ethnic minorities in which

196 Though focusing his attention of the symbolic exegesis of landscape paintings, Cosgrove’s (2006) pg.
50. generalization is valuable in which he states, “landscapes have an unquestionably material presence, yet
they come into being only at the moment of their apprehension by an external observer, and thus have a
complex poetics and politics.”
197 Reuber (2000) pg. 39.
198 See Harrison (1995) pp 257-263.
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they  assert,  symbolically,  the  superiority  of  their  own  culture,  values  or  way  of  life  to

those of the dominant majority.”199

The second, what Harrison refers to as Proprietary Contests, includes the claims

over the use of distinguishing symbols (which may have some historical significance or

authoritative meaning), which often includes “antagonism over the monopolistic use of

these symbols” (such as the “Macedonian” Flag, or the painting of wall murals in both

Protestant and Catholic areas of Belfast).200 The third contest, referred to as Innovation

Contests, include the creation of new symbols in order to out-do one’s competitors,

which he identifies as being inherent in flag design, coronation ceremonies,  holidays,

uniforms, national symbols. Finally there is Expansionary Contests.  This  type  of

symbolic contest as it manifests across the landscape is the attempt by one group to

displace or suppress its competitor’s symbols of identity with its own symbols.201 The

most  dramatic  result  of  this  type  of  contest  would  be  the  disappearance  of  a  defeated

side’s identity symbols.

In the context of Harrison’s “expansionary contest” one can immediately begin to

see  hoe  the  symbolic  landscape  can  play  a  significant  role  in  the  development  and

exacerbation of inter-group conflict. Returning to the previously discussed notion of

Appadurai’s “predatory identities” in which one group’s identity necessitates the

extinction of the “other’s” proximate social categories, one can see how in a region where

there is some form of place-based and ethno-national conflict, the destruction of the other

communities’ ethno-symbolic identifiers becomes an active and sinister component of a

conflict. In its most acute materialization of predatory identities in relation to the

expansionary contest across a symbolic landscape in the time of interethnic conflict is

found within the context of the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina following the break-up of the

former Yugoslavia between 1992 and 1995. It is in Bosnia-Herzegovina where the idea of

199 Harrison (1995) pg 257.
200 Harrison (1995) pg 258.
201 “For the aim of suppressing the symbols of some rival group’s identity is never, of course, to leave that
group ins some sense devoid of an identity. The aim is to integrate or absorb the group by supplanting its
symbols of identity with one’s own.” (Harrison 1995. Pg 265)
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extermination of the other through the destruction of their symbols throughout the

landscape in what has been termed by Coward (2002, 2004) as “urbicide,”  in  that  it

constitutes “the destruction of urbanity for its own sake . . . urbicide is thus the

destruction of the conditions of possibility of heterogeneity.”202 In  this  regard,  the  built

environment across the region was considered a major part of the ethno-symbolic

repertoire of the opposing side and during the conflict the structures were seen as

signifiers of control and access to the landscape.

As Herzfeld (2006) states, “the physicality of the built environment has a very

direct relationship to the ideologies that particularly endorse it. Monumentality implies

permanence, eternity, the disappearance of temporality . . .”203 Thus the destruction of the

built environment aims to cleanse the landscape of the other group’s association and

claims to it—as Coward states is to prevent minority return and remove the idea of shared

space or heterogeneity within an urban setting.204 In its basic form, urbicide, according to

Coward (2004), is “the targeted (not collateral damage) destruction of cultural heritage”

including, but not limited to, “mosques, churches and synagogues, markets, museums,

libraries, cafes (the places where people gather to live out their collective lives were the

focus of attacks.”205 Thus, the end goal of urbicide is in line with the notion of predatory

identity activation in which the creation of ethnically pure regions whose ethno-symbolic

repertoire has subsumed all others within the bounded ethno-national territory.

THE APPLICATION OF BORDERING AND THE SYMBOLIC LANDSCAPE--OVERT, COVERT,
AND INVISIBLE DIVISIONS IN AN URBAN SETTING

The multi-scalar process of communal bordering and boundary creation, from the

neighborhood to national level, can be “reified” in a number of ways. These processes

202 According to Coward (2002 pg 35), urbicide during Bosnian War 1992-1995 was a “coordinated plan
of different actions aiming at the destruction of essential foundations of the urban/urbanity—specifically,
buildings and infrastructure.”
203 Herzfeld (2006) pg. 129.
204 According to Coward (2004 pg. 168), “urbicide thus comprises a denial of the antagonistic
heterogeneity that characterizes urbanity . . . the destruction of the urban fabric transforms antagonistic
heterogeneity into the antagonism of separate ethnicities.”
205 Coward (2004) pg 156.
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range from extant physical partition walls (which in extreme cases can be fortified) to

invisible designators such as municipal zoning overlays that may restrict land-use or

building construction.  This section outlines the various processes of physical and

symbolic bordering by which the creation of separate geographies is actualized.  This

section builds upon the theoretical approaches to affixing identity across the landscape

aimed at creating distinct spaces for “us” and “them,” as discussed previously, and

provides a general analysis of the types of borders that can be deployed across the

physical and symbolic geography. The driving question for this section is: what

mechanisms are available to a community for the purposes of defining and maintaining

its borders/boundaries? Part 2 of this chapter (as well as in Chapter 11) moves the

discussion into a more specific case-study approach directly related to the use and abuse

of borders within divided societies, with special emphasis placed on Cyprus.

When one analyzes the process of communal bordering, the panoply of techniques

utilized to differentiate identity and access across a landscape is surprising. The

conclusion that soon becomes apparent is that people will attempt to differentiate

themselves throughout geographical space by any available means, what Delaney calls

“modern territoriality.”206 Though the forms, styles, and intensities of communal borders

are many, in general there are three main classifications of socio-spatial spatial

partitioning/divisions: 1) Invisible Symbols of Division; 2) Covert Symbols of Division;

and 3) Overt Symbols of Division.

Invisible Divisions

Although most people are familiar with the visible manifestations of division such

as walls and border checkpoints, the process of dividing the socio-spatial landscape has

an invisible aspect  which  can  be  as  effective  any  wall  to  limit  access  and  maintain  a

distinct identity. Invisible dividing lines include boundary markers that do not manifest

206 Delaney (2005 pg. 23) states that modern territoriality “refers to the territorial processes and practices
that arise out of the distinctive ways of thinking and acting in the modern world.” He also states that it
“reflects and reinforces the particular conceptions of self, society, identity, knowledge, and power and their
often contradictory or indeterminate relationships.”
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themselves directly in the symbolic repertoire employed throughout the territory of a

community. Examples of this type of division include “actual” and “perceived”

boundaries. Perceived, invisible boundaries are difficult to quantify, but they remain a

potent mechanism of division for the creation of “no-go” areas based on the accumulation

of historical and/or modern social narratives that may be “true” or may be “imagined.”

Perceived threats to safety or identity form existential boundaries that can be as effective

as a barricade in limiting access and contact between communities and regions. On the

other hand, additional invisible boundaries include those that are mapped by the political

elites of a region; these can include voting and school districts and municipal zoning and

tax codes, among many others. As an example, the invisible borders of a voting district

are the product of congressional gerrymandering and rarely appear in the public signs

across a region’s symbolic landscape. The ramifications of voting district boundaries may

be felt by one’s community gaining more political access to state and national

governments which can result in greater access to capital and investment in infrastructure

and job creation. Conversely, when one district gains greater access, another district often

losses it, thus the roots of potential short and long term marginalization are formed.

Another important form of invisible division includes school districting, which is

of great importance within communities, especially in the United States. School

districting is another type of boundary that is created by official that does not readily

appear in the symbolic landscape of a region. Depending on the community, these

borders create non-porous lines between communities that can severely restrict access to

educational attainment. The combination of funding through state and local sources and

the propensity of a community to pay or not pay higher tax rates for education expenses

provides part of the foundation for one school district in a region to be “failing” while

another is “excellent.” Officials and community members within an “excellent” school

district may choose to restrict access to their education facilities to only the community

members  who are  within  the  defined  border  of  the  school  district.  In  the  Dayton,  Ohio

region, for example, the residents on one side of the road fall within the boundary of an
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“excellent” district while the residents on the other side of the same road fall within the

border of a chronically “failing” school district.207

Examples of invisible bordering area also found in municipal zoning and building

codes. These overlays created and enforced by official within an urban region. They are

enacted as a tool to direct urban morphological and economic development in a way that

serves ensure complementarity of uses and avoid nuisance effects of non-conforming

entities such as avoiding the placement of a noxious industry or power-generation facility

to be placed near residential units.208 Municipal zoning overlays, however, can create

borders that may severely limit access to services and livelihoods of urban residents.

While it is beyond the scope of this study to fully address the impacts of zoning and

building restrictions on the urban residents in cities around the world whereby such

mechanisms are used, it is necessary to emphasize that these boundaries are not

demarcated overtly within the symbolic landscape of a city, rather the official maps are

held by the municipality and require specialized legal and cartographic knowledge to

fully actualize how the lines translate onto the physical space of a piece of land or

neighborhood. However, the restrictions created by these boundary lines dictate where

industrial/manufacturing, commercial, residential regions will be located thus creating

issues  of  access  to  jobs,  food,  entertainment,  and  so  on,  as  well  as  shifting  patterns  of

wealth and influence around the urban areas (which then leads to the reconfiguration of

other invisible divisions such as voting and school districts addressed above).

207 An example of this from the author’s personal experience is the East Westbrook Road in Dayton, Ohio.
Residences on the northern side of the street fell into the Englewood-Clayton School district which was
rated as “excellent” while the southern side of the street fell within the boundary of the Trotwood-Madison
school district which has received a failing classification for over five years. When the Englewood-Clayton
district superintendent office was contacted in July 2011 about the possibility of exceptions being made, the
response was a simple “no”. This example demonstrates the point that the border of the two districts is a)
invisible in the actual geographical space of the community, recognizable only through official school
districting maps available through the department of education, and b) is an impervious boundary limiting
the access of “others”, in this case residents in the same general community, to effective educational
systems.
208 An example of this is the Austin Energy facility in east Austin, Texas.
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Covert Divisions

The next form of division within the landscape of a community can be classified

as covert forms of symbolic divisions. With this type of division, analysis of the symbolic

landscape plays a crucial role because covert mechanisms are visible signs that permeate

the geography but are “subtle” and difficult to perceive without careful examination.

Covert forms of division include the deployment of signs and images that are laden with

special meaning, whether political or socio-cultural, and that serve to designate an area as

distinct from another. One example of covert bordering is found in Dayton, Ohio. Within

the Dayton Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), every municipality employs a series of

signs that mark the boundary of their territorial jurisdiction. Besides large, visible signs

welcoming one to their city, more subtle symbols are deployed across the symbolic

landscape. One example of this more covert symbology lies in the use of different colors

on road signs. Though the names of the roads often remain the same, the color changes

mark the transition into a different municipal territory.209 Other  communities  such  as

Kettering mark the sides of their bridges with the municipal symbol which stands in place

of the city name.

Another example of covert boundary etching is found in Belfast, Northern

Ireland.210 In this city, neighborhoods are divided along cultural lines between Catholic

and Protestant residents and the borders between these regions are often easily recognized

due to the presence of “peace lines” (see Figure 4.1 below). The peace lines are overt

indicators of division. When there is no discernible wall, however, a variety of covert

symbols are employed to distinguish the affiliation of each community. Overt ethno-

national symbols are apparent across the landscape, including national flags, religious

institutions, wall murals, among others, but so too are subtle symbols denoting identity

209 One example of the prevalence of this covert symbolic differentiation is found in the signage for Far
Hills Avenue in Dayton, Ohio which changes colors four times within nearly 10 miles (it  passes between
the municipal districts of Dayton, Kettering, Oakwood, and Washington Township, Ohio).
210 For further analysis of the partitioning of Belfast and general analysis of the Troubles that plagued
Northern Ireland until the signing of the Goof Friday Agreement in 1998 see Bew, et al. (1997); Birrell
(1994); Boal (1974, 1981, 2000, 2002); Boal and Livingstone (1984); Bollens (1999, 2000); Bryan (2003);
Cash (1996); Cox (2000); Doherty (1997);  Dunn (1995); Hastings (1970); Hepburn (1994, 2004);
McGrarry (2001), O’Leary (1993); Teague (1987), among many others.
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and control of a region. The presence of Gaelic writing on a storefront along Falls Road

(denoting a nationalist, Irish-Catholic affiliation) or a road cairn painted red, white, and

blue along Newtownards Road (denoting a Unionist, Anglo-Protestant affiliation) are

equally important symbols of partitioning in Belfast (see Figures 4.2 and 4.3 below).

Similar covert symbology is employed in nearly every divided city covered in this study,

but they are especially prolific in across the divided Cypriot landscape as is discussed in

Chapter 11.

Overt Divisions

The most recognizable form of geographical and social division can be classified

as “overt” symbols of separation. Here, divisions materialize across the physical space

and are visible demarcations of control and access. Overt mechanisms are used to create

bounded spaces both horizontally (“welcome to” signs demarcating the extent of a

neighborhood or municipality) and vertically (from the individual residential units to

national border crossings and checkpoints).211 Overt  symbols  are  emphatic  and  often

static territorial markers which outline the maximum extent of a community’s border and

firmly situate a visible borderline in the physical landscape. Overt boundary markers,

however have a range of intensities and purposes. Structures and symbols that define a

territory can be either porous or impervious depending on the purpose of the dividing

line. Porous borders such as those found between State lines or municipalities within the

United States reflect a defined border, however people and goods are allowed to move

across the borders with little to no restrictions.

National borders, too, can be porous depending on the state and international

travelers are allowed access in and out of countries through carefully controlled access

points along a clearly demarcated, overt, border. Impervious borders, however, function

to severely restrict access and movement of people and goods between two or more

211 For further analysis of the vertical nature of territorial borders see Delaney (2005).
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Figure 4.1: “Peace Lines” in Belfast, Northern Ireland (photographs by the author).

Figure 4.2: Road Cairns located at the entrance to a
Protestant (Unionist) housing estate along Newtownards
Road, Belfast, Northern Ireland (Photograph by the
author)

Figure 4.3: Gaelic writing on a storefront and wall along Falls Road (denoting a
nationalist, Irish-Catholic affiliation), Belfast, Northern Ireland (Photograph
by the author)
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regions. Examples of  such hermetically sealed borders include the Cold War era Berlin

Wall, sealing off East German citizens from the west and controlling access and

communication through a single point, known as “Checkpoint Charlie.” Similarly, the

entirety of the “Iron Curtain,” of which the Berlin Wall was a segment served to separate

the Soviet Bloc countries from the West. Other impervious borders include the

Demilitarized Zone separating North and South Korea along the 33rd Parallel  as well  as

the post-1974 United Nations Buffer Zone separating the Turkish Cypriot controlled

north Cyprus from the Greek Cypriot administered south. These visible borders represent

the extreme end of the division spectrum as they were the result of military and political

conflict are constructed of fortified fence lines, walls, checkpoints, and are—or were—

designed to curtail access between the two sides.

The visible divisions throughout the landscape in a region serve as indicators for

the type and intensity of intercommunal differentiation. As Marcuse (1995) states,

“boundaries, partitions, borders, transitions . . . as both an embodiment and metaphor for

the  nature  of  these  social  divisions,  walls  as  both  a  reflection  and  reinforcement  of

divisions.”212 Recognizing that there are a number of scales at which overt divisions can

occur within a society, Marcuse defines five general types of walls that serve to divide

the social landscape; these include: 1) Prison Walls; 2) Barricades; 3) Stockades; 4)

Stucco Walls; and 5) Ramparts. “Prison Walls,” as described by Marcuse, are imposed

divisions that define ghettos and places of confinement “for the control and re-education

of those forced to live behind them.”213 Barricades,  according  to  Marcuse,  are  walls  or

divisions constructed for “protection, cohesion and solidarity” and these are often

constructed internally rather than imposed from the outside. The third type of wall is

what Marcuse refers to as “Stockades” which are walls of aggression surrounding

fortified or militarized areas. The fourth type of wall is referred to as “Stucco Walls”

which he defines as socio-economic exclusionary walls used to outline gated and

exclusive communities. Finally, the fifth type of wall is defined as “Ramparts” and in this

212 Marcuse (1995) pg. 244.
213 Marcuse (1995) pg 248.
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classification he includes castle and fortified citadel walls which he describes as “walls of

domination, expressing superiority.”214

Divisions represented by overt signs, walls, and checkpoints represent a clear

process  of  distinction  and  a  conscious  choice  by  one  or  both  parties  to  establish  access

restrictions between regions. Visible dividing lines may be fairly innocuous boundaries

for municipal services or historic neighborhoods, but when intercommunal conflict and

competition over access and resources intensifies within multi-ethnic societies and

reaches the tipping point whereby social polarization, barricading, and segregation

emerge, the presence and intensity of partitioning mechanisms, especially walls, begins to

dramatically increase. Building upon the analysis Calame and Charlesworth (2009) and

O’Leary (2007), walls are used in a number of ways to curtail violence in areas that

devolve into the divided city/society paradigm, though their utility can be questioned.

First, the breakdown of an intercommunal rivalry into overt violence necessitating

the  construction  of  physical  separation  walls  represents  a  failure  of  the  mandate  of  the

governing and policing bodies within a society. Walls are used as quick “fixes” to

conflicts that extend beyond the abilities of the governing body to contain or curtail

intercommunal violence—especially when there is dissolution of effective state and

municipal policing and political systems.215 Along similar lines, walls are immediate,

inexpensive and effective mechanisms for curbing short term intercommunal violence.

As the Unites States military discovered in Baghdad, walls are cheaper in terms of

treasure and lives than policing every interface zone between the Shia and Sunni

residents within the city. Therefore the process of dividing warring communities with

partition walls represents an effective method for immediately curtailing violence in the

absence of an effective policing system. This immediate impact leads Calame and

Charlesworth to the conclusion that “physical segregation has emerged over the last fifty

214 See Marcuse (1995 pp 248-ff) for further discussion of these classifications.
215 Calame and Charlesworth (2009 pg. 5) state” Whether unofficial or sanctioned, the physical partition is
employed to contain a crisis that has overwhelmed existing systems designed to maintain order and protect
urban residents in an evenhanded way.”
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years as one of the most popular and most myopic solutions to intergroup violence in the

urban environment.”216

There  are  many  issues  with  the  construction  of  walls  designed  to  separate  rival

communities. First, walls become tools that diffuse violence by separating the warring

parties and reduce the potential for further confrontation in the short term, but once they

are erected they often remove the impetus for negotiating a long-term settlement between

the two sides because the partitions dampen the atmosphere of overt violence and

alleviate the antagonistic issues associated with the combination of geographic proximity

and unimpeded inclusionary access by both the warring sides. Though the physical

separation does alleviate the fear of violent incursion, it does not fix the long standing

issues that exacerbated the conflict between the two sides. As Calame and Charlesworth

(2009) point out, the walls create containers which act as “pressure-cookers” whereby the

fear and mistrust between the two sides simmers over the long term because the walls

sever contact between the communities on both sides of the divide thus transforming the

social atmosphere from one of overt violence to one of sustained, low-grade hostility.

The continuation of mutual fear and distrust on both sides of the partition is a key

component in the discussion of why divided cities and societies are exceptionally

complex  to  reunify.  Over  the  multiple  years  of  division,  the  two  communities  have

developed divergent social narratives, ethno-national identities and symbols, as well as

divergent urban and economic systems. Walls, then, are effective tools to reduce violence

and separate warring parties, but they have a number potentially destabilizing effects over

the long-term. One important component of this discussion, however, which is directly

related to the level of intensity of divergent development and continued distrust, fear and

paranoia directed at the other side, is often predicated on “who” constructed the partition

and for what reason.

216 Calame and Charlesworth (2009) pg. 7.
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INTERNAL VERSUS EXTERNAL PARTITIONING

While the types of divisions humans use to establish bordered space and the

process of identity fixity within those regions vary, so too are the forces that drive the

creation of borders across the socio-political landscape. In general, internal and external

pressures constitute the two distinct macro-forces that drive intercommunal separation,

and as Marcuse identifies above, these forces reflect and reinforce the division, be it

voluntary or involuntary. Understanding the distinction between internal and external and

voluntary versus imposed partitioning is a quintessential component of border studies in

the context of hostilely divided societies because it is a key determinant in measuring the

intractability of a conflict.217

Internal partitions, as O’Leary (2007) states, are “driven by three strategic goals:

control, integration or autonomy. Internal partition to achieve control involves the

deliberate use of hierarchical management strategies, to organize one or more ethno-

national groups, and to disorganize and dominate others.”218 In the context of internal

divisions, however, there is an often overlooked distinction between voluntary and

involuntary partitioning. Internal and voluntary partitioning denotes a conscious

choice/support for the division by at least one community, reflecting potential irredentism

or the desire to form Horowitz’s (1982) “dual authority politics” within a region.219

Conversely, internal and involuntary partitioning is often the result of overt

intercommunal conflict and forces one side, often the minority group, into defensive

enclaves. This enclaving is often against the overarching will of the population but they

develop out of the fear of loss of identity, freedoms or extermination from a predatory or

217 Along similar lines, Waterman (1987 pg 156) notes that the “the extent to which partition is desired
from within or imposed from without, the spatial forms associated with partition and the ability to predict
the types of state in which partition is more likely to be proposed as a solution to change an existing
political status quo.”
218 O’Leary (2007) pg. 895.
219 O’Leary (2007 pg. 896) continues this line of reasoning stating “an internal partition may be organized
to promote the autonomy of a particular group that has no previously recognized jurisdiction  . . .  (s)uch
internal partitions need lead to no change in the existing external sovereign border of the state (empire or
federation or union state) in question.” An example of this type of internal, voluntary partitioning at the
national scale can be found in the case of the “velvet divorce” of post-Cold War Czechoslovakia.
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coercive regime. Examples of this type of partitioning can be found in the Turkish

Cypriot enclaving in Cyprus from late 1963 to 1974, the population movements into

homogeneous neighborhood regions during the “Troubles” in Belfast (1969-c.1998) as

well as across the divided landscapes of Beirut during the Lebanese civil war (1975-

1991), and Jerusalem during the formation of the State of Israel (1948-1949.

Discussions of internal partitions need not, however, be relegated to dividing

plural societies into homogeneous sub-units. As O’Leary (2007) states, internal partitions

can also be utilized to foster (or impose) communal integration in divided societies.

Governing bodies can “gerrymander” internal borders to break up homogeneous clusters

into heterogeneous units with the intention of increasing communication and diminishing

potential conflict.220 This internal partitioning is imposed and therefore may be

considered involuntary and if it is done by a governing body that is removed from the

local situation, one at the state or nation level-whom O’Leary (2007) calls “sovereign

insiders,”  this  type  of  partition  may  also  be  considered  “external.”  An  example  of  this

“gray-area” partitioning is in the formation of Northern Ireland under the Government of

Ireland Act of 1920, in which the six northeastern counties were mapped and given the

right via referendum to opt-out of the Irish Free State Constitution of 1922. Unionists,

mainly Protestants, residing in Northern Ireland accepted the partition while the

Nationalists, mainly Catholics, refused to accept the partition that was imposed upon

them by the British State with local collusion.

Internal boundaries within the six counties were gerrymandered to ensure

Protestant majorities throughout most of the region by breaking up most of the

homogeneous clusters, in this case counties with large Catholic populations, to facilitate a

majority vote for union with Great Britain. The formation of Northern Ireland represents

a paradigm of internal, voluntary and imposed, as well as external, involuntary and

imposed partition. Along similar lines, the creation of the shared political structure of the

220 O’Leary (2007 pg. 895) states, “Internal partition for integration, by contrast, is the territorial carving
out of heterogeneous units of government out of more homogeneous entities, with the intention through
mixing of diminishing conflicts between national, ethnic or religious communities.”
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Dayton Peace Accords of Bosnia-Herzegovina with its semi-autonomous Bosnian Serb

Republic Federation, also known as the Republika Srpska, can be seen as both an internal

voluntary and imposed as well as an external voluntary and involuntarily imposed

partitioning of former Yugoslavia.221

External division of a region implies the involvement of an outside agent(s) that

force the modification of an existing boundary or jurisdiction for a range of purposes

including sovereign state-building, often as a product of decolonization, or to bring about

a quick end to intercommunal conflicts by interventionist organizations such as the

United Nations. As O’Leary (2007) states “external partitions . . . necessarily involve

both the modification of prior homeland jurisdictions, and the attempted or actual

transformation of the status of the existing sovereign border.”222 One  example  of

externally imposed partitions is the creation of ethno-religiously homogeneous countries

of East and West Pakistan and India following the decolonization of the subcontinent in

1947. The British partitioning of the region forced the transfer of around 14 million

people and established an artificial border that not only severed existing communities, but

also  left  the  festering  wound  of  competing  claims  to  the  Jammu-Kashmir  region.223

Another primary example of imposed division by external force (Soviet Union) with local

support (politicians from the GDR) is the creation of the Berlin Wall in 1961. The wall

complex was imposed and for the most part involuntary as it was constructed to restrict

East German citizens from migrating to the western (FDR) sections of the city.

In the case of the division of Cyprus, the initial division was internal and

somewhat voluntary between 1963 and 1974. With the Turkish intervention on Cyprus in

July 1974 following the Greek junta sponsored coup, however, the island was divided

between the Greek and Turkish Cypriots along the line of the furthest extent of the

Turkish military advance in August of that year. The corresponding United Nations

patrolled Buffer Zone represents the acquiescence of the partition by the international

221 For a detailed analysis of the division of Bosnia-Herzegovina see Bose (2007)
222 O’Leary (2007) pg. 896.
223 See Bose (2007) and Banerjee (2009) and Hussain (2009) for further analysis of the partitioning of
India and the continued conflict over the Kashmir region.
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community because it remains an effective tool for keeping the peace on the island. The

support of the division of Cyprus can in part be considered voluntary by the Turkish

Cypriot community who moved north as Turkey was fulfilling its role as an official

guarantor of power under the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee” as well as ethno-guarantor for

the embattled community. In Greek Cypriot controlled southern Cyprus, however, the

division  of  the  island  and  the  forced  removal  of  the  Greek  Cypriotes  who  lived  in  the

north is viewed as completely involuntary and imposed by external forces.

Whether the partitions are internal formations for separation and/or security,

voluntary or not, or imposed by an outside influences, the end result in pluralistic regions

with competing or hostile communities is that physical and political partitioning in

conflict zones is often considered to be the most effective means for reducing violence in

intercommunal and/or ethno-national conflicts.224 As  addressed  above,  Calame  and

Charlesworth (2009) see a dramatic rise in the use of physical partitioning to solve

conflicts as they are inexpensive and effective. Similarly, Kumar (2003) concludes that

partitioning became the norm, or the accepted “exit strategy,” by powers as they began

the  process  of  decolonization  and  during  the  Cold  War  partitions  became  tools  for  the

containment of regional conflicts as well as the “delineation of spheres of influence” by

the super-powers.225

Building upon this trajectory, O’Leary states “outsiders believe, or at least argue,

that partition will eliminate (or at least reduce) ethno-national or other identity-based

political differences; and they will be supported by at least some insiders who argue the

same case.”226 However, in recent years the long term implications of partition have been

questioned. Not only do divisions facilitate disparate socio-economic and socio-political

development, but they also have the propensity to form “pressure-cookers” of continued

fear and mistrust between communities which, as described above, transforms a conflict

into one of sustained, low-grade hostility. The persistence of low-grade hostility creates

224 As O’Leary (2007 pg. 888) states, “the ostensible purpose of political partition, its formal justification,
is that it will regulate, that is reduce or resolve a national, ethnic or communal conflict.”
225 Kumar (2003 pg. 7
226 O’Leary (2007) pg. 897.
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an atmosphere of mutually shared suspicion and fear of the opposing community and can

reignite violently at any point conflict, especially if there is a catastrophic event or trigger

that activates militant inclinations on either side of the divide.

CONCLUSION TO PART 1 AND A CONCEPTUALIZATION OF URBAN AND SOCIAL DIVISION

In  an  ethnically  plural  region  there  are  many  mechanisms  available  to  both  the

majority and minority groups capable of disrupting normal socio-political functionality to

fulfill an agenda that diverges from the status quo. Returning once again to Yiftachel’s

(1992) analysis, one group may want autonomy, another may desire greater socio-

economic  or  political  access  within  the  state,  while  others  may  endeavor  to  remove

competing identities and associations to create some form of consensus or consociational

state, recognizing ethnic differences while striving to create a shared or imagined supra-

identity, or, in extreme cases, aspire to  create a state controlled by a single ethnic group

through means of partition, restrictions on access, or by the assimilation or predatory

elimination of minority groups. As addressed above, when plural societies devolve into

conflict based, at least on the surface, on competing communal identification, the

potential for sustained, intractable conflict is magnified. These ethno-national conflicts

are difficult to analyze in total because of the numerous, often unquantifiable, reasons

behind the conflict, but their intensity and capacity for destruction often exceeds the scale

of the initial communities in conflict. This potential up-ticking in violence and intensity is

because in ethnically charged conflicts there is a multiplicity of levels and potential

actors that aggravate and/or sustain the conflict.

Figure 4.4 below is a conceptualization of the issue of scale as it pertains to the

amplification of the intensity of conflict in divided societies. The initial level of the

conflict involves individual actors (community members) within a region who feel

wronged, marginalized, or abused by the state. These individuals become the audience

for political activists espousing peaceful change on the one hand, and what Calame and

Charlesworth (2009) call “sectarian political entrepreneurs” on the other, those who use

individual grievances as a platform to activate the larger community. Community
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Figure 4.4: Visualizing the scales of ethnic conflict.

involvement, in the context of ethnically polarized societies especially, often involves the

(re)activation of latent, or sometimes invented, primordial identities as a unifying agent.

With  the  engagement  of  the  larger  community,  the  initial  grievances  can  be  seen  as  a

larger threat to access and identity, and attention is turned to the ruling party (or the

nation-state) for some form of solution or restitution.

When faced with an activated community or ethnic group that is threatening the

status quo, the state has two choices—it can acquiesce for the sake of socio-political

stability  or  refuse  to  change  the  dynamic.  If  the  activated  community  is  perceived  as  a

threat by the ruling party or ethnic majority, the result may be a further curtailment of

rights and access and, in extreme cases, partitioning, forced compliance, or to identity
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assimilation leading to predatory extinction. As addressed in this chapter, state refusal of

a societal reconfiguration often hardens the resolve on each side and soon the initial

ethno-cultural distinctions for group solidarity become ensconced in the wider social

conflict that can lead to irredentism, predatory actions, and geographical separation

within cities and across a region.

As established in this chapter, once the foundations for an ethnically charged

intercommunal conflict are in place, it is not long before there is a call for external

support, what is referred to on Figure 4.4 as the increased “pressure for involvement.”

This up-scaling in pressure often leads to the involvement of regional nation-state powers

and, in extreme cases, the involvement of international powers, and both the international

community such as the United Nations for peacekeeping, or international superpowers

vying for expansions of their spheres of influence. Regional powers often assume the role

as ethno-guarantors and their involvement magnifies the intensity of the conflict due to

the sustained influx of weapons and funding far in excess of what the initial community

could secured independently.

Regional power involvement often transforms the initial inter-communal conflict

into  as  a  “proxy  war”  and  it  often  threatens  to  embroil  the  larger  powers  into  direct

confrontation, as was the threat of the 1974 involvement in Cyprus by Turkey. This threat

of a larger conflict then introduces the international community into the equation. This

international involvement can be understood in two ways. First, involvement of “super

powers” in support of the competing sides threatens to turn a communal conflict into a

global confrontation and this was the case in the ethno-national conflicts that occurred

during the push for the expansion of the spheres of influence by NATO and the Soviet

Bloc during the Cold War.227 Finally, as is demonstrated in Figure 4.4, the pressure for

involvement is not entirely one-directional; rather, there is the potential for a feedback-

227 According to Calame and Charlesworth (2009), this super-power involvement is the result of what they
aptly refer to as “political opportunism.” Examples of this include the threats made against Turkey by the
Soviet Union in 1964 and 1967 in support of Cypriot President Makarios and Greece, the involvement of
super powers in the Lebanese Civil War and the Israeli wars, especially the Six-Day War in 1967, as well
as countless others from the Middle East, Southeast Asia, Africa and Latin America where super-power
finances and weapons filtered directly or indirectly into the hands of the warring parties.
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loop in which larger powers, due to the perceived benefits of increased involvement in

the  area  (either  for  monetary,  political,  or  territorial  gains),  begin  to  intensify  their

pressure on regional and communal leaders to further the calls by the community for

action. This feedback-loop of support to continue the pressure against a state or majority

group is what sustains most irredentist ethnic conflicts. Without the continued support

from a guarantor of power, the calls for equity or autonomy by a community or ethnic

group can be easily ignored by an inflexible state or majority group

Another component of Figure 4.4 is the idea that the various scales of

involvement also predicate the “degree of separation.” If the conflict is one that was

instigated by outside involvement, its roots within the general population may be shallow

(referred to in the figure as spontaneous development). However, if the ethno-national

conflict is one based on deep historical (real or imagined) social, political, or economic

grievances, then the primordial and intractable nature of the conflict makes it difficult to

solve. Next, the intensity of the conflict is dictated by the scale of the actors involved.

State sponsorship of one community against another often tips the balance of the conflict,

as does the involvement of regional and international powers. The involvement of the

international community can also have an impact on the intensification and dis-

intensification of the conflict through mediation on the one hand, or

separation/partitioning  on  the  other  (a  Buffer  Zone,  for  example).  Finally,  the  scope  of

the conflict is also determined by the nature of the geo-political outcome of the fighting.

The levels of disintegration throughout the conflict including militarized division, “dual

authority” political and social developments lead to further geographical and social

separation—especially if the borders constructed between the groups was the result of

voluntary separation. Externally imposed divisions are far easier to remove than partition

lines established by the community for their separation from the surrounding

geography.228

228 In this context Marcuse (1995 pg. 249) asks three important questions, summarized here, concerning
the nature of  a wall/partition:
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The figure also conceptualizes the varying actors who play a critical role in the

disintensification and potential reunification after the outbreak of an intercommunal

conflict. International involvement can facilitate demilitarized buffer zones that separate

the two sides (examples of this include post 1948 UN partition line in Jerusalem and the

involvement of the UN in Cyprus from 1964 until today). International involvement can

lead to third party mediation and adherence to peace plans, as in the case of the Dayton

Peace Accords that ended the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and it can disincentivize

regional powers from supporting or sustaining the conflict. Regional actors and ethno-

guarantors can aid in brokering peace plans or remove themselves from the conflict by

retracting their support to their constituent community in the conflict, though, as

addressed earlier in this chapter, this is a precarious and difficult process.229 Similarly, the

nation state itself can bring an end to the conflict by either acquiescing to the demands of

the opposing side, or by reconfiguring the socio-political structure of the nation in order

to  curtail  the  fighting,  as  was  done  by  the  Ta’if  Agreement  signed  by  all  parties  which

reconfigured the national government structure in Lebanon and brought an end to the

long civil war.

The most difficult component of the dis-intensification and reunification process

involves the communal and individual levels. The question is why is this so? Morrissey

and Gaffkin (2006) attempt to answer this question by outlining the multiple internal and

external stresses placed on communities during an identity based conflict.230 They

provide  a  list  of  eight  “characteristics”  of  contested  space  which  helps  one  to  fully

understand why the individual and communal levels are so difficult to bring back

together after a conflict. The first is that the conflict is “intensive,” in which, as they state,

1) What is the wall’s purpose? Protection or confinement, isolation or limitation, privacy (communal
identity, cohesion and mutual reinforcement, exclusion of strangers/intruders, confinement of
others).

2) What is the wall’s purpose? Tangible or intangible, physical or symbolic social or economic
barriers

3) Whom  does  the  wall  serve?  Does  it  perpetuate  the  power  of  the  powerful;  does  it  defend  the
powerless, protection from vulnerability or domination?

229 An example of this process is the Good Friday (Belfast) Agreement signed in 1998 that signaled the end
of the “Troubles” in Northern Ireland.
230 See Morrissey and Gaffkin (2006) pg 876 for all quotes included in these next two paragraphs.
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“cultural/religious/national/ethnic identities compounds, sharpens, deepens animosities.”

In other words, the vertical (temporal) and horizontal (prevalence across the community)

depth of grievances is amplified by ethno-cultural identification. Second, an identity

based conflict is “extensive” in that the conflict is pervasive and “permeates most aspects

of social life” and is “difficult to demarcate.” Third, the conflict is “persistent: in that its

“ancestral roots display durability and partisan versions of history inform contemporary

social cleavages.” Therefore, one must identify and understand the depth of these roots

and how they inform and drive the communal conflict.

The fourth characteristic is that the parties in conflict are, building off

Benvenisti’s term “intimate enemies” in that often those involved in an intercommunal

conflict often know their enemies because they may have lived near each other. The fifth

characteristic is one of “mutual victimhood” whereby each side views themselves a

victim of aggression by the other side, and this is exacerbated by the double minority

paradigm whereby a majority in one country may be the minority in a region or vice

versa. The sixth characteristic is what Morrissey and Gaffkin (2006) call the

“normalization of revenge” in which “violence makes violent retaliation justified” in the

sense that the conflict quickly becomes one of endless cycles of violence and retribution

beyond the scope of the original raison d’etre of the conflict.

The seventh characteristic is the “role of ‘spoilers’” that they identify as having a

vested interest in continuing the conflict. This characteristic, as addressed above, can

include internal and external “opportunists.” The final characteristic, and arguably the

most difficult to understand during the life-cycle of a conflict, is its “fluidity.” As

Morrissey  and  Gaffkin  state,  the  dynamics  and  actors  in  an  intercommunal  conflict  can

change over time often leading analysts to confusion over who is fighting and why (as

was  the  case  during  the  Lebanese  Civil  War).231 Understanding the changes in the

conflict dynamic over time is essential to avoid the trap of formulating peace initiatives

based on the current configuration of the conflict when the deeply rooted systemic issues

that started the war remain unaccounted for.

231 See Cobban (1984), Kliot (1986), Wenger and Denney (1990) for further analysis on this point.
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As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, the complexities involved in

understanding and visualizing the progression of ethnic conflict across multiple and

interlocking horizontal and vertical scales are immense. Each conflict has its own

dynamic and nuances that make it unique, however, as shown above, there are some

general patterns that can be extracted to create a heuristic visualization of the issue of

conflict and division at a regional level. In the context of ethnic conflict, however, one of

the most recognizable facets of communal separation lies in the restructuring/divisioning

of large cities within the conflict zones. “Divided cities” within these zones of conflict

are not only a by-product of the accumulation of the divisive aspects of communal

separation, but often become the barometer of the ebb-and-flow of the intercommunal

tensions. In this sense, the “divided city” represents the accumulation and manifestation

of all the issues addressed in this section. Therefore, the entirety of Part 2 below is

dedicated to the analysis of this urban phenomenon.

PART 2: DIVIDED CITIES AND FRACTURED SOCIETIES

When thinking abstractly about the complex issues surrounding how a multi-

ethnic society can devolve into often brutal conflicts that cost the lives of many thousands

of people on all sides as well as the tearing apart of the social and urban fabrics across the

region, one must first step back and ask the most general question possible: why do some

countries with diverse populations remain peaceful while others breakdown, often

violently? This question cuts to the core of the discussion of divided cities and societies

because there are more examples of countries throughout the world with diverse

populations and urban systems with segmented ethno-cultural residential patterns that

remain on peaceful, or at least are devoid of war and overt or militarized intergroup

conflict, than there are examples of cities and countries that fracture along ethno-cultural

lines. This ethno-cultural fracturing often spirals into seemingly intractable, bloody

conflict which not only embroils the country, but also the surrounding region—ultimately

emerging as an international-global problem. Building of the analysis of Calame and

Charlesworth (2009), Kliot and Mansfeld (1997), Hepburn (2004), Bose (2007), Bollens
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(1998, 2000), and O’Leary (2007), among others, it is possible to identify some common,

interconnected issues spurring intercommunal conflict and social unrest in divided cities

and societies:

1) Access (political, economic, religious, social services, etc)
2) Institutional discrimination
3) Threats to identity or status
4) Involvement by external powers (guarantors)

As is demonstrated throughout this study, “threats to access” is a contentious issue that is

common throughout nearly every ethnically charged civil conflict. Restrictions placed on

one group’s political representation (harkening back to Yiftachel’s (1992) Control

Model), economic marginalization (including access to funds, jobs, infrastructure to get

products to and from markets, land ownership and development restrictions, among

others), access to social and municipal services (including basic infrastructural necessities

[water, sewer, electricity, communications, transportation] and urban amenities), or

restrictions on religious access and freedoms all can foment into intercommunal distrust

and polarization and this often exacerbates social conflict.

Restrictions placed on minority groups within a multi-ethnic society are often the

product of some form of institutional “discrimination,” whether passive or active, explicit

or implicit, or put more softly “institutional differentiation” or “institutional preferential

treatment.” As addressed above, on the extreme end of institutional discrimination is the

race-based social division in Apartheid era South Africa, while in other, less explicit

institutional differentiation, lies the allocation and location of housing estates in Belfast

or municipal issues within the greater Jerusalem region.232 Institutional differentiation, or

in the extreme case discrimination leads to the intensification of the divergent socio-

political and economic development patterns within a society. This polarizing effect

impacts communities to the extent that one begins to see the development of what

Horowitz (1982) calls “dual authority politics,” whereby underprivileged or

underrepresented groups begin to form their own social and political structures to meet

232 The issues relating to the division of Belfast and Jerusalem are described in greater detail at the end of
this chapter.
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the needs of their community.233 This  is  often  viewed by  the  state  as  a  challenge  to  its

authority and to the functional stability of the general society and this move by a minority

group to counteract social, political, and economic marginalization (seen by the state as a

burgeoning separatist or irredentist movement) is often met with resistance by the

controlling entity or majority.

The result of this resistance often introduces further restrictions on access and

institutional discrimination, which then creates a positive feedback loop for the

exacerbation of intercommunal residential disintegration. In extreme cases, the

destabilizing threat of dual authority politics is capitalized on by “coercive regimes” and

“charismatic leaders,” as termed by Chrighton and Mac Iver (1991), and also referred to

by Calame and Charlesworth (2009) as “sectarian political entrepreneurs,” who further

the dissolution of inter-group contact and access of the competing social group to

resources and political status.  This sectarian socio-political destabilization can further

devolve into the (re)activation of primordial identities within each group, and, depending

on the circumstances, this reactivation can have a “predatory” dynamic, as discussed in

Chapter 3. Access restrictions, or a potentially “predatory” majority group further

increases mutual suspicion, distrust and fear and soon threats to the very existence of a

minority group (including the potential for forced assimilation, genocide and urbicide)

and this threat, whether perceived or real, act as the centrifugal catalyst for the active

partitioning of a society.

As Marcuse (1995) states, “the societies in which our cities exist are, and have

been for centuries, hierarchical; the inequalities among the residents are reflected in the

inequalities in the spaces they occupy.”234 This quote is appropriate here because it

emphasizes that issues of social, economic, and political hierarchies persist in almost

every city and society around the globe. It is also true that the geographical reflections of

233 An example  of  this  in  when the  Turkish  Cypriots  forming their  own separate  municipalities  in  1958,
which  was  later  continued into  the  early  Republic  period  and served as  the  main  point  of  contention  for
President Makarios III who used the issue repealing the separate municipalities clause as the base for his
notorious “13 Points” revision of the 1960 Cypriot constitution. See Markides (1998) and (2001).
234 Marcuse (1995) pg. 245.
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inequalities between communities often results in social polarization and divisions within

all nations. Access restrictions, institutional inequity, and treats to identity and status

persist in all societies to a varying degree, but it is the degree of intensification by which

these mechanisms of differentiation are employed within the ethnically plural societies

investigated  in  this  study  that  serves  to  bring  one  closer  to  answer  the  question  of  why

some diverse societies remain peaceful while others degrade into violence. This being

said, the fourth common issue outlined above, the involvement of external powers, may

be the most significant component in the progression of an urban and social system to be

recognizable as fully “divided.”

Returning to the visualization of conflict as espoused in Figure 4.4 above, there

are a number of scales along the spectrum of international involvement in inter-

communal conflicts; these range from: 1) the geostrategic policies of superpower politics

including historical derivations of colonialism and Cold-War era expansion that

capitalized on instability to increase their geopolitical influence in a region,  to 2) the

involvement of regional powers who serve, for better or worse as described in Chapter 3,

as the external ethno-guarantors (Byrne 2000, 2004) for either the threatened minority or

the majority. Though the intensity and social costs of all intercommunal conflict cannot

be underemphasized, separatist and irredentist communities who enjoy only limited

international guarantor involvement, such as the Basques, the Tibetans, the Tamils,

Kosovars, and Kurds find themselves in near unwinnable, protracted conflict, while

groups who capitalize on historical, religious, and/or ethnic ties with willing regional

powers,  such  as  the  Turkish  Cypriots  and  Turkey,  the  Bosnian  Serbs  and  Croats  with

their respective guarantors of Serbia and Croatia, the Unionists in Northern Ireland with

the British, are able to increase their advantageous standing within the intercommunal

conflict. While ethno-cultural conflicts can transpire without concerted involvement by

one  or  more  external  powers,  the  levels  of  intense  violence  and  often  the  length  of  the

conflict are magnified by the external powers. Communities with ethno-guarantor

sponsorship or direct involvement are able to sustain the fight much longer than the
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community  would  otherwise  be  able  to  afford  because  of  the  availability  of  funds  and

heavy weapons from their guarantors.

The involvement of external forces within an intercommunal conflict increases

the scale of the conflict from a regional issue to one of international importance. As more

guarantors  get  involved,  the  intensity  of  the  conflict  increases  and  soon  a  civil  war

transforms into a proxy war between regional powers who see intimate ties between the

conflict and their national pride. This regionalization leading to internationalization of an

inter-ethnic conflict is a key factor in the intensity and continuation of the instability the

disintegrated multi-ethnic country faces; some diagnostic examples of this progression

can be found in the Lebanese Civil War (1975-1991), the continued division of Cyprus in

1974, the continuing conflict between India and Pakistan (and China) in the contested

Jammu-Kashmir region, the dissolution of Yugoslavia and the subsequent war in Bosnia

Herzegovina (1992-1995), “the Troubles” in Northern Ireland (1967-1998), and the on-

going Israeli-Palestinian conflict.235

WHY STUDY DIVIDED CITIES AND FRACTURED SOCIETIES?

Because it is nearly impossible to fully understand the complexities of a deeply

divided society and the fissures that appear between the competing, often hostile groups,

across  the  physical  and  social  landscape  one  must  rely  on  a  hybridization  of  Urban

Geography methodology, including the visualization of spatial morphology of the city

with special emphasis placed on its socioeconomic and residential patterning, with the

recent trends in Political Geography, including the analysis of key theoretical constructs

such as territoriality, bordering, spatiality, and identity creation and spatial affiliations.236

To  look  at  the  development  of  the  urban  form  or  the  spatial  configurations  of

infrastructure and economic and residential patterning provides a strong foundation for

235 As discussed in Chapter 3. See also O’Leary (2007) and Bose (2007) as well as Calame and
Charlesworth (2009)
236 As  Yiftachel  (1992:  Pg  322)  also  states  “without  the  full  integration  of  geographical  factors  in  the
analysis of plural societies, the understanding of their problems is seriously hampered.”
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understanding the progression of the physical partitioning of a divided city, but it only

gives a partial picture.

Likewise, an analysis of the scales of political and social configurations of a

plural society, including discussions of ethnicity and nationalism and how competing

forms of identity can be transferred onto to the physical landscape, aids in the

understanding of the social issues that surround intercommunal communal dialogue and

conflicts. Most studies on the topic, however, offer too broad a brush and often overlook

components of urban systems that serve to exacerbate intercommunal conflicts.

Therefore, because of the multiple types of inputs ranging from ethno-national, political,

economic, and external influences that are brought to bear upon the socio-spatial

configuration of a city that crosses the threshold into a “divided city” as well as the

ramifications of that patterning on uneven development and how it may temper the

feelings of marginalization and intercommunal distrust and conflict necessitates a hybrid

urbanism approach as discussed in Part 1 of Chapter 3.

The question may be asked—why study “divided cities” and “fractured societies”

as a unique case? As demonstrated in this study, divided cities and fractured societies of

the scale and international visibility of Nicosia, Cyprus, Belfast, Northern Ireland,

Mostar, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Jerusalem, Israel-Palestine, Beirut, Lebanon, and even Cold

War era Berlin, Germany, for example, do not develop in a vacuum; rather, they are often

products of a long sequence of events that lead to the failure of the in-place socio-

political system which pushes the city beyond the functional urban threshold  into realm

of socio-spatial partition. Though divided cities, such as those mentioned above,

represent a statistical minority within the panoply of urban systems around the world, the

analysis of the socio-spatial progression of divided cities remains an indispensable, albeit

underrepresented, window for political and urban geographical research. There are a

number of reasons for studying the phenomenon of acutely divided cities and societies

including their role as “warning beacons” and “future projections,” to what is classified

in this section as processual-gradation assessments, as well as the historical-typological
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assessments (or case study approach).237 As is addressed below, these loosely defined

approaches to partition and division are fundamentally interconnected and play a role in

understanding the importance of understanding the structure and progression of social

division in an urban setting. It is the synthesis of these techniques that brings one closer

to understanding the many layers of a divided society.

One of the reasons identified above for the investigation of urban partition and

social division is the notion that there are a series of identifiable circumstances and

pressures shared between “divided cities” and other urban configurations alike.

Therefore,  it  is  necessary  to  identify  these  issues  before  they  metastasize  and  drive

functioning urban systems beyond the tipping point—leading to division, as discussed by

Calame and Charlesworth (2009). Examples derived from the progression of acutely

divided  cities  can  serve  as  a  litmus  test  for  potential  division,  what  they  designate  as  a

series of “warning beacons.” These warning beacons include threats to group identity, the

presence of sectarian political entrepreneurs, the failure of urban peacekeeping, social

unrest between rival ethnic groups, segregation, and institutional discrimination among

others which intensify and lead to urban and social division. Building off Benvenisti

(1982) Calame and Charlesworth state, “divided cities can serve as examples for other

cities where intercommunal rivalry threatens normal urban functioning and security. . .”

continuing that divided cities such as Jerusalem, Nicosia, Belfast, Beirut, among others,

“represent extreme case studies that reflect accelerated cause and effect dynamics that

might otherwise require decades to observe.”238

The warning beacons associated with the intensification of the circumstances and

pressures shared by ethnically plural societies, though potentially dormant, discussed

throughout their book points to the second contribution the analysis of divided cities and

societies can contribute to the field of geography is in the fact that they serve as potential

237 For a discussion of “warning beacons” and “future projections” see Calame and Charlesworth (2009).
For  a  discussion  of  the processual-gradation assessment see Henderson and Lebow (1974), Waterman
(1987), and Kliot and Mansfeld (1999). For discussion of the historical-typological assessments  [case
study approach], see Hepburn (2004), Bose (2007), Susser and Schneider (2003), Calame and Charlesworth
(2009).
238 Calame and Charlesworth (2009) pg 2.
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“future projections.” Calame and Charlesworth pessimistically state that “divided cities

expose what lies in store for a large, and perhaps growing, class of cities on a trajectory

toward polarization and partition between rival communities.”239 In essence, the analysis

of the patterns of acute social collapse and urban divisions can help identify the key

components that led to the “end result” of socio-spatial partitioning. The polarization,

partitioning and the long term effects of urban and social division, be they economic or

socio-political divergence, are heralded as a worst case scenario for politicians and

citizens and may be set up as course corrections to avert the downward spiral of a social

system to one of intercommunal upheaval.

In this sense, divided cities and societies can be analyzed as heuristic devices in

which the lessons learned from the study of the progression of division stemming from

the onset of communal conflict, to the active partitioning of a city, to the lasting impacts

if divergent socio-economic development and polarized residential patterning can help

guide geographers, urban planners, and politicians in cities on the brink of social collapse

identify similar issues in their own society and abrogate any detrimental policies or

development patterns that exacerbate social cleaving. Similarly, leaders in one divided

city can look to other partitioned cities for “context” whereby they capitalize the lessons

learned and missteps actualized or avoided, as well as the dynamics of successful

reintegration  projects  or  policies  for  use  within  their  own  society.  This  comparative

approach is helpful in developing heuristic devices that illustrate the shared positive and

negative patterns that affect the onset and intensity of social and urban divisions has only

recently surfaced in policy circles and academic literature. Kumar (2003), in his work to

develop a way to settle hostilities that lead to partition notes that typically a case-by-case

approach dominates partition studies and “much of the discussion  . . . has been restricted

to individual partitions rather than the policy lessons they might offer when looked at in

239 They include Montreal, Monrovia, Dagestan, Washington D.C., Baghdad, Dili, Bunia, Novi Sad,
Kigali, Singapore Cincinnati, Kirkuk, and Oakland on a list of cities following this trajectory toward
division (Calame and Charlesworth (2009) pg 2).
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reference to one another . . . rarely have studies on one area referred to those on another,

even when borrowing models for negotiation or settlement.”240

THE STAGES OF PARTITION

Early analyses of social division from the 1970s and 1980s serve to accentuate the

point raised by Kumar. The focus of the processual-gradation approach during this

period was to identify a series of stages through which a city traversed from one side of

the spectrum of division to the other, and ideally back again. The stages first outlined by

Henderson and Lebow (1974) provide what Waterman (1987) calls a threshold for the

“understanding of the relationships between states that have undergone either partition or

division.”241  Their four stage process includes the 1) initial stage: one of intense mutual

hostility;  2) the middle term stage: the hostility transforms into full  partition and a later

results in a de facto acceptance of either side; 3) the rapprochement stage: where the two

sides attempt to carry out normal exchanges with each other; and 4) the unification stage:

where  the  two  sides  return  to  a  single  functional  entity.  Building  off  this  four  stage

approach, Waterman (1987) outlines a much more complex series of seven processual

stages which also takes into account internal (ethnic pluralism/self-determination) and

external forces (colonialism/imperialism), what he calls Path A and B.

Waterman’s first stage is the pre-partition stage in which the foundations for later

divisions are established. In this stage either ethnically plural societies begin to see a

concentration of linguistic, religious, or national groups (Path A) or a unitary state is

occupied by some external force (Path B). The second stage involves discrimination or

marginalization polarizing the groups (Path A) or separate identities or divergent socio-

economic development is enforced by the occupier (Path B). The third stage involves the

outbreak of hostilities and disintegration of the social or colonial system. The fourth stage

involves full state disintegration which results in the creation of on one end separate

federal units, to partitioned populations and cities, to complete separation. During the

240 Kumar (2003) pg 4.
241 See Henderson and Lebow (1974) as interpreted by Waterman (1987) pp. 162-163.
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fifth stage one sees the diverging development between the separate sides of the divide.

The sixth stage involves the normalization of relations (trade and cultural contact)

between  the  two  sides.  Finally,  the  seventh  stage  is  the  unification/reintegration  of  the

two sides either partially or totally.

Kliot and Mansfeld (1999) further adapt Henderson and Lebow (1974) and

Waterman’s (1987) analyses of the stages of urban division into six stages: 1) the pre-

partition stage;  the 2) actual division stage; 3) the solidification of division; 4) the middle

term stage; 5) the rapprochement stage; and finally 6) unification.242 They develop this

sequence in order to better understand the progression of a case-by-case analysis, which

includes Nicosia, Jerusalem, and Berlin, with the goal of identifying the structural-

functional components of the division and their impact on the on the functioning,

cooperation, and coordination of the municipal entities in these divided cities; in their

analysis special emphasis is placed on the structural (im)permeability of the division.

Outlining each stage of the development of the partition of these cities is helpful in that it

creates a matrix for comparative analysis of all divided cities by which a city can be

situated and associated links can be inferred. However, as the authors admit, not every

divided city or society fits exactly within this patterning and some can skip steps along

the way; there example of this is Berlin.

In general, the first stage of their urban division spectrum is the pre-

partition/division stage. In this category one can understand, through a detailed historical

retrospective, how the city functioned as a single urban entity. This stage forms the

structural-functional base-line from which to measure the impact of the division. The

second stage, the actual division or partition, is the “stage in which inter-communal

conflicts and/or total war occurred, in which superpowers or other states were involved,

created and maintained the division/partition.”243 The third stage is the solidification of

division. The components of this stage includes the sealing and fortification of the border

and the development of “mutual non recognition” and de-legitimization of the “other”

242 See Kliot and Mansfeld (1999) pp. 171-172.
243 Kliot and Mansfeld (1999) pg. 171.
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policies, both socially and politically, bolstered by the intensification of ethno-national,

ideological antagonisms through an intense “propaganda war.”

Once the solidification of the partition is complete there is a period whereby the

division becomes the status quo. However, after a period of time relative to each divided

society, there is a period of transition which Kliot and Mansfeld (1999) describe as the

fourth stage, the middle term division/partition. During this stage there is a noticeable

decline in overt hostility and an “implicit or explicit” acceptance of coexistence. During

this stage Kliot and Mansfeld also identify that there is a reconfiguration of the sealed

border in which it becomes more porous and allows for modest cultural, political, and/or

economic exchange. During the fifth stage, rapprochement, there are increased levels of

economic and political cooperation and a greater movement of people across the divide.

Though there is increased cooperation and connectivity, the division remains in place. It

is not until the final stage, unification,  that  the division is removed, or what they see as

the “physical eradication of the division” not only in the city but across the entirety of the

divided state.

HISTORICAL-TYPOLOGICAL ASSESSMENTS

Another valuable addition to the analysis of divided cities and societies is through

what can be loosely defined as a case study approach.244 In this line of research, authors

investigate each division independently and focus on the nuances of the historical

development of the conflict as well as its outcomes under the aegis of a cumulative work.

This approach establishes a solid foundation for comparing and contrasting multiple

manifestations or typologies of socio-political divisions; however, one flaw in the

cumulative approach is publisher page restrictions which limit deep analysis of each case

study. Because ethnic division and its territorial manifestations is a common occurrence

around the world, it is necessary to move beyond a singular, myopic analysis of one

244  See Hepburn (2004), Bose (2007), Susser and Schneider (2003), Calame and Charlesworth (2009), and
others.
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divided  city  or  society  because  the  forces  that  exist  in  one  case  study  also  appear  in

numerous others.

It can be argued that no divided city or society develops in a vacuum, independent

of the forces of global interconnectivity and international geopolitics, so the analysis and

“lessons learned” from one example should be placed in the context of other relevant case

studies  so  as  to  filter  out  unique  features  and  distill  a  potential  common  core  that

traverses all ethnic divisions. Recent examples of this approach include Calame and

Charlesworth (2009) who analyze the historical development and typological features of

the divided cities of Mostar, Beirut, Jerusalem, Nicosia, and Belfast. The authors’ goal in

this work is to establish a generalized profile of divided cities as well as an overarching

patterning shared by all cities analyzed. In some respects this is a successful endeavor,

however, the focus of this work lies in establishing the historical sequence of divisive

events in each city but it is limited in its analysis of the post-division component of each

city. Similarly, Hepburn (2004) utilizes a comparative approach in which he outlines the

historical development of the contested cities of Gdansk, Trieste, Montreal, Brussels,

Belfast, and Jerusalem. Hepburn’s aim is to establish a typological assessment of the

various manifestations of ethnic conflict and how each aid in urban transformations.

Bose (2007), on the other hand, utilizes a regional approach which investigates

the ethnicity based contestation on a regional scale including chapters on Sri Lanka,

Kashmir, Bosnia, Cyprus, and Israel-Palestine. The regional scale of this analysis is

useful for understanding the shared patterns of social and political divisions across a

landscape. A similar regional case study approach is undertaken by the edited work of

Carter, et al., (2009) which includes chapters on Macedonia, Kashmir, Cyprus, Israel-

Palestine, Rwanda, Sri Lanka, Greece and Turkey, Northern Ireland, Serbia and Croatia,

and Nigeria.

Other comparative works include Susser and Schneider (2003) which includes

chapters on social and economic divisions that disrupt functioning cities across the world

from Mexico City to Bangkok. This work includes two relevant chapters on

reconstruction and reconciliation in Belfast (Bryan 2003) and Beirut (Sawalha 2003).
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Similarly Cox, Guelke, and Stephen (2000) include chapters that situate the conflict in

Northern Ireland in the context with other divided societies such as the Basques

(Latemendia and Loughlin 2000), South Africa and the Middle East (Guelke 2000). In

these works, the analysis of the specific case studies do not appear as independent

entities, rather they are utilized as parts of the whole which draws key features in an

attempt to understand the socio-economic causal mechanisms (Susser and Schneider

2003) and the applicability of techniques and processes utilized in other contested regions

for assistance in the formation of a lasting peace in Northern Ireland (Cox, et al., 2000).

SHARED PATTERNS IN DIVIDED CITIES AND SOCIETIES?

As outlined above, a comparative study of divided cities and societies across the

world is necessary to develop a robust and contextualized vision of the similarities and

differences that cross-cut each case-study. In general, an investigation of the development

and outcome of intercommunal conflict and how it is manifested into the urban,

geographical space, brings one to the tentative conclusion shared with Calame and

Charlesworth (2009), Morrissey and Gaffkin (2006), Waterman (1987), Kliot and

Mansfeld (1999) that there are identifiable, shared and comparable patterns in the divided

city/society process. The foundational component of this quest for a shared patterning is

the belief that  divided cities and societies follow an “incremental and predictable” path

whereby “activation of interethnic boundaries on an urban domain is an incremental,

slow, predictable process in which the appearance of physical partition is a very late

phase. . . They are preceded by decades or centuries of segregation and

disenfranchisement.”245 This segregation, disenfranchisement, and “relative

deprivation,”246 become active components in the breakdown of the existing social and

245 (Calame and Charlesworth 2009 pg 232). They continue, “no matter how unexpected or violent their
emergence, urban partitions are never the product of a single cataclysmic event or a sudden shift in political
fortune.”
246 Calame and Charlesworth ( 2009 pg 234) define this as “interethnic violence in a divided city generally
coincides with conditions of relative deprivation, rather than hardship measured in absolute terms. Legal
restrictions on employment, housing and education imposed in disenfranchised ethnic minorities precede
intensified ethnic tensions . . .”
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state structures resulting into familiar patterns of division. While each divided society and

city is the result of differing stimuli and social, political, economic, and social

circumstances, what Calame and Charlesworth (2009) view as “context dependency,” a

cumulative retrospective bringing together seemingly disparate places and peoples such

as Israel, Northern Ireland, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Germany, Cyprus, and Lebanon, among

others, does allow for the creation of a basic social-structural patterning that is shared in

most if not all divided cities examples.

The first part of the pattern revolves around the notion that there is a process of

what Calame and Charlesworth (2009) call “politicizing ethnicity” in which division

based on identity is the common denominator.  As they state, the “road to partition is

paved with the merging of political and ethnic identity on a massive scale and political or

ethnic affiliation becomes the primary criterion for social organization.”247  This leads

back to Morrissey and Gaffkin’s (2006) point that identity based conflicts are intensive

and extensive and persistent. This level of pervasiveness is also found in the second

shared pattern of a divided society/city, what Calame and Charlesworth (2009) refer to as

“clustering,” which can be equated with ethnic enclaving.248 There  are  two  lasting

impacts of enclaving and subsequent barricading or partitioning, first is that they provide

an initial net positive of safety and security within a bounded, defensible space, but also

have a negative effect in that they necessitate “dual authority politics” and services to be

developed which further segregate communities and potentially result in further

marginalization and underdevelopment.249

Another pattern that appears to be common in divided cities and societies is what

Calame and Charlesworth (2009 pg. 209) call “political up-scaling.” Here the idea of

double minority status emerges, what Morrissey and Gaffkin (2006) define as “mutual

247 Calame and Charlesworth (2009 pp. 206-207).
248 As Calame and Charlesworth (2009 pg. 208) state, “if pressures multiply, catalytic events occur, and
avenues of political redress appear blocked, then members of a threatened urban community may seek out
smaller, more ethnically homogeneous clusters for protection.”
249 “Ethnic enclaves created and defended by threatened urban residents may offer solace in the short term,
but their reduced access to municipal services, roads, schools, places of employment, medical facilities, and
the like, undermine their long-term prospects for prosperity.” (Calame and Charlesworth 2009 pg 209)
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victimhood,” and “because both groups typically view themselves as a beleaguered

minority, both feel entitled to take extraordinary measures to secure their sense of

collective well-being and compensate for disparity of needs, power, opportunity, and

access to important resources.” Often the divided cities become the epicenter and

emblems  of  the  larger  social  conflict  and  this  leads  to  a  greater  intensification  of  the

politicizing of ethnicity within these regions in order to aggressively define and defend

one’s territory. 250

This process of territoriality leads to the next shared pattern, what Calame and

Charlesworth (2009) call “boundary etching,” which is similar to Kliot and Mansfeld’s

(1999) “solidification of division” stage.  Here “once threatened ethnic communities have

retreated into homogeneous clusters and the urban terrain has been converted into

political territory, it becomes the battle lines. . . . Physical etching energizes and activates

ethnic interfaces among local communities psychologically entrenched according to the

forces  of  stalemate.  .  .”251 These boundaries that have become etched into the socio-

political and physical space of a city and region transform from informal borders to

physical partitions in what Calame and Charlesworth see as the shared pattern of

“concretizing”  the  boundary.  As  they  state  “the  awakening  and  transformation  of  these

inscribed boundaries form permeable into impermeable thresholds separating neighboring

resident groups is a process that relies on purposeful design and execution.”252

The scope and intensity of boundary etching leads to the process known as border

“consolidation.” Similar to Kliot and Mansfeld’s (1999) middle-term or transition stage,

Calame and Charlesworth boundary “consolidating” pattern represents a critical stage in

a conflict as it is the juncture whereby the political climate dictates the permeability and

impermeability of the border and that climate dictates whether municipal or

250 “Divided cities function in part as emblems of larger political struggles in which individual enclave
residents are enlisted to fight battles not directly serving their personal interests.” Similarly, “Divided cities
are often located at the epicenter of violent contests concerning national identity and sovereignty. They are
a beachhead for sovereignty struggles grounded in irredentism and ultranationalism.” (Calame and
Charlesworth 2009 pg 211)
251 Calame and Charlesworth (2009 pg. 213)
252 Calame and Charlesworth (2009) pg. 217.
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governmental actors will “augment or counteract the process of division.” If the political

and social climate remains hostile, the division will be fortified, while if the climate shifts

toward a solution or a softening of the border, channeling Kliot and Mansfeld’s (1999)

rapprochement stage.

Finally, divided cities and societies that have ended hostilities and moved into, or

past, the rapprochement stage fall into a shared pattern of whereby they are, as Calame

and Charlesworth (2009) state, unified but not integrated.  Here, the type of border or

partition is important as imposed or involuntary partitions are easy to remove. However,

if the divisions were voluntary the removal of the physical divide may not bring about

complete reunification. “Though physical barricades are easily demolished, the social and

physical scars that remain are slow to fade. The psychological residue from long periods

of violence and intimidation generally prevents residents who lived through the period of

partition from occupying formerly forbidden areas.”253 Similarly, they identify a shared

pattern between divided cities is that the borderlands, frontiers, interfaces, or seams that

separated the two warring communities often become the areas only used for “socially

neutral purposes” such as industry, infrastructure projects, parks, or as is the case in

Beirut, a shared commercial district.

CONCEPTUALIZING THE PROGRESSION OF DIVIDED CITIES

Throughout the entirety of this work, the underlining goal is to identify key issues

that arise across the plethora of divided cities and societies. These shared issues represent

a diagnostic set of phenomena that can be used as a litmus test for the progression of

division within an ethnically plural society. As outlined above, authors have aspired to

create what is termed either a processual-gradation or historical-typological assessments

of divided cities and societies in which the stages of division are identified as well as the

structural-functional role the division/partition plays within that spectrum. Ideally, these

two approaches utilize a historical and comparative approach in which to distill a basic

shared patterning of urban and social division. While no approach is without flaws, the

253 Calame and Charlesworth (2009) pg. 222.
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cumulative, hybrid approach to understanding the development of divided cities and

societies is essential for understanding the various causal mechanism and the multiplicity

of way the geography, both social and physical, is altered and re-altered throughout the

progression of partitioning across a number of scales.

In summarizing the aforementioned approaches to understanding the development

of social and urban division, it is essential to emphasize the leading role geography plays

in the divided city/society paradigm. Figure 4.5 below is an attempt to distill the

quintessential forces that appear in all divided societies with a special emphasis on the

urban context. As conceptualized in this figure, one of the basic tenants of urban partition

is the issue of geographic “proximity.” One of the key issues found across the spectrum

of divided cities is the importance of population growth within the dense urban fabric of

each.  In an urban situation, population pressures mount as people begin to relocate

within the city. Rural in-migration to the city is one major source of mounting population

numbers (which, for example, is seen in pre-division Nicosia, Beirut, Belfast, and others

as they shift from an agricultural or primary level economy to an industrialized

economy), as is the relocation of refugees from abroad or those displaced from wars

either in the region or abroad (examples of this include war displaced in Bosnia-

Herzegovina, Jerusalem, and Beirut).

As is the case in most divided cities, the in-migrants move into areas dominated

by  their  ethno-linguistic  or  religious  group  leading  to  a  concentration  of  near

homogeneous “clusters” or enclaves that continue to grow as more displaced peoples

move in. As the population numbers swell throughout the city, available housing and land

becomes scarce forcing a densification of existing residential patterns and the creation of

new accommodations throughout the city. As the residential areas grow due to swelling

populations, geographical proximity between groups who may be unaccustomed to living

near the other community increases and competition for access to the limited resources

causes extraordinary demands on the city’s physical and social infrastructure.
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 Figure 4.5: An Approximation of the Progression of Divided Cities.

This is not inherently the cause of overt social tension until one begins to see an increase

in marginalization or access restrictions favoring one group over the other and it may be

surmised that this intensifies when state and local economies face a downturn.

As addressed earlier in this chapter, communal recognition of disparities coupled

with a (re)activation and intensification of ethno-national identifications for group

solidarity or opportunism, leads to an atmosphere of tension that increases in tandem with

geographical proximity. Competing communal identities are often augmented in the

divided city examples covered in this work by distrust, suspicion and prejudices brought

into the urban environment from the in-migrants and accentuated by internal political

“opportunists” (as addressed above). The result of this “up-scaling” of ethno-national

identification rhetoric leads to further polarization and “boundary etching” within the

city, but the competing communities continue to share the same urban space and

geographic proximity remains the norm. As the communities continue to diverge in social
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interaction, but still remain within close proximity to each other, this creates what is

identified in the figure as the zone of tension.

Interface zones within these cities become the areas of confrontation and

competition and often there is a series of events that leads up to a critical threshold of

intercommunal tension that reach a tipping point within partitioned cities whereby a

single event, or “flashpoint,” can transform the tense urban environment into one of overt

intercommunal conflict.  If one looks at the shared patterns of divided cities, there is

often a single event that stands out above all others that signals the “point of no return”

along the path of social and urban and social division. This cataclysmic event may be

difficult to perceive in its importance at the moment, but in historic retrospect it was the

moment that the threshold to overt communal separation and/or violence was crossed. In

the case of Nicosia, Cyprus, the killing of two Turkish Cypriots by Greek Cypriot

policemen at around 2:00 am on December 21st 1963 ushered in over a decade of hostile

communal separation which, in turn, ended in the hermetic sealing of the division

following the July through August 1974 Turkish Military action on the Island.

To test the illustration presented above, the section below offers a brief analysis of

the “Zone of Tension” within the divided cities of Belfast, Beirut, Jerusalem and Nicosia.

This section serves to not only further the discussion of the common occurrence of a

“catastrophic event” in most, if not all, divided cities. In the following section, each

divided city forms an individual case study whose situation is later linked with Nicosia.

This comparative case study approach helps to better situate Nicosia in the general

context of divided city analysis, within which it is woefully underrepresented.

Applying the Progression Model: A Case Study Approach to Understanding the
development of the Divided Cities of Belfast, Beirut, Jerusalem and Nicosia

In the case of Belfast, Northern Ireland, the start of “the Troubles” began on

October 5th 1968 when the Catholic Northern Ireland Civil Rights Association (NICRA)

marched from Londonderry to Belfast and was attacked by members of the Protestant
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community (as well as off-duty B-Specials).254 News of the violence spread and the

Catholic community in Londonderry began barricading its neighborhood which led to the

“Battle of Bogside” in which the Royal Ulster Police attempted to enter the Catholic

neighborhood and were violently repelled. The Battle of Bogside heightened Protestant

fears of communal antagonism in Belfast, and within days the city was experiencing

massive riots in which led to house burnings and expulsions of Catholics from the

“Interface Zones”  such as Cupar Way, Bombay Street, the Falls, Short Strand, Shankill,

among others.

Considering Beirut, Lebanon, the catastrophic event that led to the division of the

city into regions held by militant factions between 1975 and 1991, started outside the city

itself.255 On February 26th, 1975 the fishermen's unions of Sidon, Tyre, and Tripoli staged

a public protest against the expansion of the fishing rights of the Protein Company.256

This protest turned violent and the national army was called in to keep the peace. Fearing

the  bias  of  the  Lebanese  Army,  many  of  the  community  members  turned  to  the

Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) for protection. During the riots both

254 Below are listed the sources from which the synthesis of the destabilizing events and their impacts on
Belfast presented in this section are drawn. For the history of the “Troubles” in Northern Ireland see
Teague (1987); O’Leary, et al.,  (1993); Dunn (1995); Cash (1996); Bew, et al. (1997); Hainsworth (1998);
Byrne (1999 and 2000); Cox, et al. (2000); O’Hearn (2000); McGarry (2001), among many others. For
sources related to the history, division, and urban planning of Belfast see Hastings (1970); Boal, Doherty
and Pringle (1974), Boal and Livingstone (1984); Boal (1987, 2000 and 2002); Birrell (1994); Hepburn
(1994 and 2004); Doherty, et al. (1997); Bollens (1999 and 2000); Bryan (2003); and Calame and
Charlesworth (2010), among many others.
255 Below are listed the sources from which the synthesis of the destabilizing events and their impacts on
Beirut presented in this section are drawn. For analyses of the civil war and the impact of the sectarian
dynamic of greater Lebanon see Farsoun, et al., (1974);  Al-Haytham (1976); Rouleau (1976); Nasr (1978);
Shiff (1983); Harris (1985); Stork (1985); Kisirwani, et al. (1987); Kliot (1987); Beydoun (1990); Firro
(1990 and 2003); Makdisi (1990); Gordon (1990); Richani (1990); Wenger, et al., (1990); Maktabi (1999);
and Baroudi (2000). For general analyses of the city’s history see Churchill (1954); Jidejian (1973); Kalaf,
et al., (1973); Khuri (1975); Fawaz (1984); Johnson (1986); Ghorayeb (1998); and Debbas (2001). For
sources relating to the urban planning and redevelopment of post-war Beirut (with special emphasis on the
Solidere initiative) see Raphaeli (1967); Salaam (1972); Ragette (1983); Kabbani (1992); Kalaf, et al.
(1993); Tabet (1993); Stewart (1996); Gavin and Ramez (1996); Kisirwani (1997); Makdisi (1997); Rowe,
et al (1998); Moystad (1999); Nagel (2002); Saliba (2004);  Gebhardt, et al., (2005); Schmid (2006); and
Calame and Charlesworth (2010).
256 The Protein Fishing Company was owned in part by former Lebanese President Camille Chamoun and
the  unions  were  protesting  what  they  saw  as  an  unfair  competition  and  the  inequitable  relaxation  of
restrictions and loss of access to their traditional fishing areas.
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demonstrators and army personnel were killed and wounded and on February 28th the

groups organized a demonstration in Beirut to protest against the Sidon incident. This

protest resulted in roadblocks and burned cars and across the city began a pattern of tit-

for-tat violence and retribution attacks. The violence entered a new phase when n April

13th 1975 a paramilitary group (assumed to be Palestinians) attempted to assassinate the

Kata'ib Party leader Pierre Gemayel on the steps of a church in East Beirut. The attack

left four Phalangists bodyguards dead. The Phalangists militia sought revenge by

attacking a bus carrying Palestinian passengers through the Christian neighborhood of

Ayn al-Rummana on their to the Tall al-Za'tar refugee camp; twenty-seven passengers

were killed and twenty wounded. It was from this point, the origins of which can be

identified as stemming from the seemingly innocuous protest over fishing rights that led

to  the  spiraling  of  Lebanon  into  a  bitter  civil  war  and  the  division  of  Beirut  down  the

middle.

Jerusalem, on the other hand, is a much more convoluted picture when attempting

to  extract  a  single,  cataclysmic  event  that  led  to  the  division  of  the  city. 257  While  one

may point to the announcement of the General Strike in 1936 by the leaders of the Arab

Community in Jerusalem in protest of Jewish immigration numbers into the city and

region. This, in turn, sparked a series of protests and intercommunal violence not only

257 Below are listed the sources from which the synthesis of the destabilizing events and their impacts on
Jerusalem presented in this section are drawn. For important general analysis of the city of Jerusalem
including its history, residential patterning, and the role the city plays in the general Israeli-Palestinian
conflict see machinations see Benvenisti (1986 and 1996); Romann and Weingrod (1991); Elon (1995);
Dumper (1997); Ossman (2000); Klein (2001); Wasserstein (2001); Berger and Ora (2002); Hepburn
(2004); Hulme (2006); and Calame and Charlesworth (2010). For the role Jerusalem plays in the overall
Israeli-Palestinian conflict see Efrat (1964); Jones (1968); Schleifer (1971); Ferrari (1984); Bowman
(1986); Kollek (1977, 1981 and 1988) Abu Odeh (1992); Khalidi (1992 and 2001); Bishra, et a., (1993);
Lustick (1993); Wenger (1993); Said (1995); Emmett (1996 and 1997); Cobban (1996); Armstrong (1998);
Bar-Tal (1998); Abowd (1999); Golani (1999); Yiftachel (1999); Segal, et al. (2000); Rebhun (2001);
Sheleff (2001); Safier (2001); Dumper (2002); Lapidoth (2002);  Sorkin (2002); Youssef (2002); Nitzan-
Shiftan (2005), Bose (2007), among many others. See Kendall (1948) for Mandate Period planning. Also
see Sharon (1973); Kroynaker (1982); (Sharkansky 1984 and 2003); Efrat and Allen (1988); Falah (1989);
Dumper (1992 and 1993); Vitullo (1992); Hasson (1993); Felner (1997); Kaminker (1997); Khanaisi
(1997); Krystall (1998); Weingrod and Manna (1998);  Azoulay (2002); Bagaeen (2004); Auerbach and Ira
(2007), and many others, concerning the issues of the polarizing effects of urban planning in the Jerusalem
region. Finally, two historic works from the late 19th and early 20th centuries include Smith (1975) [1907]):
Wilson (1975 [1881]), while Gil (1982); Mattar (1983); Peters (1985); Kushner (1986); McCarthy (1990);
Ben-Dov (2002); Abu-Manshar (2007) reflect on the history of the city retrospectively.
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between the Arab and Jewish communities, but also with the British in which nearly 500

Jews were killed, around 150 British, and over 3,000 Arabs were killed within the city

and across the region and began the slow process of communal separation. However, the

July 1946 bombing of the King David Hotel by the Jewish Irgun Militia which killed

nearly 100 British national, may be seen as the actual tipping point of the conflict as it

forced  the  British  to  retreat  into  armed  police  stations  around  the  region  and  promptly

announced that the Mandate would terminate on May 15th 1948. This announcement and

retraction of the British presence within Jerusalem ushered in a wave of violence in

which militia activity sought to create facts-on-the-ground through violence before the

end of the Mandate. Mixed areas of the city were cleansed either through force of arms or

the fear of violence, and by the May 1948, the city became divided even prior to the

drawing of the 1949 Dayan-al-Tal General Armistice Line (or “Green Line”) was drawn

between separating the Israeli held West Jerusalem from the Jordanian held East

Jerusalem.

Once the threshold of intercommunal violence is crossed then the two sides begin

the consolidation of the urban division and begin to develop socially, politically, and

economically along different trajectories, what can be understood as “separation.” As

addressed above, many works have addressed the role “spoilers,” ethno-guarantors, and

the international community play in the culmination and continuation of these conflicts

and depending on the socio-political climate (imposed or volunteered divisions)

following the cessation of overt violence dictate the length, intensity, and permeability of

the division. However, few have directly investigated the role of geographic proximity or

the role of economic fluctuations as causal factors in divided cities. These two data sets

are difficult to collect as they are dependent on accurate census and economic record

keeping and are macro-level data, but their role in exacerbating intercommunal conflict

cannot be neglected. It is the goal of this section, then, to further develop the importance

of geographic space as a major factor in the discussion of divided societies.
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CONCEPTUALIZING THE HISTORICAL DEPTH OF DIVISION

While each city does have its specific historic trajectory, the common elements of

increased proximity of people who are unaccustomed to sharing space and resources with

another group leads to an intensification of tensions between those competing

communities, especially in a compact urban setting. Couple this tension with involvement

by communal agitators and regional power players and one can begin to see the recipe for

division. With all these factors bearing down on the communities within a city every

incident is magnified, often in ways disproportionate to the actual event. It is seemingly

impossible to create a predictive model that would be able to accurately identify if some

small event would take on cataclysmic proportions (though potentially a continuously

updated, adaptive algorithm or program may be able to develop scenarios based on

current and available data), so at this stage conceptualizing how a city devolves into

division is an exercise in historic retrospection.

Because of the nature of historical analysis, however, good methodology dictates

that one should not focus solely on identifying a single event that formed the event

horizon for inter-communal urban division. Rather, one must look deep into the past to

weigh the cumulative impact of each successive event of communal tension/violence

which leads to the inevitable end of partition. As Calame and Charlesworth rightly point

out, “no matter how unexpected or violent their emergence, urban partitions are never the

product of a single cataclysmic event or a sudden shift in political fortune. They are

preceded by decades or centuries of segregation and disenfranchisement.”258 With this

historic depth (or accumulation dynamic) in mind, Figure 4.6 conceptualizes the impact

of successive incidents of inter-communal tension and/or violence has on the fabric of a

peaceful, or at least non violent, community.

As presented in this diagram, one can visualize the multiple, interlocking layers of

society  within  an  urban  setting,  as  well  as  at  a  regional  scale,  as  one  of  an  intertwined

fabric in which the groups that make up that society have negotiated a

258 Calame and Charlesworth (2009) pg. 232.
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Figure 4.6: Historic Depth of Division

balance,  or  social  equilibrium,  over  time,  so  as  to  avert  collapse  and  chaos.  This  social

equilibrium can be viewed as a combination of spatial integration, economic integration,

political integration, and a modicum of socio-cultural tolerance and acceptance. This

equilibrium is not predicated on the principle of equity, in which all groups have equal

access to all municipal resources, rather it represents an ideal whereby the social groups

have created a status quo in which no group is marginalized to the point of activation

against the prevailing system.

When one follows the progression of a divided society,  it  is  possible to point to

moments in time in which a balance is struck and residents accept the levels of access to

the structure. However, as time goes on events can occur which cause a destabilization in

the  society  (either  external  events  or  violence  within  the  society  itself)  and  the

equilibrium is disrupted and the fabric unravels. All societies experience destabilizing

events over their historic trajectory, but the response to the events and the time it takes to

return to the state of normalcy is a test of the society’s and state’s resilience. Over time

other destabilizing events test the fabric of a society, and in those with strong institutions

and social tolerance, the events are considered “one-offs” and societal equilibrium is

quickly returned.

However, when one looks into ethnically divided cities and societies, it is possible

to see a different pattern. Destabilizing events that happen in contested regions begin to
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weaken the social fabric and actors who may benefit from destabilization (political

entrepreneurs, radicals, ethno-guarantors, or even super-powers) utilize the events to

further the destabilization. The scope and scale of the destabilizing events are magnified,

as is described above, and this leads to an often disproportionate impact of the event

leading to social disequilibrium. As the disequilibrium intensifies not only do more

destabilizing events begin to unravel the social fabric, but previous events are

reintroduced and compounded with more recent ones leading to further amplification of

the their significance until finally a catastrophic event, similar to those identified above,

completely unravels the social fabric. The result of this cataclysmic event not only bears

the weight of the accumulated history of destabilizing events, but it also causes the near

immediate devolution of the once functioning urban environment into a hostilely divided

city. The section below offers a comparative analysis of Figure 4.6 through a case study

approach.

Applying the Historic Depth Model: A Further Case Study Approach to
Understanding the development of the Divided Cities of Belfast, Beirut, Jerusalem
and Nicosia

To further demonstrate the importance of the historical depth and frequency of

destabilizing events that culminate in urban and social partition, one must first consider

the case of divided Berlin. Prior to the allies’ victory over Germany in 1945 and the

subsequent division of the city of Berlin into French, British, American, and Russian

zones, Berlin was not a city whose communal dynamic was rife with tension. It was only

after the GDR began building the Berlin Wall on August 13th 1961 (essentially to keep

the population of East Berlin from fleeing west) did the city become “divided.” Because

the  division  was  imposed  by  the  state,  and  did  not  entirely  reflect  the  will  of  the

population on either side, the division was quickly removed when it was announced that

the crossings would be opened between the east and west sides of the city (November 9th,

1989 with the removal of the wall soon thereafter).

Belfast, on the other hand, is a city in which the Catholic and Protestant

communities have experienced many violent destabilizing events since the formation of



147

the Ulster Plantation in 1609 across the six counties of Northern Ireland. Catholics were

forced off the land and workers from Scotland were brought over to work the fields. In

October 1641, the Irish Rebellion began in which Ulster Catholics massacred about 4,000

Protestant “Planters” and expelled about 8,000 to 12,000 more (across the island). This

led to Oliver Cromwell’s campaign to suppress the rebellion between 1649 and 1653.

During this campaign it is estimated that 25 percent of the Irish population was killed and

all Catholic landowners were replaced with Protestants. Another destabilizing event was

the 1690 defeat of King James II (Catholic) by William of Orange (Protestant) at the

Battle of Boyne (an event which is celebrated annually by parades through Belfast by the

members of the Orange Order).  The result  of the defeat included the implementation of

the 1697 Penal Laws which barred Irish Catholics in Northern Ireland from form most

skilled professions, landownership, secondary education, and so on.259 The 18th through

19th centuries  saw  numerous  incidents  of  low-grade  hostility  on  the  part  of  the  Irish

Catholics in Northern Ireland and Belfast, which led to the formation and strengthening

of the Orange Order in defense of Northern Ireland and its Protestant population.

The city of Belfast, specifically, experienced a number of riots (1857, 1864, 1872,

and many more) between Catholics and Protestants and this led to voluntary segregation

of working class housing in the city. The 1886 riot against the Home Rule Bill occurred

at the interface zones of Donegall Street, Shankill and Springfield Neighborhoods.260

This propensity for violent exchange between the two communities was exacerbated in

the early 20th century by the failed 1916 Easter Uprising by Catholics against the

government as well as the conflict between the two communities during the Irish War of

Independence (1919-1921). Following the creation of the Irish Free State in the North

under the terms of the Anglo Irish Treaty, Belfast experienced a number of riots between

1922 and 1923 in which 450 citizens were killed along the interface zones of the

259 Catholics made up majority of laborers in the linen and shipbuilding factories in Belfast, but managerial
positions reserved for Protestants and priority was given to Protestant workers for the limited number of
jobs.
260 The result of the 1886 riot alone cost the city 50 citizens killed, 370 police injured, and nearly Catholics
were expelled from their jobs.
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opposing working class neighborhoods. The 1930s and 1940s saw a relative calm

between the two communities in Belfast, but after political reforms promised by the

Ulster  Unionist  Leader,  “Tipp”  O’Neill,  Catholics  began  to  show more  signs  of  protest

and in February 1966 a bomb was set off in front of the Unionist Headquarters in Belfast

which was soon followed by a reprisal bomb detonated in front of a Catholic school.

Soon thereafter, Reverend Ian Paisley (a staunch Protestant) organized a march through

Belfast’s Catholic working class neighborhoods to Cromac Square which culminated in

localized riots.

It is this persistent frequency of violent clashes between the two communities in

Northern Ireland and Belfast that is brought to bear when the Catholic marchers were

attacked on the way from Londonderry to Belfast in 1967. The weight of history helped

amplify  the  fears  in  both  communities  so  when  the  Battle  of  Bogside  occurred  the

communities in Belfast were soon embroiled in destructive clashes along the interface

neighborhoods. The results of these clashes included forced displacement of community

members, house burnings, and the activation of the armed militant groups in both

communities, such as the Provisional IRA (Catholic), formed between 1970-1971, and

the Ulster Volunteer Force (UVF), formed as early as 1966. It is the involvement of these

armed militias that thrust the conflict into a new chapter of violence known as “The

Troubles.”

Similarly, when one looks at the division of Beirut during the Lebanese Civil war

(1975-1991) there is certainly evidence of a cataclysmic event (the violent protest in

Sidon that sparked reprisal raids months later) that thrust the country into a over a decade

of brutal, sectarian civil war. The impact of the killings during the Sidon protest, though

seemingly insignificant, was magnified when one views them in the context of Figure

4.4. The accumulation of destabilizing events over Beirut’s 19th and  20th centuries

catalyzed the sectarian clashes that divided Beirut down Damascus Road, especially

when one understands the numerous external issues that were transpiring within the

region during that time.
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The  first  evidence  of  overt  communal  violence  occurred  during  the  Lebanon

Crisis of 1857 to 1860 following the revolt of the Druze peasants against the Maronite

Lords in the Mount Lebanon region. Though no fighting occurred within Beirut, the

impact  on  the  city  was  immense  as  displaced  persons  moved  into  the  quarters  of  their

coreligionists within the city.  This created sections of the city that became enclaves for

Maronites, Druze, Sunni, and to a lesser extent, Shia Muslims. It is argued that this

mosaic of different communities served as the foundation for the sectarian divide during

the civil war.261 During the waning years of the Ottoman administration there is no

further evidence of violence within Beirut. Nearly in-line with the 1916 Sykes-Picot

Agreement, in 1920 the French were given Mandate control over the region by the

League  of  Nations,  and  on  May  23rd, 1926 the Lebanese Republic was created with

Beirut as its capital. During the French Mandate, there is widespread evidence of colonial

favoritism in which the Maronite Christians were given favorable political and economic

positions, and this was solidified by the National Pact of 1943 which formed the

backbone of the Independent Lebanon’s political dynamic until 1991.262

The first test of the National Pact came in 1958 when Maronite President Camille

Chamoun's government sought an alliance with western powers against Nasser which

brought him into open conflict with the Sunni Muslim Prime Minister, Rashid Karami,

who supported Arab nationalism espoused by Nasser. With the two leading politicians

and their supporters at odds, protests, a general strike, and insurrectionist fighting soon

followed. The result of the 1958 Civil War on Beirut was that the various quarters of the

261 Continued polarization occurred in Beirut during the early 20th century as Armenian immigrants moved
into regions with fellow Christians such as the Bourj Hammoud on the eastern side of the city, while Shi'a
and Sunni citizens from the countryside moved into the western parts of the city.
262 The National Pact of 1943 was based on the population numbers of the 1932 French Mandate Census
in which Maronites were the most populace group followed by Sunni and then Shi’a Muslims. This raw
population count was used as the basis for the administrative structure of Lebanon. The Pact stipulated that
the President of the republic always to be Maronite, the Prime Minister of the republic always to be Sunni,
the President of the National Assembly always to be Shi’a, the Deputy Speaker of the Parliament always to
be Greek Orthodox, and that Parliament members would consist of a ratio of 6:5 in favor of Christians over
Muslims. It also stipulated that Maronites could not to seek foreign intervention and had to recognize
Lebanon as an Arab affiliated country and not a Western one. It also mandated that Muslims would no
longer seek unification with Syria.
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city were barricaded and the Damascus Road corridor became the fortified line of

separation. After the tension subsided, the barricades were quickly removed, but they did

last in the citizens’ memories. When the fighting began again in 1975, Beirut’s Green

Line followed nearly the exact path of the 1958 demarcation line.263

The next major destabilizing event experienced by the population of Beirut stems

back to the 1967 “Six Day War” in which many Palestinians became refugees to escape

the violence and moved into camps within the major cities of Lebanon, especially in

Beirut, and Jordan. The Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) established its base of

operation in Jordan, but after the failed coup against the King of Jordan in September

1970, referred to as “Black September,” the PLO was expelled from Jordan and moved

their operations to Southern Lebanon and into the Palestinian Camps in Beirut. The PLO

used Beirut and Lebanon as their base of operations from which they launched attacks

against  Israel.  However,   a  successful  Israeli  commando raid  on  the  night  of  April  10th

1973 against PLO targets within Beirut deepened the suspicion between the Palestinians

and the Lebanese government, and as a result groups on both sides began training and

arming paramilitary fighters. It is within this context of the increasing distrust, the outside

influence, and the arming of militias within Beirut that the Sidon Fishermen’s riot took

place which led to the call on the PLO for protection, the assassination attempt on the

leader of the Maronite Katib Party, and the reprisal raid by the Phalanges against the

Palestinian bus full of civilians which ushered in the start of the 1975-1991 Civil War.

When one considers Jerusalem, however, it is difficult to pinpoint a specific

cataclysmic event that triggered the onset of violence and subsequent division of the city.

It may be the Irgun bombing of the King David Hotel and the announcement of the

British  plans  to  end  the  Mandate  on  May  15th 1948, or it could be the May 14th 1948

declaration of the State of Israel. Jerusalem posses a vexing problem in that the violence

during the Mandate Period was so acute, so historically laden with centuries of potential

263 The dividing line in central Beirut was first created by the armed opponents of President Chamoun. As
Baroudi (2006 pg 20) states, They "barricaded themselves in the Sunni quarter of al-Basta, turning it into a
'forbidden zone' for the internal security forces ... throwing grenades at public buildings and utilities, and
planting bombs in front of stores that defied the [United National Front general] strike" (Baroudi 2006: 20).
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animosity  stemming  from  as  far  back  as  the  Crusades,  that  it  is  hard  to  say  with  any

certainty that “this” was the crucial moment when it all fell apart. A similar cautionary

approach need to be taken when looking at the history of destabilizing events and the

resilience of the residents of Jerusalem. One significant question is: how far back does

one look for instances of violence and disequilibrium? In the context of Jerusalem, some

may  look  back  into  the  Old  Testament  for  historical  events  that  play  a  role  in  today’s

conflict, while others may point to the numerous Crusades to reclaim Jerusalem for

Christianity. Others may echo Hepburn (2004) in which he says, “the conflict between

Jews and Arabs over Jerusalem is a modern one, extending back no further than the late

nineteenth century. Yet no city in history has been contested for as long as Jerusalem.”264

As  the  defeat  of  the  Ottomans  seemed  imminent,  the  British  and  French  began

dividing up the modern Middle East in what is known as the 1916 Sykes-Picot

Agreement. France, as addressed above received mandate control over Syria and

Lebanon and Britain received mandate control over Palestine, among other places. Under

the agreement, however, Jerusalem was to be administered by the international

community. In 1917 the Balfour Declaration was published calling for a Jewish

homeland in Palestine and when Britain gained control over the city of Jerusalem in

1917, the declaration became a reality. Under the British Mandate (1920 to 1948) there

was a rapid increase in migration rates of Jewish refugees from Europe and Russia, which

peaked at 65,000 immigrants in 1935 due to the rise of Nazism in Germany. The influx of

immigrants translated into intercommunal tension within Jerusalem.

The first act of overt violence between the Arab and Jewish communities in the

city occurred in 1922 when a chair was placed in front of the Wailing Wall in violation of

the rules against “permanent structures” being erected near the wall. Protests over the

chair quickly turned violent and many were killed in both communities. In general there

was a growing suspicion by Arab community that the British were acting more in the

interest of the Jewish community in Jerusalem, which was kindled by the 1927 expansion

of the municipal border westward, which created a Jewish majority in the city for the first

264 Hepburn (2004) pg. 189.
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time. In order to assuage Arab suspicions, the British, with the issuing of the MacDonald

White Paper in 1939, formally endorsed limitations on Jewish immigration numbers. This

move, while satisfying the Arab population, ushered in a violent turn of events in the

Jewish community where in the paramilitary groups such as the Haganah and Irgun, and

the ultra-militant group known as the Lehi or “Stern Gang,” intensified their campaign

against  the  British  forces  as  well  as  the  Arabs,  especially  within  the  Jerusalem  region.

Irgun was behind the July 1946 bombing of the King David Hotel, while the Stern Gang

executed the April 9th 1948 Dir Yasin massacre, a suburb of Jerusalem, in which

hundreds of Palestinian civilians were killed.

These two events culminated in not only the British moving into fortified

positions, but they also intensified the neighborhood level violence in Jerusalem which

forced many of the Palestinians to flee from the mixed western regions of the city to the

eastern portions By April 30th 1948 the Haganah militia had gained total control over

West Jerusalem while Arab militias were able to hold the Old City and the Arab sections

in the north and east of the city. In effect, the frequent and violent destabilizing events

that occurred during the Mandate period served to etch the boundary between the Jewish

and Arab communities well before the fighting broke out on May 15th 1948. In a sense,

the November 30th ceasefire line (later called the Dayan-al-Tal Armistice Line, or Green

Line)  was  an  entrenched  reality  in  the  urban  fabric  of  Jerusalem from the  outset  of  the

foundation of the State of Israel. This line remained in place until the Israelis gained

control over East Jerusalem and the Old City in 1967 and promptly removed the

barricades, essentially reuniting the divided city.

When  one  looks  to  Nicosia,  Cyprus,  however,  the  frequency  and  tenacity  of

socially disruptive events are limited throughout its history. If one removes the deep

historical turbations such as the Ottoman take over of the island between 1570 and 1571,

the only pre-20th century event that is discussed in the context of intercommunal tension

is the rounding up and execution of Greek Orthodox elites on the island by the Ottoman

Administration in 1821. The administration of Cyprus was nervous about the revolution

in Greece spreading to Cyprus and acted swiftly to curtail any uprising within the Greek
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Cypriot population and the most notable figure executed was the Archbishop Kyprianos.

Further outbreaks of violence did not occur thereafter and it was not until May 1912 that

a  series  of  small  intercommunal  riots  broke  in  the  Nicosia  and  Limassol  regions  which

left five dead and dozens wounded. The riots were stimulated in part over the fears of the

Greek Cypriots who were beginning the early enosis movement and in part by the Italo-

Turkish war in which Greece sided with Italy, however they did not reoccur after the

initial riots were stopped and many of the agitators were arrested.265

The next destabilizing event was the Enosis riots  of  1931  in  which  the  Greek

Cypriot population marched on the Governors house (and subsequently burned it down)

in protest of taxation for loan repayments as well as for enosis with Greece. The Turkish

Cypriot  sectors  were  not  attacked  during  the  riot,  but  Turkish  Cypriots  did  serve  in  the

police force that broke up the riot. This event, while not an overt intercommunal clash,

did intensify intercommunal suspicion and is arguably a key factor in the later

degradation of the relationship between the two communities. This relationship was

challenged  by  the  peaceful  march  by  Turkish  Cypriots  who  demanded  the  Britain  give

Cyprus back to Turkey in the event they ever left the island. Following 1954, the Greek

Cypriots took up arms in the quest for enosis in the form of the EOKA uprising. In the

early stages the EOKA militants avoided sectarian attacks, however the presence of

Turkish Cypriots in the Police force increased the chances of someone form the other

community being killed by the other.

On January 11th 1956  a  Turkish  Cypriot  policeman  was  killed  in  the  city  of

Paphos and the next day riots broke out in Nicosia. These riots ushered in the first phase

in the division of Nicosia. During the next two years barricades were erected along the

central road (Hermes Street) and these remained intermittently until 1959. The results of

the riots also forced the Turkish Cypriots to set up their own separate municipality in

Nicosia, a reality that carried into the newly formed Republic of Cyprus in 1960.266

Though the barricades were removed by the foundation of the Republic, the separate

265 See Kyrris (1977) pg 38.
266 See Markides (1998 and 2001).
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municipalities  issue  was  one  of  the  main  points  of  contention  for  the  Makarios

administration  and  was  one  of  the  stimulating  factors  for  his  issuance  of  his  13  Points

revision of the Cypriot Constitution. These 13 Points heightened intercommunal fears and

animosity and the tension over-boiled on December 21st 1963, harkening the second

division of Nicosia and the ushering in of the enclave period which was the norm until

the Turkish invasion and division of the island following the July 15th Greek Cypriot

coup to overthrow Makarios and usher in enosis.

CONCLUSION

The analysis of the causal mechanism and outcomes of divided cities and societies

coupled with the ways these societies identify with and seek to control geographic space,

both physically and symbolically, is of utmost importance to the field of Geography. The

combination, or hybridization, of the methods and techniques of Political, Cultural, and

Urban Geographic analysis can be drawn together to aid in the understanding of the

numerous influences that constitute the social milieu of a divided society and its

reflection in the urban framework.  Divided cities and societies represent extreme case

studies of social and institutional collapse and are valuable heuristic devices that illustrate

the recognizable patterns and thresholds that exist in virtually all cities.

In some respects, they do represent the “future projections” espoused by Calame

and Charlesworth, but their importance is not for a nihilistic conclusion that all plural

societies are predestined to follow a path of collapse and division. Rather, the importance

of studying the progression of divided societies and cities lies in the fact that if one is

able to identify extant patterns and major causal inputs, the stresses and thresholds, then

policy makers, planners, and citizens will be better able to “change course” by mitigating

issues that are notorious sources of intercommunal conflict. In the following chapters,

Nicosia and Cyprus become the focus of analysis. The intent is not to “solve” the Cyprus

issue, rather, to identify the processes that caused the division of the island as well as the

identification the remaining issues that work against rapprochement.



155

PART 2: PRELUDE TO DIVISION
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Chapter 5: Ethno-National Meta-Narratives and the Cyprus Problem

While the articulation of the depth of the division within a society over the long

term is crucial to understanding the often persistent and intransient nature of conflicts

within a partitioned city and society, it is of equal importance to simultaneously analyze

the meta-narratives that co-evolve within the conflict zone. These social meta-narratives

are not only useful for understanding how cultural groups view their own role within the

state, but also how they construct their identity in comparison with, or in opposition to,

other culture groups within the region. Identifying the evolution of social narratives

within a divided society, whether they be laced with vitriol, polarization, or placidity with

an emphasis on peaceful coexistence, help further the discussion outlined in Chapter 4 in

which a society’s delicate fabric interwoven with heterogeneous ethnic groups can be

torn apart by successive challenges to the functioning equilibrium. Over time, this

destabilization leads to the unraveling of social stability and often results in the fracturing

of that society along ethno-national lines. Narratives employed by the individual groups

often build off historic moments of violence and instability to (re)activate latent, or

dormant, primordial fears and distrusts. These cultural narratives of distrust often form

the basis of the community’s shared identity that, as described in Chapter 3, is utilized to

create competing claims to the geography, the social landscape, and in the end result in

the creation of more contentious ethno-national meta-narratives that include minority

irredentist claims and predatory identities.

The purpose of this chapter is twofold. First, to fully understand the development

and significance of ethno-national meta-narratives, this chapter couches the discussion of

meta-narrative creation within the major theoretical works on the complex issues

surrounding the creation of social and/or ethnically charged narratives. Second, this

chapter describes how ethno-national meta-narratives translate into the fabric of divided

societies through a case study analysis of the changing nature of these social narratives of

the Cyprus Problem. The intention is to not only construct how the often competing and
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contradictory narratives have changed over time, but also introduce how they are an

important factor to the geographical “fixity” of the division of Cyprus.267

THE CREATION AND FUNCTIONAL ROLE OF ETHNO-NATIONAL META-NARRATIVES

Articulating the breadth and depth of the dominant socio-cultural and ethnic

narratives is instrumental for explaining how a society can transition from a functioning,

unified state to one that is socially and spatially divided. Social narratives are as much a

product of history as they are the shapers of history. As discussed in Chapter 3, the

process of ethno-national identity based meta-narrative creation is a combination of

numerous cultural, political and economic traits into an imagined social narrative by

which people who otherwise will never know each other will be able to find a common

identity.268 This combination of social data to create a homogeneous national identity is

often highly selective in its use of history and symbols, forming what Cubitt calls “an

accretion of selectively remembered history rather than a linear progression.”269

Similarly, as addressed previously, Anderson states, “so often in the nation building

policies of the new states one sees both a genuine, popular nationalist enthusiasm, and a

systematic, even Machiavellian, instilling of nationalist ideology through the mass media,

the educational system, administrative regulations, and so forth.”270 Connor addresses

this idea as well by stating that the creation of ethno-nationalistic identities deals “not

with facts, but with the perceptions of fact,” in a non-chronological, more experiential,

form of history.271

As Sideway (2002) holds, one may interpret the process of imagining identity or

community as more of a construction of modern political necessity through mass media

than an accurate representation of historical facts. As Bennett (1998) states, the identity

267 This theme of the geographical fixity of competing cultural and ethno-national claims to the Cyprus
landscape is explored in great detail in Chapter 4 concerning Sack’s “territoriality” and its translation of the
competing meta-narratives into the symbolic landscape of Cyprus.
268 See Anderson (1991)
269 Cubitt (1998) pg 10
270 Anderson (1991) pg 163.
271 Connor (2002) pg 39.
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created is meant to be not only a communal “rallying point” but also an “enduring”

ideology. The constructed communal identity must not only gain general acceptance, but

also be resilient enough to be transmitted through time. Similarly, Cubitt states that

enduring, imagined national identity is “endowed with origin, tradition, memory,

heritage, history, destiny. . . they are imagined as communities not just of the living but

of the living in continuity with the dead and the yet unborn, and as ‘projects’—

transmissions from generation to generation of ‘invariant substance.’”272

Ethnicity based meta-narratives can be understood as a complex and nuanced

social construct that often defy political logic. They can be a unifying factor based on a

common historical identity, while they can be simultaneously choreographed to solidify a

common identity in control of a territory or in competition with an opposing identity. As

Bennett (1998) believes, ethnicity and identity are not independent products, rather they

are formed as a mechanism by which to negotiate the relationships between two or more

groups. In this context, the communal meta-narratives, imagined or real, can be

understood as a way to distinguish identity by accentuating cultural differences or

similarities throughout history.

CYPRIOT ETHNO-NATIONAL META-NARRATIVES

The process by which ethno-national meta-narratives are created is one that is rife

with complexities, uncertainties and outright manipulation of social and historic “facts.”

Through analyzing the historic trajectory from a functioning state, albeit under direct

colonial control throughout most of its recorded history, to one that became polarized at

the  communal  level  between the  Greek  and  Turkish  Cypriots,  it  is  possible  to  see  how

both majority and minority identity creation exacerbated the competing claims to the

geography of the island. The creation of often competing dual ethno-national meta-

narratives on Cyprus, however, is a well documented process and it serves as model for

understanding how the process of identity creation is a malleable, evolving, and often

arbitrary and capricious process influenced not only by individual personalities

272 Cubitt (1998) pg. 8.
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capitalizing on historic events. Similarly, state influenced propaganda campaigns strive to

create not only an “imagined community” in the spirit of Anderson, but an “imaginary”

community of historic coexistence and conviviality. The ebb-and-flow of the Cypriot

ethno-national identity creation also exemplifies the intrinsic link between the meta-

narrative generation and the importance of geography.

In his recent work on the role of geography and the social construction of identity

on Cyprus, Mavratsas (2010) cogently links the significance of geographical place in the

overall structure of the dominant nationalistic meta-narratives that formed the foundation

of the modern Cyprus Problem. He states that “national identity is a leitmotiv of modern

politics, geography and history the bulwarks of national identity” and that “national

identity is almost always built upon a particular sense of geography and a particular sense

of history.”273 History, as he implies, becomes the linking agent for the shared sense of

the past and geography becomes the agent for a shared sense of place for a community’s

identity.274 Therefore, ethno-national meta-narratives exemplify what he sees as a

“symbiosis of identity and geography,” one that is intrinsically linked in either a

coevolved or contradictory way. He offers a threefold typology of nationalism in which

he lays the crucial foundation his analysis of role of ethno-national meta-narratives and

the  role  they  play  in  the  geographical  division  on  Cyprus.  His  threefold  typology

includes:275

1) National identity emerges out of geography and essentially in opposition to
history, which is considered irrelevant or passé—we can call this geographical or
territorial national identity.

2) National identity emerges out of a harmonious symbiosis of history and
geography—we can call this geo-historical national identity

3) National identity emerges out of history and essentially in opposition to
geography, which is usually considered an obstacle to national aspirations. We
can call this historical national identity.

273 Mavratsas (2010) pg  146.
274 He goes on to say that “the sense of shared space is, in most cases, more strongly and deeply felt than
this sense of history. Hills and rivers and woods cease to be merely familiar; they become ideological as
sites of shrines, battles and birthplaces.” (Mavratsas 2010 pg 147).
275 Mavratsas (2010) pg 149.
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This typology is crucial because it brings to light that identity narratives, while reliant on

history and geography, can often come to critical thresholds where one trumps the

other—whether it be territorial identity with limited historical linkages, or historical

identities unfixed to real geographical space. As is demonstrated below, the complexity

of Cyprus as a meta-narrative “case study” is evidenced by the fact that at any given point

of the Cyprus conflict, there are multiple meta-narratives functioning within both

communities. Often these narratives are in direct competition with each other, not just

between the dual identity creation on opposing sides of the divide, but also within the

communities themselves.

Focusing on the process of ethno-national and identity narrative creation on the

island  of  Cyprus  leads  to  realization  that  there  are  three  distinct  phases  of  communal

meta-narrative generation. The earliest phase of ethno-national meta-narrative developed

during the early stages of the British colonial era and has been generally recognized as

“traditional” nationalism—what Loizides (2007) calls “motherland nationalism.”276

Traditional nationalist narratives became the dominant form of meta-narratives employed

by both communities, especially following the enosis riots of 1931 and the later eruption

of violence during the EOKA campaign (1955 to 1959) against the British colonial

government. Later, during the collapse of the Cyprus Republic into ethnic fighting and

subsequent enclaving of the Turkish Cypriot population (1963 through 1974) the meta-

narrative, especially on the Greek Cypriot side, transformed into what Constantinou and

Papadakis calls the “peaceful coexistence” perspective.277

This perspective, which was actually during the British Period, became the main

thrust of the Republic of Cyprus’ approach to mitigating the communal separation during

the enclave period. This narrative structure later gained in intensity as the foundation for

the idea of “Cypriotism” or “Island Patriotism”278 which developed following the

invasion by the Turkish mainland forces in July 1974 and the subsequent division of the

276 Loizides (2007) pg 172.
277 Constantinou and Papadakis (2001) pg 140. See also Papadakis (2006) pg 73.
278 Loizides (2007) pg 178.
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island. As is demonstrated below, and in subsequent chapters of this work, the peaceful

coexistence meta-narrative is ubiquitous in both scholarship and government

publications. Therefore, the analysis of the historical and geographical realities espoused

in these clams serves as the backbone of the discussion of the historical progression of

the Cypriot people not only in Nicosia, but across the island. Recently, however, there

has been a third shift in the phases of meta-narrative generation on Cyprus, which is what

Mavratsas (1997) calls “New Cypriot Nationalism.”279 However, it must be stated that

this new dynamic has not supplanted the Greek Cypriot “peaceful coexistence” narrative

which remains at the forefront of national identity construction.

ETHNO-NATIONALISM ON CYPRUS

The roots of ethno-national meta-narrative generation carry one deep into the

Cypriot past, both historically and archaeologically. Considering the extensive literature

on the subject of Cypriot history and archaeology, it is beyond the scope of this study to

delve into the layers of human habitation on the island. Rather, it is important to briefly

emphasize how history becomes intertwined in the identity formation of the Cypriot

people. When one considers the formation of the Cypriot, especially Greek Cypriot,

national identity, it is necessary to revisit the idea of the “invention of tradition” put forth

by Hobsbawm and Ranger in 1983. Building upon this idea, Papadakis (1995) helps

structure the discussion of Cypriot identity creation and its deep historic roots by

emphasizing that at the core of the competing ethno-nationalistic narratives lies in the

dates each side includes in its schoolbooks.280 As he states, the Turkish Cypriots start

their history after the Ottoman conquest of 1571, while “Greek Cypriot history begins

with  the  settlement  of  the  first  Mycenaean  colonizers  in  the  14th century  BCE  and

“portraying Cyprus as ‘a Greek island from the dawn of history’.”281 The long-term

279 Mavratsas (1997) pg 729.
280 For and earlier perspective on this issue of separate schools see Panagides (1968) pp 134-135 wherein
he identifies the roots of ethnic distrust lies in the fact that each community attends different schools and
are taught competing histories.
281 Papadakis (1995) pg 58.
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impact of this dynamic lies in the fact that the Turkish Cypriots link their ancestry to

those that ruled the island for over 300 years; Greek Cypriots, on the other hand, view

Turkish Cypriots as non-indigenous Anatolian transplants. Thus “the very presence of the

other ethnic group on the island is somehow problematic.”282 Thus the primordialist

reactivation of deep historical differences comes to the immediate forefront of the

discussion.

Beginning in the late 19th century there was a movement within the Greek Cypriot

community to link their identity with the pan-Hellenic Megala Idea, which reflected the

glory  of  the  former  Byzantine  Empire  and  while  calling  for  the  freedom  of  all  Greek

people from foreign oppression and thus bringing them together as a singular ethno-

political entity.283 The shared Hellenic identity, which was also supported by the

archaeological evidence of former Mycenaean and Greek habitation on the island,

supported this shared historical trajectory. When the British gained control of Cyprus in

1878, the autocephalous Greek Orthodox Church spearheaded the campaign to have

Britain cede the island to Greece in what became later known as the enosis (union)

movement. Following the statements by Winston Churchill in 1907 in support of the idea

of enosis and the offer of the island to Greece by Sir Edward Grey in 1915 if they would

join the war effort on the side of the allies in World War 1, the enosis movement became

the unifying factor for Greek Cypriot national identity. 284  Fanned by the Greek Cypriot

elites and the Orthodox Church’s dislike of the British control over the island (which was

further estranged by the British annexation of the island in 1914 and its transition into a

Crown Colony after the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923), and statements made by the British

administration that the island would never be ceded to Greece, the Greek Cypriot

282 Papadakis (1995) pg 58. Further analysis of this historic precedent is addressed later in this section.
283 See Kiromilides (1979); Peristianis (2006).
284 See Hitchens (1997 pp 33-34. He quotes Winston Churchill: “I think it only natural that the Cypriot
people, who are of Greek descent, should regard their incorporation with what may be called their mother
country as an ideal to be earnestly, devoutly and fervently cherished. Such feeling is an example of the
patriotic devotion which so notably characterizes the Greek nation. . . I say that the views which have been
put forward are views which his majesty’s government do not refuse to regard with respect.”
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population rioted, in part, in the name of enosis against the British government going so

far as to burn down the Governor’s house.285

During this movement to establish an overarching meta-narrative that Cyprus was

a Greek island, multiple avenues of scholarship beyond the realm of archaeology

weighed in to support the idea that the majority of the population on the island was

Greek. One of the most notable avenues that the primordialists utilized was the extensive

historical record of travelers, church registers, and consular reports. The population

statistics were compiled in an extensive work by Papadopoulous (1965) based, in part on

the four-volume History of Cyprus by Hill (1939 to 1952), which paints a detailed picture

of the number of people on Cyprus following the Ottoman conquest. Though critical of

many of the travelers’ accounts, Papadopoulous is able to trace the population changes of

each community on the island, with careful consideration given to outlining the

recognizable ratios showing the Greek Cypriots as the overwhelming majority on the

island. His analysis demonstrates that the Greek Cypriots remained the numeric majority

even during the Ottoman period, which he spends over 16 pages describing the Ottoman

settlement campaign on the island whereby those that served in the military during

invasion were given lands of the Venetians and the Latin Church.286

Based  on  the  writings  of  Dandini,  who  was  a  papal  emissary  sent  to  assess  the

condition of the Maronites on the island in 1596, and corroborated with other travelers

accounts of the same period, Papadopolous relates that there were anywhere between

8,000 and 16,000 to 18,000 Muslims on the island, including the soldiers who were given

land and the ruling elites.287 The statistics he presents are interpreted in such a way that,

other than the few tax farmers who remained after the initial conquest, the majority of the

Muslims on Cyprus were actually Christians who converted to Islam to escape the burden

285 See Crawshaw (1978); Markides 1977; Stephanides (1999); Skoutaris (2010). The other reasons for the
riot was that the Greek Cypriot population found out that the British government had been collecting a
tribute that was said to be rent for the island but in fact is was going to the Bank of London to repay the
Ottoman Loan of 1855. The British collected the tribute through direct taxation which as Markides (1977
pg 9) sates, the people could not evade paying like under Ottomans and “these economic frustrations and
the discontent of the traditional elite found their outlet in the Enosis movement.”
286 See Papadopoulous (1965) pp 20-36.
287 Papadopoulous (1965) pp 32-33.
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of Ottoman taxation placed on the dhimmis.288 Contrary to this, Volkan (1979), relating

the 1965 archival work of Bedevi, states that the estimates from Ottoman archives relate

that around 30,000 Ottoman subjects were transferred from mainland Turkey to Cyprus

after 1572 and especially between the 17th and  the  middle  of  the  18th century; he also

states that “from the records of the Ottoman period we learn that not more than 200

Christians on the island became Moslem over three centuries of Turkish rule.”289

The presence of such converts on Cyprus, known as Crypto-Christians, dates back

to Dandini who considered them Christian renegades who embraced Islam for “temporal

interests.”290 The documented presence of Christians who converted to Islam following

the  Ottoman  conquest  raises  another  issue  concerning  the  complex  social  history  of

Cyprus and its contribution to the nationalist narrative. One may argue that in further

developing the notion of Crypto-Christians on Cyprus, Papadapolous was attempting to

create a historical veneer that the Cypriot population was virtually ethnically

homogenous and thus assuaging any fears held by the Cypriot Government that the

Turkish Cypriots could have legitimate claims to a separate existence. Dionyssiou (1994)

furthers Papadopolous’s ideas by stating:

The Muslim community on the island originates from a small number of soldiers,
cavalry and Janissaries, left there after the conquest, from an also restricted
number of settlers (a number of whom were Cryptochristians) from Asia minor
sent to Cyprus in order to revitalize its ruined economy and for the most part from
Greek Orthodox, who for various reasons converted to Islam. The most common
reason for the conversion to Islam was heavy taxation for the infidels who, as it is
known, had to pay a so-called harac, or poll tax, in recent terms.291

Dionyssiou, while lacking the substantive data presented in Papadopoulous, helps further

the notion that there were certain people who chose to convert to another religion for

288 Dionyssiou (1994).
289 Volkan (1979) pp 51 and 53.
290 See Papadopoulous (1965) pp 34 and 35 for a general discussion of the Crypto-Christians and
specifically note 1 on pg 34 for Dandini’s original statement on the topic. See Clark 2006: 116-119 for a
dynamic look at the larger existence within the Ottoman Empire. As he states (2006: 116), in Anatolia there
is evidence of crypto-Christians in such areas as the Black Sea port of Trebizond and in Kayseri and greater
Cappadocia, and in the former there is evidence of 1000 Muslims claiming their Christian identity in 1860
with the declaration of religious tolerance during the Tanzimat Period.
291 Dionyssiou (1994) pg 596.
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fiscal reasons. His general motivation throughout the entirety of the chapters can be

interpreted as attempting to show how both Greek and Turkish Cypriots suffered under

the Ottoman system and how people were creative in their avoidance of financial

limitations, more than attempting to cast doubt on the Turkish Cypriot population claims.

The complexities of religious affiliation on Cyprus are also evidenced by the

presence of what is referred to as the linovamvakoi (the “Linen-Cottons”), a designation

developed in the 19th century by the Cypriots for both Christians who converted to Islam

and for Muslims who converted to the Orthodox faith.292 Two  scholars,  Katsiaounis

(1996) and Bryant (2006), have addressed the idea of the linovamvakoi—though only

Bryant discusses the social implications behind such conversions. Katsiaounis states that

immediately following the conquest in 1571, elite Christians converted to Islam in order

to retain their social standing. However, rural peasants who wished to escape the tax

burden of the Ottoman system followed the practice of conversion. Katsiaounis states that

these linovamvakoi retained the Greek language and “several practices of the Christian

religion,” though by professing Islam they were free of the head tax; she also states that

this conversion to Islam often happened in Greek villages where there was no direct

control by the Orthodox bishops (especially in the Tylliria region in northwest

Cyprus).293

Bryant (2006) analyzes the nature of the linovamvakoi from the perspective of the

Muslims who converted to Christianity for, in her opinion, reasons of social

convenience—“seen most clearly in such area as intercommunal sexual relations.”294 She

describes how Muslims would convert to Christianity in order to be more employable in

Orthodox homes in Nicosia, as well as to marry females in Orthodox families. The

linovamvakoi straddled the fence of communal boundaries, but in doing so often were not

respected by either community and often forced to declare their religious affiliation

publicly; she describes a number of occurrences where the linovamvakoi were publicly

292 See Katsiaounis (1996) pg 50 note 176 for historical sources concerning crypto-Christians on Cyprus.
293 Katsiaounis (1996) pg 50.
294 Bryant (2006) pg 64.
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paraded around the streets of villages and forced to eat pieces of pork to prove their

affiliation.295 However, she returns to the earlier notion espoused by Papadapolous and

Dionyssiou, that these Muslim linovamvakoi were the “decedents of Greek Orthodox men

who had converted to Islam, taking Muslim names, and had married Muslim women

during  the  Ottoman  period;  they  had  continued  to  practice  the  Greek  Orthodox  rites—

supposedly secretly but in fact quite openly.”296

According to Bryant (2004), the linovamvakoi remained a presence on Cyprus

until the around 1900 when the British removed the tax distinctions between Greeks and

Turks, however Markides (1977) states that the sect remained in existence until the early

1960s.297 To  complicate  the  matters  of  potential  hybridization  of  identities  of  the  rural

peasantry during the Ottoman period, especially when one considers the aforementioned

and well documented presence of the linomvakoi, Markides (1977) furthers the idea that

the Turkish population on Cyprus was small, coexisted with their Greek Cypriot

neighbors, or were possibly even “Islamized Greeks.” The evidence for this is found in

the fact that many village names betray that the village names were Greek and this may

reflect that the inhabitants were “ephemeral” in their religious identification.298

Demetriou offers a counter-point in which he states that following the war the extant,

abandoned Cypriot rural villages were the settled by the new immigrants from the

mainland.299

The significance of this discussion of historic population dynamics on Cyprus and

the presence of linomvakoi and  the  potentialities  that  an  untold  number  of  the  Turkish

295 Bryant (2006) pg 66.
296 Bryant (2006) pg 65.
297 Markides (1977) pg 24.
298 Markides (1977 pp 23-24) states, “more importantly, many Greek villages became voluntarily
Islamized during Ottoman rule in order to avoid the taxation applicable only to Christian communities. For
this reason a large number of wholly Turkish Cypriot villages bear the name of Christian saints, particularly
in  the  Karpasia  and  Paphos  area.  For  example  Ayios  Evstathios,  Ayios  Symeon,  Ayios  Iakovos,  Ayios
Khariton, Kornokipos, Pergamos, Galinoporni, to mention a few, are Turkish villages with Greek names.
Probably they were formerly Greek villages that became Islamized during Ottoman occupation.”
299 Demetriou (2008 pg 1490) states, “to be sure, new peasant groups arrived from other places of the
empire at different times following the change of rule, and these were mostly Muslim. But it is important
that in their majority, these populations settled in separate villages, mostly the villages that had been
abandoned because of the war.”
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Cypriots  on  the  island  could  be  simply  “Islamized  Greeks”  played  directly  into  the

narrative  that  Cyprus  was  a  Greek  island,  with  an  overwhelmingly  Greek  Orthodox

majority and therefore should be part of greater Greece.300 As Constantinou and

Papadakis (2001) aptly observe:

“These attempts to produce essentialist and totalising visions of the other were
attempts that at different historical periods sought to demonise, marginalise, or
domesticate the other. Fixing how the other was to be known was in effect a
means  of  delegitimising  rights  or  claims  of  the  other  at  the  same  time  as
legitimising discourses and empowering policies against it.”301

Following the above discussion, the intensification of nationalistic rhetoric among the

Greek Cypriots gained in intensity following the enosis riots of 1931 and returned to the

forefront of identity creation during the 1950s. Ethnic identity now became fully

politicized. Between January 15th and January 22nd 1950, the newly elected Archbishop,

Makarios III, administered a Church sponsored plebiscite referendum vote on the issue of

enosis. The result was that 96 percent of the Greek Cypriot voters voted in favor of

enosis.302 Though the  British  official  rejected  the  results  of  this  referendum,  it  did  spur

further emphasis of “motherland nationalism” by the Greek Cypriot community and

stimulated Makarios III to approach Greece to take the matter of Cypriot independence to

the United Nations, which they did in 1954, though any decision by the General

Assembly was postponed indefinitely. Following the failure of the London Conference in

1955, the ultra-nationalist guerilla group EOKA took up arms against the British colonial

administration with the aim of enosis through independence.303

The EOKA rebellion against the British had dramatic repercussions on

intercommunal relations. It was during this campaign that the Turkish Cypriot

300 As Constantinou and Papadakis (2001 pg 135), “while typically, the standard Greek Cypriot argument
has been that the present day Turkish Cypriots are in reality ``Islamicised Greeks,’’ that is, people who
were forced to convert during the Ottoman Empire.” See also Constantinou and Papadakis (2002) pg 82.
301 Constantinou and Papadakis (2001) pp 133-134.
302 See Crawshaw (1978); Loizides (2007) pg 174.
303 Sant Cassia (1999 pg 26) states that “EOKA differed from many other national liberation groups in
important ways. It conducted a guerrilla war not for independence but for union with another country. Its
members consisted exclusively of one ethnic group in a multi-ethnic society, and it did not gain the support
of the other ethnic group who increasingly viewed it as deeply antithetical to its interests.”
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community became directly involved in the translation of the “Cyprus is Greek” meta-

narrative of the Greek Cypriot population, and this was due, in part, to the increased use

of  Turkish  Cypriots  in  the  special  auxiliary  unit  of  the  police  to  counteract  the  EOKA

rebels.304 Initially, Grivas, the leader of the clandestine EOKA movement, vowed to

avoid attacking the Turkish Cypriot population focusing its efforts entirely against the

British, however this changed as more Turkish Cypriot auxiliaries and police were

utilized by the British security forces. With the January 11th 1956 killing of a Turkish

Cypriot policeman in Paphos, the Turkish Cypriot residents of Nicosia gathered for a

rally in Atatürk Square which later turned violent.305 This murder, and the subsequent

riots that ensued, marked the launch of the Turkish Cypriot “motherland nationalism”

infused movement known as Volkan and later the TMT. The overarching goals of this

movement were the protection of the Turkish Cypriot community from the aggressive

elements of the Greek Cypriot community as well as the push for “taksim” of separation.

Taksim was ushered in as a response to the growing fervor surrounding enosis by the

Greek Cypriot community championed by Archbishop Makarios III and EOKA. The

consensus among many scholars is that the origin of the national movement by the

Turkish Cypriot community was, in essence, a direct response to the burgeoning pan-

Hellenic nationalism of the Greek Cypriots.306

Turkish Cypriot ethno-national meta-narrative generation was fairly benign in

comparison to the active push for enosis by the Greek Cypriot community. During the

1912 and 1931 enosis riots there is no evidence that Turkish Cypriot elites began to

formulate  an  official  communal  meta-narrative  in  opposition  to  the  one  created  by  the

Greek Cypriots. The Turkish Cypriot community retained some solace in knowing that

304 For example, see Loizides (2007).
305 As the Cyprus Mail Newspaper (Thursday, January 12th, 1956) pg 1 in the headline story “Anti Greek
Demonstrations in Nicosia—Sequel to murder of Paphos Policeman” states, “Turkish leaders appeal for
calm after murder of Turkish Cypriot policeman in Paphos. Blows exchanged outside Greek sports clubs
and geek owned shops vandalized” and that “Security forces sealed off trouble spots in Nicosia and other
towns in the tightest anti-riot patrols yet seen” And concludes with, “Yesterday’s events show that only a
little spark is needed to set off a violent explosion in Cyprus which would have tragic consequences both
for the Greek and Turkish Cypriots who share the island and have hitherto been on the most amicable
terms.”
306 Mavratsas (2010);  Volkan 1979.
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with  the  continued  British  presence  on  the  island  there  would  be  no  chance  of enosis.

Therefore the community did not aggressively construct a reactionary identity narrative

until the outbreak of EOKA violence in 1955. In fact, as Calotychos (1998) states, the

first signs of proto-nationalism, what he describes as the “first real signs of Turkish

separatist sentiment,” came about with the 1943 formation of the Cyprus Turkish

Minority Association (later renamed the Cyprus Turkish National Party) whose main goal

was to promote the idea that Cyprus be returned to Turkey if the British chose to leave

the island.307 The basic premise was because of the geographical proximity of the island

to the mainland and that the Turks were the previous owners, therefore the island should

be returned to the Turkish government following any British departure. This sentiment

gained notoriety when a demonstration was held in Nicosia in December, 1949 was

attended by 15,000 Turkish Cypriots who demanded that Cyprus be returned to Turkey if

the British ever left.308

Following the outbreak of violence in 1956, and the continued erosion of the

social fabric over the next two years within the major cities of Cyprus, there was a

noticeable shift in the Turkish Cypriot community from a benign form of ethno-national

identification to a more overt expression of communal differentiation. As the faith in the

continued British presence began to fade and the realization that the island would never

be  returned  to  Turkish  control,  there  was  a  noticeable  shift  into  what  may  best  be

described as an upsurgence in “reactionary nationalism” in diametric opposition to the

majority Hellenocentric identity in which the community leaders such as Rauf Denktash

and Fazil Kütcük as well as the organizations such as Volkan and the TMT, solidified a

Turco-centric ethno-national meta-narrative of the Turkish Cypriot community under the

call for taksim. Inflammatory speeches were made by Denktash that led to communal

riots and, as is described in Chapters 7 through 9 of this work, the two communities

307 Calotychos (1998) pg 6.
308 See Loizides (2007) pg 174-175. See also Markides (1977) pg 22 where he describes the events as
follows: “And in December 1949, only six years before the EOKA struggle had started, about fifteen
thousand Turks marched through the Turkish quarter if Nicosia cursing Enosis and hurling insults and
threats at the Greek Cypriots.”
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began to actively separate themselves. Taksim and the return of the Turkish Cypriot

portion of the island to Turkey became the call of the elites and Kütchük repeatedly

called for partition based on the principle of self-determination for a people in a territory

under Articles 73 and 74 of the United Nations Charter.309

Calls for taksim and partition are echoed frequently in the printed media of this

period: “Partition is the Only Solution;” “Turkish Statement on Cyprus—Partition ‘least

harmful’ solution;”  “Turkey Wants Partition;”  “We want partition—says Kütchük ;”

“Turks Claim Half the Island—Kütchük  Plan: Partition at the 35th Parallel;” “Kütchük :

Take this message . . . Partition only;”  “Kütchük  Pledges ‘Partition’—Banner waving

supporters here his cry: we will fight to the bitter end;”  “Taksim, Taksim all the way—

Turks won’t consider any other plans Kütchük  says” and “We can support ourselves.”310

This movement to a primordialist perspective in which Turkish Cypriot history and

destiny is linked with mainland Turkey not only became the mainstay of the ethno-

national meta-narrative of the Turkish Cypriot community during the inter-ethnic clashes

between 1956 and 1958, but was also retained as the primary identity narrative espoused

by the community during the ethnic violence that erupted on the island beginning in late

December 1963 until the Turkish invasion in July 1974, and remains a prominent, if not

stalwart, component of the socio-political ideology of the Turkish Cypriot community on

the island today. Reiterer (2003) outlines the view of the Turkish Cypriots in North

Cyprus  remains  one  of  traditional  separateness.  He  states  that  the  picture  of  traditional

ethnic harmony was “painted later on, mostly today, both of nostalgic reasoning as well

as  for  political  interests”  and  “according  to  what  we  know,  there  was  by  no  means  an

‘integrated society”, but a complex plural one. Even in mixed villages, the Greek and the

309 See Cyprus Mail, Sunday January 20th 1957 page 1.
310 See Cyprus Mail,  Sunday  January  20th 1957; Cyprus Mail Sunday  February  3rd 1957; Cyprus Mail
Saturday February 9th 1957; Cyprus Mail Friday  April  19th 1957; Cyprus Mail Thursday July  25th 1957;
Cyprus Mail Saturday  December  22nd, 1957; Cyprus Mail Tuesday February 4th 1958; Cyprus Mail
Wednesday February 5th 1958; Cyprus Mail Monday October 20th 1958 respectively.
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Turkish speaking populations, it would be better to say: the Orthodox and the Muslim

people, remained quite separate.”311

THE PEACEFUL CO-EXISTENCE AND “CYPRIOTISM” PERSPECTIVES

Born from violence, these diametrically opposed ethno-national meta-narratives

mobilized and entrenched both communities in the seemingly endless struggle by each

side to not only establish “its own pure, mono-ethnic state,”312 but also to fight for

independence, with the ultimate goal being to become linked with another state. The

response to this fervent ethno-nationalism was swift; not only was there a military

campaign to resist the EOKA rebellion, but there was an active propaganda campaign

championed by the British to establish a counter-narrative which established what is later

called By Papadakis, et al., (2006) as the “Peaceful Coexistence” thesis.

In the early stages of the EOKA uprising, which embroiled both communities as

well as the British forces, the Government began an active campaign to diminish the

nationalistic narratives that were being generated by both communities. The message of

historic, peaceful coexistence was promoted and examples of Greek and Turkish Cypriots

living and working together were emphasized. As Mavratsas (1997) states, this narrative

built off the message that had been championed between the 1920s and 1940s by the

Leftist and Communist/Socialist parties on Cyprus (the Cyprus Communist Party [KKK]

which later changed its name to AKEL and the Rural Party of Cyprus [AKK]) in which

they emphasized brotherly bonds of economic disparities and the shared struggle against

imperialism between Turkish and Greek Cypriots.313

The press emphasized stories of “traditional peaceful coexistence” which were

often given front page space in an attempt to counterbalance the competing headlines of

ethnic violence, riots, shootings and bomb explosions.314 Stories emphasizing communal

311 Reiterer (2003) pg 33.
312 Anastasiou (2002) pg 582.
313 Mavratsas (1997) pg 722. See also Peristianis (2006) pg 102.
314 An early  example  is  to  e  found in  the Cyprus Mail of  March 21st 1956,  where  the  bishop of  Kitium
spoke of coexistence and urged the Greek Cypriot community to avoid incidents that might disturb the
relations of the two communities.



172

aid  to  the  other  community  were  reported  such  as  “Turks Help Greek Priest”315 and

“Larnaca Sets Example” whereby the town council set up a bicommunal group to ensure

communal relations,316 and  “Tears, Kisses and Embraces in Greco-Turkish Village

Reconciliation.”317 The British also emphasized in an article with the title “Cypriots are

all the Same” that a hematological study in which blood tests from both communities

were gathered revealed that the Cypriots show no detectable racial difference and that the

blood  types  differed  widely  from  the  European  Greeks  and  to  a  lesser  extent  from  the

Turks.  Though  the  story  does  not  explain  the  origins  of  the  sample  nor  the  process  by

which the comparison was carried out, the motivation is clear.318 The British also

employed archaeology to further this narrative in which they emphasized that Cypriot

society descended from the Iron Age communities which predated the Greeks. As Given

has demonstrated, the formation of what were called “Eteocypriots” was a British

endeavor to solidify the narrative that Cyprus was a “mélange” of cultures and was not

purely of Greek origin.319

The expansion of this narrative began to filter into the official positions of the

elites in the Greek Cypriot community as they saw it as a means to discredit the demands

for taksim and communal separation.320 Greek  Cypriot  leaders  such  as  the  Mayor  of

Nicosia, Dervis, called for coexistence--“Greek Leaders Urge Restraint—Peaceful

Coexistence,”321 as did Archbishop Makarios III—“Greek-Turkish tension in Cyprus

315 Cyprus Mail Friday April 27th 1956 where the story highlights how Turks aided a priest in the Ayias
Loukas quarter in Nicosia and how Turks helped their Greek neighbors escape the violence.
316 Cyprus Mail Tuesday May 29th, 1956.
317 Cyprus Mail Thursday June 7th, 1956.
318 Cyprus Mail Friday October 17th, 1958. Text reads: “London, Thursday, Greek and Turkish Cypriots
have a common ancestry as well as a common humanity, said the British Medical Journal, in an editorial
today,  saying  that  blood  groups  are  one  of  many  factors  which  should  be  known  and  considered  by
statesmen trying to bring peace in Cyprus. Commenting on blood group tests of the island’s population, the
journal says there is, “so far as blood groups show, no detectable racial difference between the two
linguistic classes of Cypriots, but both differ widely from the European Greeks and also differ, though less
distinctly from the Turks. Blood groups may not be a major factor politically, but they do considerably
disprove some claims of racial kinship that have been made.”
319 See Given (1991; 1998); see also Constantinou and Papadakis (2001) for further discussion.
320 See Papadakis (1995) pg 65.
321 Cyprus Mail Monday  February  4th,  1957.  In  this  story,  Dr.  Dervis  (the  Mayor  of  Nicosia)  asks  the
Greek Cypriot community not to provoke the Turkish Cypriot community and says “peaceful co-existence
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‘artificial’—says Makarios.”322 During the outbreak of violence in late December 1963,

the government of the newly formed Republic of Cyprus continued to propagate the

narrative of peaceful coexistence as the Turkish Cypriots abandoned many of their homes

and entered enclaves which were protected by armed militias (mostly former TMT

fighters). These were surrounded by the Greek Cypriot police and National Guard Forces

and movement in and out of the enclaves was severely restricted. Simultaneously,

statements to the press included one made by Glafkos Clerides (Greek Cypriot President

of the House of Representatives at  the time) in which he endorsed coexistence and said

“Greeks and Turks Have to Live Together,” as well as stories emphasizing life in “mixed

villages.”323

Similarly, stories were published showing how the Greek Cypriot government

was making great strides to rebuild homes damaged during the intercommunal strife

which would allow for a quick return of the Turkish Cypriots who had been displaced or

moved into nearby enclaves. Headlines concerning this included “Government Launches

‘Peace Offensive’ Rehabilitation Offer to Turks: Refugees Keen to Return Home,” and

“Archbishop visits ‘Friendship Village” which they called the ethnically mixed Dhali-

Potamia region.324 The lengths to which the Greek Cypriot government went to espouse

the peaceful coexistence narrative even appears in the classified reports of the tri-partite

patrols, those run by the British peacekeeping force including British, Turks, and Greek

with the Turkish population of the island constitutes the cornerstone of the national policy of the Greek
Cypriot people.”
322 Cyprus Mail Thursday April 25th,  1957.  In  this  story  Makarios  is  quoted  as  saying:  He  said:  “Even
before Kemal Ataturk and Venizelos paved the way towards brotherly friendship between Greece and
Turkey, the Greeks and Turks of Cyprus had been living for centuries in perfect harmony, under
circumstances much worse than those today. Both Greek and Turkish Cypriots proved that they know how
to cooperate and live in understanding and brotherhood I feel confident the state of tension that exists
between the tow communities today is artificial and does not represent reality.” He continues “Apart from
a very small number, the bulk of the Turkish community in Cyprus does not share the intransigence shown
by the Turkish government. As for the rights of the Turkish minority are concerned, I on many occasions
declared, and I do declare again, that we are quite ready and willing to safeguard those rights in any
possible way even internationally. We are quite willing to accept any additional international instrument
providing for the strict observance of the convention of Human Rights of the Council of Europe or the
charter of Human Rights of the United Nations.”
323 Cyprus Mail Sunday December 29th, 1963 and Cyprus Mail Tuesday March 10th, 1964 respectively.
324 Cyprus Mail Friday September 24th, 1965 and Cyprus Mail Friday October 1st, 1965 respectively.
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forces that went in tandem to the various villages around the country to inspect the

damage and ensure ceasefires were being adhered to, commented on numerous occasions

how the Greek press was always striving to identify areas of coexistence in the regions

hat they patrolled.325

Equally important to consider is how the coexistence narrative began to appear in

the government and academic publications and the official maps of the period.326 One

example is Panagides (1968). He states that “the Greek and Turkish Communities on

Cyprus co-existed in relative peace for almost four centuries. While the mainland Greeks

and Turks fought bitter wars during the 1820s in the Greek War of Independence and the

Balkan Wars early in this century, the two Cyprus communities lived together in

peace.”327 He continues by saying that there is no obvious difference between the two

people, that the two communities’ occupations are indiscernible and that the houses,

stores and so on are nearly indistinguishable by site. He states that “of the total number of

634 villages and towns, 114 are mixed. Purely Greek or Turkish villages are side by side,

only a few miles apart, or often adjacent to each other. In general, the population of

Cyprus is not distributed on ethnic lines,” and that “although the two communities lived

side by side, trading and intermingling economically, they remained distinct throughout

the centuries and maintained clearly separate ethnic loyalties.”328 This disruption of

ethnic loyalties is based, in his opinion, on the divided education system inherited from

the British as well as external actors.329 Stephens (1966) furthers this discussion by

stating “The struggles between Greeks and Turks outside Cyprus intensified ' the racial-

325 See DO 201/50.
326 One example of this map is the famous 1960 population map of the Republic of Cyprus which
highlights the villages and their respective populations as well as the corresponding Administrative map
(2008) showing the mosaiced concentrations of Greek and Turkish Cypriot populations from around the
island. These maps are still being printed and used today.
327 Panagides (1968) pg 134.
328 Panagides (1968) pg 134.
329 Panagides (1968 pg 135 states, “Greek Cypriots attend Greek schools and are taught Greek history that
unduly degrades the Turks. Turkish Cypriots, in their school system, learn that Greece and the Greeks are
the national enemy.” The blaming of the British and other external actors for the breakdown of traditional
coexistence is also discussed in Kitromilides (1977) and in Joseph (1985) who discusses the
institutionalization of political and social fragmentation (see pp 241and 242).
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religious division among Cypriots. But it must be admitted that the British government

on the whole showed itself more ready to make use of this division rather than to take any

determined steps to overcome it.”330

In a similar fashion, Kitromilides (1977) utilizes the presence of the “crypto-

Christians”  to  bolster  the  narrative  of  traditional  coexistence.  He  states  “in  Cypriot

traditional society we encounter a remarkable phenomenon of ethnic coexistence which

represents an extension to Cyprus of the pattern of Greek-Turkish, or more accurately

Christian  Orthodox-Moslem  symbiosis  that  has  characterized  the  rural  life  of  Ottoman

Asia Minor from the late Middle Ages until the expulsion of Asia Minor Greeks in 1922-

24.”331 He continues that these Cypriots, having both a Christian and Islamic name,

indicated that “intermarriage between Moslems and Christians was practiced in the past,

especially under the Ottomans, without a requirement of religious conversion.”332

This narrative of coexistence was disseminated through much of the media,

government publications, and scholarly works, but it had to work in tandem with the

equally intense ethno-national narrative espoused by the more conservative elements in

both communities. An example of this process is found in the words of Archbishop

Makarios  III  who  vehemently  espoused  the  peaceful  coexistence  narrative  while  at  the

same time vocalized support for the nationalist stance. On March 14th 1971, he delivered

a speech in which he said, "Cyprus is a Greek island. It was Greek from the dawn of

history and it shall remain Greek forever. We have taken it over as a wholly Greek Island

and we shall  preserve  it  as  an  undivided  Greek  island,  until  we  hand it  over  to  mother

Greece."333 On the Greek Cypriot side the nationalists did not abandon the idea of enosis,

and it continued to play a large role in the 1970s EOKA B campaign and the subsequent

Greek Junta orchestrated coup that ousted President Makarios in 1974. Makarios was

replaced by the pro enosis Nikos Sampson, however this link was downplayed in the

early  stages  of  the  Republic  and  moves  were  made  to  bridge  the  gap  between  the

330 Stephens (1966) pg 106.
331 Kitromilides (1977) pp. 36-37.
332 Kitromilides (1977) pg 38.
333 Cited in Patrick (1976) pg. 28.
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nationalist and the coexistence narrative structures. The early hybrid perspective

emphasized the principle of Greek Cypriot majority rule with minority safeguards.

In an report from the Cyprus Mail entitled “Majority rule for Cyprus ‘must be

accepted’,” the Foreign Minister Kyprianou said that all should agree to three points: 1)

the majority must rule; 2) minorities must be safeguarded; 3) both Greece and Turkey

should cease having any treaty links with Cyprus.334 The ideas of majority rule with

minority safeguards and the disengagement of foreign powers within Cyprus were further

championed by President Makarios and built into the coexistence thesis. However, with

the continued presence of Greek mainland military personnel active within the Greek

Cypriot National Guard, and the uncovered AKRITAS Plan which called for a swift,

island-wide defeat of the Turkish Cypriot population and immediate move fore enosis

before the international community could react, and the reliance on aid from Turkey itself

for the survival of the Turkish Cypriot population within the enclaves, the idea of

resisting “majority rule” solidified a revision of the previously discussed Turkish Cypriot

narrative in which they said coexistence between the two communities could only occur

through separation.335

Following the July through August 1974 invasion by Turkey where around 40

percent  of  the  island  came  under  the  direct  control  of  the  Turkish  forces  and  whose

political destiny, championed by the Turkish Cypriot elites, was oriented toward the

Turkish mainland, the official stance of the Republic of Cyprus moved to deepen the

coexistence narrative even farther. A movement toward what has been called

“Cypriotism” developed in which the idea was to promote Cypriot sovereignty,

independence from foreign intervention, and a shared national identity. According to

Mavratsas (1997) the emphasis of Cypriotism was to create a de-ethnicized political

ideology  with  goals  that  differed  from  those  of  Greece  and  Turkey.  To  champion  this

movement, an organization known as the “New Cyprus Association” was founded in

334 Cyprus Mail Tuesday December 31st 1963.
335 See Constantinou and Papadakis (2001) pg 141 for further discussion. The implications of the Akritas
Plan are discussed in further detail in later chapters; see also Kaufman (2007).
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1975 with the goal of convincing Cypriots that they are Cypriots first and Greeks and

Turks (and others) second. It is the belief of this movement that with the de-ethnicizing of

political ideologies, rapprochement between the two communities can begin.336

As Peristianis (2006) states, Cypriotism, or what he calls “Cyprocentrism,” came

about with the government’s realization that enosis was impossible, that Greece was not

as ardent a supporter as they had one time thought, and that the only way to ensure

survival of the Republic of Cyprus was to retain its international recognition as the

legitimate government of the island. Turkish Cypriots were recognized as citizens of the

Republic and efforts were made to show how both communities coexisted—it was only

because of intervention by Greece and Turkey that caused a rift between the two

communities.337 As Loizides (2007) states, the goal of Cypriotism and the New Cyprus

Association  was  to  emphasize  shared  cultural  elements  with  a  goal  of  forming  a  “civic

nationalism” which  would  ideally  unite  the  two communities  with  a  loyalty  to  Cyprus,

though it did not attempt to disparage ethnic identities or create quasi-artificial origins as

was done by the British.338

As  Mavratsas  (1997)  admits,  the  Cypriotism  movement  did  not  gain

overwhelming traction on either side of the Cyprus divide, but it was instrumental in

furthering the meta-narrative of peaceful coexistence. Following the 1974 division of the

island, nearly every source published for international audiences (specifically English

speaking for the purposes of this study) is imbued with the coexistence narrative. This is

not entirely a product of a propaganda campaign, rather the annunciation of peaceful

coexistence was seen by many to be the most effective mechanism to remove binary

nationalism and move the divided island closer to rapprochement. In the following

336 Mavratsas (1997) pg 724 states, “in the Association's view. ethnic separation must be overcome through
'the rapprochement and continuous cultivation of understanding between the two communities so that our
common features will be fully realized and emphasized and our differences confined and alleviated.”  See
also Loizides (2007) pg 179.
337 Peristianis (2006) pg 104 states, “Thus the integrity and autonomy of the state acquired immense
significance . . . Relations with Turkish Cypriots became equally important (they were seen to be, after all,
citizens of the Republic of Cyprus, who were “led astray” by their own leadership and Turkey), and this
found expression in the policy of rapprochement.” See also Joseph (1985) for discussion of international
antagonisms.
338 Loizides (2007) pg 179. See also Constantinou and Papadakis (2001) pp 140-141.
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paragraphs, this study demonstrates the ubiquitous nature of the post 1974 coexistence

thesis.

Government publications released by the Press and Information Office of the

Republic of Cyprus further this narrative in pamphlets distributed freely to tourists and

interested parties. Within the publication entitled They make a desert and they call it

peace, one finds the quote “the fact is for centuries Greek and Turkish Cypriot people

lived interspersed in the towns and villages of the island.”339 In an excerpt from PIO’s

The Cyprus Question, one is told  that  “from 1878, when Cyprus was handed over to

Britain, until 1955 when the anti-colonial struggle was started by the Greek Cypriots, the

Turks in Cyprus has lived peacefully with the Greek people.”340 Similarly, it  states in the

PIO’s: No man is an island, “For centuries Greek and Turkish Cypriots lived together in

peace, in the same towns and villages, under conditions of religious and cultural

tolerance, relations of personal friendship and economic cooperation.”341

Academic works focusing on the Cyprus Problem following the 1974 division

adopted the meta-narrative as well. One notable work was done by Kyrris (1977) in

which he extensively outlined how the two communities worked together in the national

and local councils to counteract the British administration and strive toward policies that

were beneficial to both communities. Coufoudakis (1976), in a complex manipulation of

Cypriot historiography, emphasizes that the division of the island had its roots in the

political  separatism  established  under  the  British  with  their  divide  and  rule  policy.  He

emphasizes that historically “even though the Greek Cypriots never developed the

admiration  of  the  Arab  inhabitants  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  toward  their  rulers,  the

historical record in Cyprus is replete with instances of intermarriage, common opposition

to oppressive taxation and administration and even the evolution of a Cypriot dialect

common to both communities of the island.”342

339 PIO, Cyprus (1984) pg. 16.
340 PIO, Cyprus (2001) pg. 110.
341 PIO, Cyprus (2003) pg 1.
342 Coufoudakis (1976) pg 32.
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Similarly, Kitormalides (1977) states “in Cypriot traditional society we encounter

a remarkable phenomenon of ethnic coexistence . . .”343 Likewise, Markides (1977)

states, “it is of interest to note, however, that during the more traditional pre-colonial

period the relationships between the two ethnic groups had been generally amicable with

no serious frictions and tensions. Indeed it is reported that mixed marriages were not

uncommon and that the ethnic line dividing the two communities was much less sharply

drawn.”344 Additionally, King and Ladbury (1982) state, “with the exception of this

central mountain dome, the Turkish population thus became closely interdigitated with

the Greek population, a pattern which persisted, with local shifts, until the traumatic

events of the last twenty-five years.”345 Finally, Joseph (1985) says “despite four

centuries of coexistence and considerable physical intermingling, the two communities

remained separate and distinct ethnic groups.”346

The meta-narrative of coexistence continues in more recent publications as well.

Calotychos (1998) uses British Census statistics to show the number, albeit declining, of

mixed villages around Cyprus, and emphasizes “relations were, for the most part,

peaceful and then as in Ottoman times, there are historical incidences where Orthodox

Greeks and Muslim Turks cooperated to further their interests.”347 Rotberg (2003) states

emphatically,  “.  .  .  and  memories,  albeit  fading,  of  an  island  where  Turkish  and  Greek

Cypriots lived and worked, interspersed, from one end to the other. . . Most important of

all, Turkish and Greek Cypriots cohabited. Segregation was not the rule …”348 The

narrative of coexistence across the social and physical landscape of Cyprus is engrained

in the way people communicate the Cyprus Problem to researchers. From personal

experience, the conversations always involve how people on both sides lived and worked

peacefully and amicably together before 1974, and Sant Cassia (1999) summarizes it

succinctly by saying “the claim ‘we got on well with the Turks in the past’ is often

343 Kitormilides (1977) pg. 37.
344 Markides (1977) pg 23.
345 King and Ladbury (1982) pg 2.
346 Joseph (1985) pg 26.
347 Calotychos (1998) pg 5.
348 Rotberg (2003) pg 4.
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echoed by personal experiences. One can tell this is an active complicity in supporting

official views.”349

RESURGENT NATIONALISM

Recently, however, there has been a modification in the coexistence narrative in

that it has been reconfigured to reflect the social dynamic of the greater Jerusalem area in

which Romann and Weingrod (1991) present the thesis that the Arabs and Jews in the

region “live together separately.” The evidence they use to support their thesis is the

segregated housing and disconnected transportation networks between East and West

Jerusalem, as well as the presence of Israeli checkpoints that the eastern residents are

required to pass through. In the Cyprus context, this “living together separately” dynamic

is reflected in such ways as presented by Hannay (2005), in which he states that “the two

communities lived scattered all over the island and intermingled geographically, with no

substantial mono-ethnic enclaves; but socially and politically they were separate (with

almost no evidence, for example, of intercommunal marriage) and gradually became

more so under the pressure of events.”350 Similarly, Navaro-Yashin (2012), with the

caveat that she is not going to “paint a rosy picture of coexistence or cosmopolitanism

prior to the rise of nationalism on the island,” she outlines how most of the urban areas

did have shared spaces (markets, shops, and mixed neighborhoods).351 Later in her work,

she also emphasizes “before the troubles between the Greek-Cypriot and Turkish-Cypriot

349 Sant Cassia (1999) pg 50. He continues, “such performances are often constrained by the perceived
necessity to construct their present and their future in a collective way, certainly in contrast to the Turks.
The mythical narratives sponsored by the State about the past paradoxically provide this commonality in
the present. Inevitably this is cast in ethnic terms. Greek and Turkish Cypriots thus nominally subscribe to
such official myths to create a common present and common future, well aware that the past is divided and
contentious. In contrast to what is normally asserted that nationalism requires the construction of a common
past, the example from Cyprus suggests that it needs such myths only to create a common future.”
350 Hannay (2005) pg 3.
351 Navaro-Yahsin (2012) pg 12. She continues by saying, “while community distinction was
acknowledged, recognized or “coded” (kinship and marriage), “distinctions had not yet been articulated in
the form of separate ethnically or nationally defined, divided spaces for living.”
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communities, Lefkoşa (Lefkosia, Nicosia) was a cosmopolitan town inhabited by

Turkish, Greek, Armenian, and Maronite-Cypriots, among others.”352

This movement away from the strict meta-narrative of coexistence, what Loizides

calls “the breakdown of the hegemonic beliefs emphasizing cooperation,”353 is

attributable to Cyprus’ accession to member status of the European Union in 2004. He

states that now that the status of the Republic has been secured both economically and

militarily, there is no longer a need for overstating communal cooperation for the solution

of the Cyprus Problem. As Mavratsas (1997) points out, as early as the 1980s there was a

retrenchment of ethnic nationalism, especially on the Greek Cypriot side, and in the

1990s returned to the political mainstream. Because enosis is no longer tenable, there is a

new  shift  to  emphasizing  that  while  the  two  communities  did  live  together,  Cyprus  is

Greek and what he calls “New Greek Cypriot Nationalism” relies on linking Cyprus to

the glorious Hellenic past, mostly in cultural rather than political terms.354 The main goal

is the preservation and continuation of the island’s “Greekness,” what he calls “Cypriot

Hellenism,” and its connection with the “Hellenochristian ideals” that are part of western

civilization.355 Faced once again with the rise in Greek Cypriot nationalism, the Turkish

Cypriot official policy is to firmly remain entrenched in the idea of communal separation

and this near intransient position is reflected in the Annan Plan of 2004 in which the final

structure of the unified republic would be federal, bi-zonal and bi-communal.356

CONCLUSION

 As the narratives suggest, geographical space was shared, as were social some

networks.  As Mavratsas (2010) points out above, however,  the communal narratives on

both sides of the Cyprus divide reflect primarily a “historical national identity,” which he

352 Navaro-Yashin (2012) pp 141 and 143.
353 Loizides (2007) pg 184.
354 Mavratsas (1997) pg 728.
355 Mavratsas (1997) pg 729. He says, the new Greek-Cypriot nationalism continues to thrive on the
symbolic dominance traditionally associated with nationalist ideology. Stressing, among other issues, the
inherent qualities (and superiority) of Greek culture. The 3000-year-old history of the Greeks of Cyprus',
the values of Greek education, and the ‘Hellenochristian ideals' which have imbued Western civilization.”
356 See Constantinou and Papadakis (2001) pg 141; Lozides (2007) pg 180; Mavratsas (2010)
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states in one that emerges out of a version of history in opposition to geography. Though

the two communities shared geographical proximity, one may argue that there was little

spatial integration. The Turkish Cypriots capitalized on this fact and called for taksim and

the creation of a nationalist geography that is in opposition to history. However, the

Greek Cypriots attempted to create a “geo-historical national identity” by manipulating

the historical and geographical realities in the creation of a dual narrative structure in

which there was substantial, peaceful co-habitation while simultaneously espousing the

“Greekness” of the island whereby geographical and historical realities were in

opposition to national aspirations.

The attempt at a symbiosis of history and geography, what Mavratsas calls a geo-

historical national identity, under the aegis of the Cypriotism and the peaceful

cohabitation thesis identifies not only the lack of traditional communal animosity also

goes to great lengths to emphasize the number, albeit dwindling over time, of mixed

villages across the island. As Bose (2007) states, the official count for “mixed” villages

gleaned from the 1960 census was around 114, while at the same time 509 homogeneous

villages. While this may seem like there was communal integration on the island, as she

states, the criterion for classifying a village as mixed was the presence of merely 10

people from the other community and she goes on to state that “mixed centers were

invariably divided into distinct ethnic quarters between which there was little social and

economic contact.” 357

While both communities are culpable in the creation of opposing ethno-national

identities, the question remains: to what extent do these pervasive meta-narratives reflect

the realities of the available historical data on Cyprus? Over the course of Chapters 6

through 11, this study attempts to reconstruct the cultural, political, and geographical

“facts on the ground” in order to test (directly and indirectly) the validity of the

competing meta-narratives. This analysis includes a symbiosis of history and geography

that  will,  ideally,  help  remove  contentious  aspects  of  the  narratives  that  are  neither

grounded in history nor geography. As outlined in the methodology section (Chapter 2),

357 Bose (2007) pg 79. See also Reiterer (2003) pg 33.
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population statistics from such sources as De mas Latrie and the decennial census data of

the British Period have been digitized and georeferenced onto a series of maps both at the

smaller,  island-wide  scale,  as  well  as  at  the  quarter  level  within  the  capital  of  Nicosia.

The georeferenced population data, presented in Chapters 6 and 7, “geo-visualizes” the

temporal sequence of population dynamics across the island and in the capital. This

serves  as  a  new  basis  for  the  analysis  of  the  narratives  associated  with  the  Cyprus

Problem as it represents a data driven, rather than an ethno-emotional, assessment of the

prevailing meta-narratives. Chapter 6 begins this test of the prevailing history and

geographically laden ethno-national meta-narratives through the investigation of the pre-

British layers of the city of Nicosia (the Lusignan (1181 to 1489), Venetian (1489 to

1571), and Ottoman (1571 to 1878) periods of Cyprus. The following chapter begins with

a focused analysis of the capital of Nicosia and then expands the investigation of the late

Ottoman population dynamics of the entire island as presented by De mas Latrie.
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 Chapter 6: The Historic Depth of Division--the Lusignan, Venetian and
Ottoman Periods

Nicosia, Cyprus is a city that is steeped in history. Its urban form is an

agglomeration of multiple layers of cultural representation, adaptation, and renovation.

The successive layering has formed an aggregate city that is an architectural hybrid

wherein each culture transformed the urban matrix to suit their functional needs. Rather

than being razed to the ground upon each successive imperial conquest, Nicosia’s Old

City exemplifies historic continuity from its European, Gothic style Lusignan architecture

to  its  restructuring  as  a  renaissance  period  fortress  under  the  Venetians,  to  an  Islamic-

European hybrid city under the Ottomans. While the architectural diversity of the Old

City  reflects  the  realities  of  the  ebb  and  flow  of  imperialism,  these  same  forces  also

created a complex cultural hybrid city as well. Latins, Maronites, Armenians, Greek

Orthodox, and Ottoman Turks, all resided within the city walls when the British arrived

in 1878, and each left their mark—some more than others.

Analysis of the history of Nicosia prior to the British arrival is crucial for

understanding the evolution of the division of the capital, yet it is underrepresented in the

available literature on the city. Few studies on Nicosia have considered the foundational

significance of the city as a millennial formulation; the works that do include a discussion

on the historic significance of the Nicosia frequently start in the British Period (1878 to

1960).358 This limited historical perspective on the progression of Cyprus’ capital--and

largest city--is problematic, especially when one considers the significant role it plays as

the barometer of social issues related to the “Cyprus Problem.” The city’s prominent

social and political position requires a more detailed historical analysis than it has been

afforded in the prevailing body of literature on divided Cyprus, and it is this gap in the

literature that this chapter attempts to fill..

358 See Marangou 1995; Hocknell et al (1998); Petridou 1998; Markides 2001; Papadakis 2005. For a
deeper historical analysis of Nicosia see Maratheftis 1977; Attalides 1981and Keshishian 1990.
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In general, this chapter analyzes the island’s sequential authoritarian replacement

and how each brings with it a divergent cultural and administrative identity. Special

emphasis is placed on how these identities utilized the existing urban system and/or

changed it to fit their needs. Also, it identifies the points of contention (destabilizing

events causing social disequilibrium) within the city that developed this historic sequence

that contributed to minor conflicts between the residents of the city and the administrators

(colonizer and colonized) as well as between the resident cultural groups themselves. To

accomplish this, three main goals are identified:

1) to reconstruct the longue durée of the urban development of Nicosia in an effort
to show how each successive colonial power physically transformed the city up to
the arrival of the British in 1878

2) to establish a baseline of how these transformations help shape the internal social
dynamic of the city in the late 19th century

3) to contextualize Nicosia’s social dynamic with the overarching demographic
profile across the island through the macro-level geovisualization of the ethno-
religious structure of the villages as identified in De mas Latrie’s map of the
island of Cyprus from the late 1850s.

The overarching purpose of this chapter, then, is to establish a baseline for the analysis of

the social geography of the city of Nicosia and island as it enters the British period (1878

to 1960). Two questions are asked throughout this chapter:

1) how does this socio-political baseline translate into the physical space of the city?
2) is the current spatial dynamic of ethnic division in Nicosia a result of centuries of

polarized growth, or is it simply the result of imperial politics gone awry in the
20th century?

Through this multi-layered historic analysis, it is possible to reconstruct historic evolution

of the socio-spatial realities of modern Nicosia as well as the realities across the island.

This analytic structure helps to define Nicosia’s reflexive role as socio-spatial barometer

of the island as a whole. It also helps to identifying the historic roots, or geographic

“fixity,”  of  place-based  identities  within  the  Nicosia  and  across  Cyprus,  which  aids  in

identifying the extent to which the deep history of the city contributed to the communal

tensions of the 1950s and 1960s.
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As outlined in Chapter 2, in order to reconstruct the social and spatial history of

Nicosia, this study draws from a variety of primary source data including maps, archival

records, and travelers’ accounts. At a macro-level, extant architectural features serve to

illustrate the changing patterns of how space was used within the city, though a detailed

interpretation of the façades and decorative schemes is reserved for later study.

Supplementing the primary source data, this chapter also incorporates the limited

scholarship dedicated to historic Nicosia.359 Through this panoply of source material it is

possible to identify the significant contributions of each colonial reconfiguration within

the capital.360 However, the layers of Nicosia do not represent an aggressive

reconstruction of the urban fabric by each successive controlling group, rather

incremental reconfigurations that created a diverse urban environment of shared styles

and building uses.

Beginning in the Lusignan Period (1192-1489 CE), this chapter moves into the

Venetian Period (1489-1571 CE) and ends with the Ottoman Period (1571-1878). The

300 years of Ottoman control is the most significant period for the analysis of historic

Nicosia. Not only did the city evolve into a socially fragmented capital under the

Ottomans, but it also serves as a model for the pattern of religious and political

transformation of many cities under the empire’s control. To fully understand the

significance of Nicosia’s transition into an Ottoman capital, a series of transformations

referred to as the “Ottomanization” process which discussed in more detail below, the

capital is first situated within the larger framework of eastern Mediterranean and Islamic

urban design.361 Because it was conquered during the height of Ottoman imperial

expansion, Nicosia is arguably a model for the “Ottomanization” process, but until now it

has not received any attention concerning this significant aspect of its morphology.

Therefore, not only does Ottoman Nicosia form the social and spatial foundation for the

359 Enlart 1987 [1899]; Jeffery 1983 [1918], Maratheftis 1977, Keshishian 1990.
360 Admittedly, the deeper ones delves into the historical roots of Nicosia, the more tentative the
conclusions become due to the loss of the historic fabric of much of the early city due to material decay and
a 48 day Ottoman bombardment of the city in 1570.
361 See below and Preziosi (1989) for further discussion of the term “Ottomanization.”
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British Period, but it also aids in the better understanding of the process of the Ottoman

reconfiguration of a conquered city and region. However, before moving into the

Ottoman Period, it is first necessary to investigate the early cultural stratigraphy of the

city.

LUSIGNAN PERIOD: SETTING THE STAGE

During the late Byzantine Period (between the 11th and 12th centuries CE) Nicosia

became the seat of religious and political power.362 It remained the island’s political

epicenter when King Richard the Lionhearted gained control over the island in 1191

during the Third Crusade. Richard, having finished the crusade sold the island to the

Knights Templar who sought to recoup the cost of the purchase through heavy taxation.

The Cypriots revolted and were crushed by the Templers and Nicosia was the epicenter

of violent reprisal massacres.363 Seeing no profit in the island, the Templers returned it to

Richard who promptly sold it to Guy de Lusignan, who was also designated the King of

Jerusalem. The Lusignan dynasty (1192-1489) transformed the city from a small

Byzantine administrative center to a Latin capital with opulent gothic architecture

unrivaled in the eastern Mediterranean.364 See figures 6.1 through 6.3 for images of

examples of extant Lusignan and Venetian structures mentioned below.

During the Lusignan Period, Nicosia was transformed into a wealthy medieval

Frankish city with Gothic churches, including the centrally located Hagia Sophia that was

built in 1209; today it has been converted to the Selimye Mosque. This cathedral, lauded

as “the most important surviving memorial of the feudal kings of the Lusignans and the

art and culture of the Levant during the XIIIth and XIVth centuries,” was the centerpiece

of  the  city.365 To  the  west  of  Ayia  Sophia  (at  the  present  site  of  the  Colonial

Administrative complex in the north of Nicosia) was the Lusignan Palace, which also

362 Also referred to as historically as Ledra or Lefkothea in the 6th century by Hierkles Synekdemos and St.
Spyridon in 655. See Wallace and Orphanides (1999).
363 See Kyrris (1992).
364 For a discussion of the gothic architecture see Jeffery (1983 [1918]) and Enlart 1987.
365 See Jeffery (1983) pg. 64. For an opposing view see Enlart (1987) pg. 7.
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served as the Ottoman saray and konak until it was torn down in 1901 by the British.366

Adjacent to Ayia Sophia is the Orthodox cathedral of Panagia Hodegtria, which was

transformed into the bedestan in Ottoman times.367 Within three city blocks of Ayia

Sophia is the 15th century cathedral of St.  Catherine,  transformed into the Haidar Pasha

mosque. All told, there were an estimated 250 churches of all denominations within the

Lusignan city.368 However, one aspect remained clear, from the location and grandeur of

the buildings, this was an urban system dominated by not only the Lusignan court but

also the Latin Church.

The 1562 map of the island by Ferrandus Bertelli shows that overall the city was

oblong in shape surrounded by what travelers’ reports say was a nine mile wall with

semi-circular parapets.369 Both Keshisian (1990) and Maratheftis (1977) have attempted

to recreate the format of the city, including its location relative to the Pedieos River, but

the written sources only allow for a speculative reconstruction at best. Recent

archaeological excavations around Nicosia have uncovered a number of medieval

monasteries and churches as well as a centrally located “palace structure” near the current

municipal market in the Old City. These finds do shed some light onto the extent of the

Lusignan  capital,  but  most  of  the  potential  archaeological  sites  have  been  built  over  by

modern construction. It must also be noted that the destruction of the Lusignan city was

not the result of 19th and 20th century urban expansion, rather much of the historic fabric

of  this  period  was  lost  when  the  city  was  sacked  by  the  Genoese  in  1373  and  the

Mamlukes in 1426, as well as lost to the numerous earthquakes that plague the island.

Though these events did challenge much of the Lusignan urban fabric, the majority of the

period’s architecture was lost to history during the Venetian restructuring of the city in

1567.

366 See Jefery (1983).
367 See Stylianou 1989. It is incorrectly referred to as St. Nicholas by Jeffery (1983).
368 Stylianou (1989). See also Jeffery (1983) pp 30 and 31.
369 Extracted from the account of John Montague as quoted in Stylianou (1989) pg 14.
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THE VENETIAN PERIOD (1489-1571) AND THE FORMATION OF THE “OLD CITY”

In 1489 the last Lusignan royal on Cyprus, Catherine Coronaro, relinquished

control of the island to the Venetian Republic. Because there has been no intensive

survey of the administrative records in the archives in Venice to date, little is know about

the Venetian period of the city. Jeffery (1907, 1983), who served as the Director of

Antiquities during the British Colonial Period, is the only one who has investigated the

archives  of  Venice  in  an  effort  to  reconstruct  the  military  fortifications  of  the  city.

Because if this lack of data, one can only speculate on the design of the city in the

Venetian period (until 1567).

One  can  assume  that  the  Lusignan  city  was  not  significantly  altered  during  the

bulk of the Venetian rule on Cyprus; if anything, a number of structures were rebuilt after

the aforementioned sackings. In the Venetian archival records of Sereno (circa 1560), as

reported by Jeffery, the architect Savorgnano wrote that in 1565 the city was still

surrounded by the medieval wall with its circular bastions.370 One can also assume that

the  Venetian  city  was  prosperous  because  as  the  traveler  Christopher  Furer  recounts  in

1566 “the greatest part of the nobility of all of Cyprus inhabit the city.”371 Papadopolus

(1965) and Stylianou (1989) state that there were about 50,000 people in the city at the

time of the Venetian assent to power. Other scholars, however, believe that the Venetians

contributed very little to the architecture of the city and simply used the island for tax

revenue and as a military outpost during their growing conflict with the Ottoman

Empire.372

Besides the outer wall, few Venetian architectural features remain in Nicosia. A

Venetian column stands at the crossroads near the British Administrative buildings and

few stone buildings with ornate arched entryways remain in the Old City of Nicosia. The

best examples of such buildings are the current Lapidary museum in north Nicosia and

the armory near the Paphos Gate. Other structures around Nicosia have Venetian period

370 Jeffery (1983) pp 26 and  28.
371 Wallace and Orphanides (2000) pp. 192-194.
372 See Luke (1921) pg 14; Pantelli (1984) pg  21.
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architectural adornments, such as the house of the Dragoman and an unnamed house near

the Archbishopric in the south of Nicosia. Since no intensive architectural survey of the

non-religious structures around Nicosia has been undertaken it is impossible to know

which period these buildings belong; they could date to the Lusignan, Venetian, or even

Ottoman Periods. It is frustrating because the only realistic assessment was done by

Savile in 1878 where by he states:

“there are now but very few good or commodious houses in Nicosia, as those built
by the Lusignan nobles are crumbling away in decay. Nearly all are built of mud-
coloured sun-dried bricks; some few have the lower story composed of stone hewn
by the Venetians during their occupation, but the great proportion are simply
one-storied rectangular buildings with small courtyards.”373

However, one of the most recognizable Venetian contributions to the city’s

morphology was the fortification wall. In 1565, as reported above, the Venetian state sent

the architect Giulo Savorgano to Nicosia to build new fortifications for the city in light of

the impending Ottoman invasion. His design, which was styled after the fortifications of

Vitruvius in his de Architectura consisted of a circular fortress with a one mile diameter

and eleven equally spaced, spade shaped bastions that were named after Cypriot and

Venetian notables who paid for the construction of the walls.374 Surrounding this outer

wall was a moat and curtain walls. In 1567 construction began on the fortification and the

template was overlaid upon the existing Lusignan town.

One may argue that the center point of this circular fortress was not the citadel,

but rather the cathedral of Hagia Sophia. The Pedieos River was diverted to fill the moat

as well as run through the center of the city for fresh water inflow and sewerage outflow.

The wall surrounding the city was nearly 20 meters high and surrounded by a moat that

was 80 meters wide.375 This defensive wall cut through the Lusignan city, as evidenced

by the termini of a number of arterial streets that run from the city’s center but are

373 Savile (1878) pg 40.
374 The names associated with the bastions were Caraffa, Flatro, Loredano, Barbaro, Quirini, Mula,
Roccas, Tripoli, D’Avila, Constanzo, Podocataro. See Jeffery (1983) pg 28.
375 See Perbellini (1994) for further discussion of the wall structure. The stone facing was added later by
the Ottomans, see Jeffery (1907).
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 a) b)

 c) d)

e)  f)

Figure 6.1: Images of Extant Lusignan Architecture (a and b) Lusignan House, c) the
LapidaryMuseum, d) entrance to the Lapidary Museum, e) interior of St
Nicholas [bedestan], f) entrance to St. Nicholas. Photographs by the author.
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a)

b)

c)

Figure 6.2: Images of the extant Venetian fortification walls (as altered by the British in
the early 20th century). Photographs by the author.
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a)

b)

c)

Figure 6.3: Images of the Pedieos River to the south (a) and west (b) of the Old City of
Nicosia. Image g) is of an outlet from the main drain of the Old City as it
exits the eastern wall in the direction of Paliouriotissa. Photographs by the
author.
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abruptly cut off by the wall and do not correspond to the city’s three gates (Paphos to the

east, Kyrenia to the north, and Famagusta gate to the west; see Figure 6.4 for the location

of all key architectural features of the periods analyzed in this chapter). Similarly, there

are a number of smaller residential streets that are interrupted by the outer wall.

While the medieval urban fabric within the wall’s circumference was preserved,

the Lusignan architecture outside of the wall was razed in order to create a clear line of

fire. Savorgano’s design was at the cutting edge of military defensive technology at the

time,  but  one  fact  that  is  difficult  to  explain  is  the  retention  of  the  inner  fabric  of  the

previous city.376 If  one  looks  at  the  design  of  the  1593  circular  fortress  of  Palmanova,

Italy, also designed in part by Savorgano, straight avenues radiating from a central square

to each of the bastions crosscut the concentric circle street design. The retention of the

inner matrix of the Lusignan city may have been done to preserve the holdings of the

wealthy owners, or it may have been too expensive to redevelop the entire town into the

Palmanova ideal. One can only infer as to the reasons, but one aspect is certain, the

interwoven street pattern of the medieval city was carried through the Venetian period

and into the Ottoman Period.

When the invading Ottoman army surrounded the capital, they saw a city that was

roughly a third of its original size, surrounded by a cutting edge design fortification wall

and moat. Within this fortress, however, the gothic religious structures stood tall and the

stone  houses  reflected  the  wealth  of  the  city  and  its  residents.  The  erratic  street  pattern

remained as it was deemed too costly in time and treasure to straighten the roads for

better  defensibility.  What  the  Ottomans  unleashed  their  cannons  on,  then,  was  a

condensed medieval city whose population was convinced of its defensibility because of

the modern fortifications, but they were wrong.

376 For more details see Jeffery (1907, 1983); Coldstream (1993); and Perbellini (1994).



195

THE OTTOMAN PERIOD (1571-1878)

In July 1570, after a 48-day siege, the Ottoman army seized Nicosia.377 The

capture of the town, it is said, led to the depopulation of the city through the killing of all

the  Venetians  and  the  deportation  of  many of  the  civilians  as  slaves  to  eradicate  future

rebellions.378 Though many of the medieval and Venetian buildings were destroyed, a

few remained, as did the general pattern of the city. The Ottomans did not systematically

raze the city to rebuild it following their own guidelines; rather, they simply reused and

adapted what remained. The Venetian and Lusignan residents were replaced by Ottoman

administrators, retired Janissaries, many of whom of Balkan origin, who filled the roles

as tax collectors, and the Greek Orthodox population who supported the Ottoman’s

resting control away from the oppressive Venetians. The cultural replacement did not

reflect a full Anatolian take over, rather a succession that gave the Orthodox community

access to a larger share of the city.379 Although Nicosia retained its position as the

island’s capital, the city never returned to the levels of the wealth and opulence achieved

during the Lusignan Period.

 Over the next 300 years many travelers wrote about the condition of the city, and

though space considerations limit going into further detail, one can surmise from the

historical record that the city’s condition was interpreted in many different ways. Wrag

(1595) said that there were many beautiful buildings, but they were vacant. Barsky, a

Russian  monk  who  visited  the  city  in  1727,  states  that  the  Ottoman  buildings  are  built

atop the foundations of their Venetian predecessors, and that the city was home to all the

rich people and merchants on the island and the city had a majority Turkish population.380

A similar account is echoed by Maritis, who visited the city in 1767. He reports (1971

[1768]) that the houses were made of mud brick and located on broken and patternless

streets. He, like Barsky, also emphasizes that the city was occupied by many wealthy

Greek, Armenian and Turkish families.

377 The entire island was not officially conquered until the fall of the port city of Famagusta in 1571.
378 As described by Richard Wrag in 1595. Cited in Wallace and Orphanides (1998].
379 Unlike Nicosia, in Famagusta all non-Ottoman cultural groups were banished from living with its walls.
380 Cited in Wallace and Orphanides (1996).
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Therefore, Nicosia of this period was a cultural and architectural hybrid in which

the pattern of the city continued as a medieval and Venetian agglomeration whose

cultural  dynamic  reflected  the  mixed  cultural  dynamic  of  the  Ottoman  Empire.  The

cultural succession reflected a dramatic change in the social structure of the city, but the

basic urban pattern remained the same. How then did the Ottomans convert the city to fit

with their administrative needs?  What other structures did the Ottoman administration

add or alter within the city and for what reason? As occurred in other conquered realms,

Nicosia, and Cyprus, underwent a process of what Preziosi (1989) calls “Ottomanization”

whereby the skyline of the city was changed to emphasize the dominance of Islam and

the  Ottoman  state.  Nicosia  in  this  context  was  no  exception.  Though  only  a  few  solid

dates are available at this time for the actual construction and renovation of buildings

during this period (1572 when Hagia Sophia was officially converted to the Selimiye

mosque [Jeffery 1983]), it is possible to extract from the extant architecture that the

Ottomans added a number of buildings that are typical of any Islamic and Ottoman city.

Before delving further into the “Ottomanization” of Nicosia, it is necessary to

develop the context of this type of urban dynamic in order to better relate the significance

of the changes experienced by the Nicosia during the Ottoman Period. These adaptations

of the in-situ urban structure form the quintessential foundation for the overall city, and,

as is discussed at the end of this chapter, the origins of the spatial configuration of people

within the city during the British Period.

THE PATTERN OF AN ISLAMIC CITY

It is the purpose of this section to situate Ottoman Nicosia in the general context

of what scholars term the traditional “Islamic City,” as well as identify the common traits

of the Ottoman advancements to this template. This contextualization is crucial because

the Nicosia that the British acquired in 1878 was steeped in the accumulation of over 300

years of urban development following the traditional Islamic/Ottoman template. This

time-frame solidified religious identification as the basis for residential separation at the

neighborhood level in the city.
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Fundamentally,  an  Islamic  city  requires  the  same basic  necessities  of  any  urban

setting throughout history: housing, a hierarchy of streets that permit through traffic in

market areas as well as privacy and limited access in residential sections, access to water

sources, and nearby cultivable land.381 Most cities that are designated “Islamic” today are

actually multilayered historical urban spaces on which each civilization has left their

mark.382 These composite cities were continually changed, adapted, and aggrandized

according to the prosperity of the time—a process that Abu-Lughod (1987) calls “historic

inheritance.”383 Some cities served as trading centers, others as administrative centers,

and others as military outposts. However, the majority of urban centers were small and

reliant on local trade. As Hourani (1970) holds, at its basic level the Islamic city is best

viewed as an “agro-city” that is part of a larger network of towns and villages that

exchange goods and services; the city became a magnet for those interested in a

prosperous and sedentary life and reciprocal relationships grew between city dwellers, the

commercial bourgeoisie (the ulama),  and  the  administration.   However,  as  he  states  “it

would  be  a  mistake  to  try  to  see  the  physical  shape  of  the  Islamic  city  simply  as  an

expression of its social structure.”384

The Islamic urban “cityscape,” then must be viewed as a synthesis of social,

administrative, economic and religious factors that shaped the morphology of the city.385

French scholars such as Marçais (1928), Berque (1958) Massignon (1961), LeTourneau

(1962), Lapidus (1967) and Raymond (1984) are often quoted as the forbearers of the

western view of the Islamic city. To Marçais, who based his interpretation on the Arab

geographer Ibn Khaldun, the primary component of the city was the citadel, often a

walled off are with administrative structures (saray) and governors residence (konak),

381 See Tankut (1975); AlSayyad (1991); Faroqhi (2000) for further discussion of the general pattern of
Islamic cities.
382 Many cities of the Middle East date back to the Classical, Hellenistic, and Roman periods (Aleppo,
Beirut, Constantinople, Tyre, Byblos), if not earlier (Jerusalem, and Cairo for example). See Lapidus
(1967) and  Elisseeff (1980) for further discussion of the historic layering of Islamic cities.
383 Abu-Lughud (1987) pg 162.
384 Hourani (1970) pg 20.
385 See Karpat (1975); Hakim (1986); AlSayyad (1991); Bianca (2000); and Butzer (2007) for discussion
of this morphology
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and the congregational mosque in the center of the city with near by religious schools and

monasteries (madreses, tekkes).386

As addressed by Hourani (1970), near the mosque were public baths (hammam)

and central markets (suqs or çarşi)  and  the  merchants’  inns  (hans).  Located  on  the

periphery of the commercial and religious center were the residential quarters (mahallas)

which were segmented according to religious identity (referred to as dhimmis—“people

of the Book,” namely Christians and Jews) and were granted relative autonomy and given

charge over their own affairs such as administering justice, collecting taxes, and ensuring

adequate water supply and refuse removal Located outside the walls were the suburbs

where noxious trades such as tanneries and dyers. Often “unstable immigrants” often

found residency in outside suburbs.387 Finally, as AlSayyad (1991) argues, a

distinguishing component of an Islamic city was the presence of cemeteries outside the

walls of the city.

THE PATTERN OF AN OTTOMAN CITY

As  Raymond  (1984)  states,  the  Islamic  cityscape  outlined  above  was  the  urban

template with which the Ottomans were most familiar. As the Ottomans secured their

empire in the 15th and 16th centuries, much of the land under their control was based on

earlier Islamic foundations. However, with the fall of Constantinople and its subsequent

formation as the imperial capital, followed by the spread of the empire into the Balkans,

the Aegean islands, and Cyprus, the Ottoman administration was faced with the medieval

European form of the city. How then did the Ottomans juxtapose their understanding of

the traditional Islamic urban framework with the newly acquired western territories?

As Masters (1999) holds, the Ottomans absorbed acquired territory in two ways:

1) incorporating them directly into their provincial administration, or 2) leaving them in

the hands of the regional elites who predated their conquest.388 While both processes did

386 As referenced by Hourani (1970) and Abu-Lughod (1987).
387 Also referred to as caravan quarters by Hourani (1970 pg 23), or as “gecekondu” (Karpat 1976).
388 In  the  first  case timars (land deeds for the purposes of taxation) were granted to safevids (Turkish
speaking cavalry men) who would then live in the area and collect taxes on produce--see Inalcik (1993 and
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reflect a reconfiguration of the political dynamic, neither point to an aggressive campaign

of systematic overhauling of the geopolitics of a territory. As is demonstrated below,

there is evidence of a more nuanced cultural and political synthesis at the administrative

levels and at the communal level there was more cultural intermingling and interaction

than one would expect. In the subsections below, the analysis of the Ottoman city turns to

the  various  legal  and  administrative  structures  that  were  put  in  place  in  the  empire  and

how these translated into the neighborhood dynamic—the mahalla. It is at the

neighborhood level that one can measure the social rigidity of the Ottoman urban

network, and this serves as the main focus of the subsection below.

The “Ottomanization” Process

With the Ottoman imperial expansion of the 16th and 17th centuries it is possible

to reconstruct the fundamental and essential components of the “Ottoman City.” The

newly acquired Mediterranean and European territories (such as the Balkans, Rhodes,

Crete, Cyprus, as well a many other locales) had never been under the direct control of

the preceding eastern powers such as the Abbasids, Mamlukes, or Seljuks and therefore

can be used to exemplify what components were deemed essential for social, economic,

and political control of the regions under Ottoman administration. It is within the capital

cities and major trading centers that one sees two interrelated transformations that

occurred within an “Ottomanized” city: 1) the urban fabric and symbolic landscape was

altered to suit the sociopolitical ambitions and regional integration into the Ottoman

system; 2) the social and legal systems were altered to accommodate disparate religious

groups (dhimmis) within the cities.

Considering the changes to the urban fabric, Preziosi (1989) and Bierman (1991)

analyze  the  process  by  which  the  Venetian  city  of  Candia  (modern  Heraklion  in  Crete)

underwent the process of “Ottomanization.” In 1640 the Ottoman army landed on Crete

1989). When the area was left to the local elites “locals collected revenues in the sultan’s name, but
otherwise enjoyed a high degree of regional autonomy” (Masters 1999: 23).
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and quickly wrested most of the island from the Venetians.389 Following the conquest of

Crete, the authorities undertook the process of “Ottomanization” by building numerous

mosques, religious schools, governmental offices and residences, as well as rebuilding

the  fortifications  of  the  cities.  The  transformation  of  the  cities  of  Venetian  Crete  into  a

recognizably Ottoman pattern, however, did not involve the leveling of the extant

buildings,  rather  the  administration  merely  transformed  existing  buildings  to  suit

Ottoman requirements.

In  Candia,  as  Preziosi  (1989)  states,  “the  principle  symbolic  act  was  the

conversion of all the major Latin churches into mosques.”390 Other economic and social

welfare architecture (shops and public fountains) were rebuilt and expanded. Both

Bierman (1991) and Preziosi (1989) emphasize the architectural and politically symbolic

“articulation  of  an  urban  fabric  so  as  to  create  a  distinctively  Ottoman  and  Islamic

skyline.” The palace was transformed into the Ottoman Saray of the governor, the

Basilica of San Marcos was transformed into the mosque of Defter Ahmet Pasha.

Similarly, smaller administrative buildings were replaced with schools, and minor

churches were transformed into small mosques.

The Administrative Network

The above analysis of the Ottomanization process within the capital cities on the

periphery  of  the  empire  tells  only  half  of  the  story  as  to  the  actual  configuration  of  the

“Ottoman city.” Through the analysis of such factors as urban location and population

dynamics it is possible to more fully grasp the overall dynamic of the Ottoman city and

which factors precipitated the greatest social cooperation and/or segmentation. The

discussion of these two factors then leads into a brief discussion of how the

administration maintained control across the disparate social and physical factors in the

389 The heavily fortified port city of Candia did not fall to the Ottomans until 1669. See Preziosi (1989). He
relies on the account of Evlyia Celebi in his Seyahatnamesi (vol VIII) who discusses the Ottoman changes
to the city.
390 Preziosi (1989) pg 293.
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empire  (discussions  of  the millet system) and then how the resultant ad hoc

administration of people translated in the urban settings (the mahallas).

In  the  16th century Ottoman towns were small and spread out over a wide

geographical expanse with limited communication and transportation networks between

Istanbul and the peripheral cities.391 Questions may be asked as to what level,  with this

limited  infrastructure,  were  the  larger  cities  of  the  empire  dependent  on  trade  with  the

smaller towns, and to what extent were these smaller towns impacted by political

interference from the administration? Larger cities such as Cairo, Aleppo, Bursa, and

Izmir, to name a few, prospered from international trade, but as Faroqhi (1984 and 1990)

shows,  a  majority  of  the  empires  towns  and  villages  were  self-supporting.  Local  elites

and craft guilds controlled the internal commercial transactions and often were in charge

of tax collection under the Ottoman “tax-farming” system, also known as the beylerbeylik

system.392

After the conquest of Constantinople in 1453 CE, the millet system classified the

empire’s dhimmis into Jewish, Armenian, and Orthodox groups that that were under the

control of their religious authorities.393 These authorities were appointed by the Porte to

oversee  the  empire  wide  affairs  of  the  three  communities.   As  Al-Qattan  (1999)  states,

“this system became the basic organizational framework around which the basic

relationship between Istanbul and the empire’s dhimmi populations was ordered and

rationalized.”394 One may argue that the administration adapted the millet system  to

compensate for the distance between villages and as a means of retaining control through

proxy. The millet system,  one  may  assume,  seems  to  belie  a  form  of  separation  of  the

empire’s communities at all levels, however, through the investigation below of the

391 Faroqhi (1990); see also Inalcik (1989) pp 140-ff.
392 See Inalcik (1989).
393 For further discussion see Braude and Lewis (1982); Karpat (1982, 1988).
394 Al-Qattan (1999) pg 431.
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dhimmi based  “mahalla” system in Ottoman cities and villages, one can see that the

religious separation of the millet system was at times permeable.395

The Mahallas

The mahalla system can be viewed as the physical space within which identities

and social interactions were developed, negotiated, and segregated in Ottoman cities.

Greenshields (1980) states that “ethnic quarters” (mahallas) have been a characteristic

feature of the Islamic city.396 These quarters developed by the clustering of people of a

particular religion, identity, or family into a specific region of a city. While quarters were

often created by the clustering of common ideologies, guilds/trades, or the housing of

homogenous in-migrants that arrived en-masse to  a  city  due  to  rural  abandonment  or

warfare (Beirut as an example in the 19th centuries and during the mid 20th centuries), but

they are also a product of distrust and the need for security as Greenshields states. During

the Ottoman Period, the quarters became physical manifestations of the larger millet

system; each mahalla was designed to represent the physical space of co-religionists, and

these neighborhoods were comprised of anywhere between five and 100 families.397 The

architectural attributes of the mahallas include houses that are built out to the road, a

number of key components such as a local church or mosque, small markets and coffee-

shops, and a network of streets that terminated in blind alleys to ensure privacy and

protection.398

Abu-Lughod views these neighborhoods as the key element in the Islamic urban

society. She states that while “neighborhoods handled many of their internal functions on

an ad hoc basis . . .” proximity to co-religionists, in her opinion, facilitated the exchange

of tacit knowledge of trades, as well as creating the requisite densities to provide and

395 The Ottoman defter data include information from different levels around the empire: the sancak
(district), kaza (county) and nahiye (locality) (see Shaw 1978 for further details). The names of men,
Muslim and non-Muslim, were registered according to their mahalla (see Jennings (1976: 22).
396 See Greenshields (1980) pg 120.
397 See Faroqhi (2000).
398 For further discussion see Abu-Lughod (1987); Eickelman (1974); Elisseeff (1980); and Faroqhi
(2000).
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maintain special services in the quarter, including municipal services and social

institutions.399 The relative autonomy became the distinctive factor of the quarters. As

time progressed, this autonomy fostered a communal identity that later, in part,

exacerbated ethnic tensions and fracturing within cities when the state failed; examples of

this include the division of Beirut at the neighborhood level during the civil war [1975-

1990]) as well as in Nicosia during the intercommunal violence of the 1950s and 1960s.

The mahallas were not always ethno-religiously homogeneous, however.

Jennings (1978) reports on many instances throughout Anatolia of mixed mahallas.  The

presence of mixed mahallas in the towns demonstrates that people of various religions

could cohabitate within the quarters of the city and segregation was not a strict rule.400

Jennings (1976) reconstructs the changes to the urban populations in five cities in

Anatolia: Kayseri, Karaman, Amasya, Trabzon, and Erzurum. In 1500 CE Kayseri had 37

mahallas of  which  35  were  Muslim.  As  states,  “the  records  indicate  that  in  1500  each

mahalle belonged exclusively to single millet.”401 After  a  period  of  growth  enumerated

by three different censes, Jennings concludes with the population dynamic of the city in

1583 the total number of mahallas as being 72 (50 Muslim, 13 Christian, and nine mixed)

with a total population of 6,435. The mixed mahallas included nearly ten percent of the

population, which is a significant number when one considers the notions that mahallas

have been traditionally viewed as segregated.

In Amasya, around 1642, Jennings states that “60 percent of the population of the

17 mahallas were living in mixed mahallas.”402  In Erzurum, sround 1591, there were 20

mahallas, eight  of  which  were  Muslim,  eight  Christian,  and  four  mixed.  He  points  out

that the four mixed mahallas were the largest in the city and that 55 percent of the

population of the city was living in mixed mahallas (1978: 48). Trabzon, located on the

shores of the Black Sea, is a different story, however. In 1538 the town was over 58

399 Abu-Lughod (1987) pg 169.
400 Abu-Lughod (1987: 165) states, “residential segregation . . . was not invariable and was seldom
involuntary.”
401 Jennings (1976) pg 28.
402 Jennings (1978) pg 39.
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percent Christian, yet there were no mixed mahallas “even among Christian millets.”403

Jennings attributes this to the presence of a large European “Frankish” community in the

city. One interpretation may be that the this mixing was the result of space considerations

and immigration stresses, but others, such as Faroqhi (2000), see the intermixing as

vindication that the quarters were more of a reflection of guild membership rather than

religious affiliation.404

Outside of Anatolia, the provincial areas also saw the overlay of the mahalla

system onto the pre-established fabric of the city. As part of the Ottomanization process,

the mahalla structure became a distinctive characteristic of the Ottoman city in that

carries through into the present day. Skopje, Macedonia serves as an excellent example of

the Ottoman reconfiguration of a peripheral imperial town.405 After the Ottoman conquest

of  the  region  the  administration  sought  to  “Ottomanize”  the  skyline  of  the  city.  In  the

center of town is the Mustafa Pasha mosque with the requisite baths and central Üsküb

market (which was divided into 13 sections according to guild) located near the Kale

citadel between the St. Spas church and the vilayet, or provincial administration

buildings.

The 1895 map of the city presented by Drennon clearly shows not only the

locations of the primary buildings around the city, but also the city’s population

dynamic.406 According to historical accounts of Celebi (1661) and Kuncev (1899),

included in Drennon’s work, Skopje at its height had 70 mahallas (according to Celebi in

1661) but decreases to 46 in 1899 (according to Kuncev).  31 of these mahallas were

Turkish, six were ethnically mixed and nine were entirely Christian. Two interesting

aspects can be drawn form the Skopje example. First, over ten percent of the

neighborhoods were mixed which demonstrates a common pattern of cohabitation in both

403 Jennings (1978) pg 43.
404 See Faroqhi (2000); therein it is also stated that power sharing within the residential districts was often
based  on  a  combination  of  religious  authority  and  family  ties,  though  Stern  (1970)  emphasizes  the
importance of the guilds as the driving force behind many mahalla functions. Inalcik (1989) also discusses
that some of the guilds were bi-religious in membership.
405 See Drennon (1998).
406 See Drennon (1998) pg  57 for a reproduction of the 1895 map.
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Anatolia and in the periphery. Second, the residential space of the city that is related in

the 1895 map shows a clear pattern of the mixed quarters and the mahallas of the

Christians and Jews being relegated to the periphery of the city.

As is demonstrated below, the mahallas of Ottoman Nicosia share in this pattern

of having roughly ten percent of the neighborhoods being mixed, but also following the

same degree of physical separation. In Nicosia, the Turkish quarters concentrated around

the major social and religious institutions, but also dominated the market areas of the city.

The Christian quarters were centered on the Archbishopric and they were located in the

southeastern periphery of the city. The significance of this mahalla based configuration

of the city is clear. It allowed for the dhimmis to control and maintain the affairs of their

own community, thus favoring a looser administrative structure on the part of the empire.

The daily affairs of each community would be managed in-house and efforts of the

administration could be focused elsewhere. The communal territory of the mahalla was

not a rigid homogeneous structure. Often the population dynamics of these

neighborhoods were fluid and there were many instances of sharing space. Thus the

Ottomanization process created a basic neighborhood structure that was more flexible

than originally thought.

 Legal Structures

The mahallas also formed the legal and administrative backbone of the

community  structures  within  Ottoman cities.  Residents  of  the  quarters  were  left  for  the

most part to their own affairs due to the ad hoc nature the administrative control outside

the immediate vicinity of Istanbul or the major cities of the empire. However, if one

looks to the study undertaken by Al-Qattan (1999) it is possible to see that even with the

ability to remit themselves to their own communal courts, often dhimmi residents would

frequent the state law courts.

As Al-Qattan states, the traditional analysis of the Ottoman legal system holds

that dhimmis were  given  the  right  by  the  Porte  to  litigate  their  own  legal  affairs  in

communally organized and operated dhimmi courts “as long as their cases did not cross



206

religious boundaries, involve capital crimes, or threaten public order and security.”407

This meant that officially, non-Muslim residents were not compelled to go to Shari’a

courts  (mahkama or qadi [kadi]), however as Al-Qattan (1999) demonstrates through

court records in Damascus, there are countless instances whereby non-Muslim

inhabitants of the Ottoman realm appeared in Shari’a courts to settle disputes over

property transactions, commercial dealings, and marriage disputes. Al-Qattan states that

such dhimmi action in Shari’a courts “raise serious questions regarding the almost

axiomatic notion that dhimmi legal status in Ottoman times was universally defined by

the twin principles of separation (judicial autonomy) and inequality (legally sanctioned

discrimination).”408

The evidence for the empire’s dhimmi population being able to negotiate the state

legal system demonstrates that there was flexibility in the social boundaries that one

would assume to be present in a socio-religiously segmented society following the millet

system. As Al-Qattan suggests, “the Muslim courts were guided by a leveling practice of

Shari’a  law  that  disregarded  the  social  status,  place  of  residence,  gender,  and  religious

affiliation of clients. . . ” and continues that “the court often provided weaker individuals

with legal protection against who were tempted to use religion, gender, or ignorance of

the law to reap undue advantage.”409 Another implication of such freedom of movement

within the Ottoman judicial system is that dhimmis were  able  to  choose  the  law courts

that brought them the greatest personal benefits. They were not specifically held to

communal justices, rather they could pick and choose where to argue their cases in order

to maximize the benefits.

As one can discern from the above analysis, the “Ottoman City” template was one

that generally embraced the historic fabric of conquered territory; rather than razing cities

to the ground, the Ottomans transformed the cityscape to reflect the socio-economic and

political needs of the administration. This template was guided by the earlier Islamic City

407 Al-Qattan (1999) pg  429.
408 Al-Qattan (1999) pg  430.
409 Al-Qattan (1999) pg  436.
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dynamic, but was adapted to better fit the panoply of religious groups within the Ottoman

domain, including the dhimmis under the millet system. Dhimmis were often left to their

own affairs and the residential areas in which each group concentrated (the mahalla)

became, at times, a self-sufficient system within the mosaic of ethnic neighborhoods in

the Ottoman city. While these ethnic neighborhoods did have a degree of exchange and

were not hermetically sealed off from other groups, the communal separation that stems

from this  system often  serves  as  the  foundation  for  later  conflicts  that  erupt  within  the

Ottoman realms. Cities such as Jerusalem, Beirut, Nicosia, and Mostar saw the

devolution of the urban areas into ethnically divided regions that correspond almost

exactly with the template of the mahalla structure of the Ottoman city. To further solidify

this point, this study now moves into the analysis of the Ottomanization of Nicosia.

THE “OTTOMANIZATION” OF NICOSIA

Following the Ottoman conquest of Cyprus in 1571, the island, and more

specifically its capital, Nicosia, underwent a series of successive stages of

“Ottomanization.”410 In general, 16th through 19th century Nicosia was transformed into a

built  environment  that  was  an  accretion  of  Medieval,  Venetian  and  Ottoman structures.

Similarly, Nicosia became the urban arena in which the complexities of prevailing

Ottoman political and social dynamics were negotiated and in which a number of

techniques were combined to accommodate the multiple ethno-cultural differences within

the urban matrix.

Ottoman  Nicosia,  like  that  of  the  late  Venetian,  was  housed  entirely  within  the

circular walls. Roads leading in the directions of the coastal cities of Paphos to the west,

Kyrenia to the North, and Famagusta to the east, radiated from the capital from the three

fortified gates having their same names.411 Beginning outside the walls of the city, in

accordance with the aforementioned templates, there were located large Christian and

410 See Preziosi (1989). Further discussion of the “Ottomanization” process is continued through out this
section.
411 According to Jeffery (1983 pg 29), the original name for the Kyrenia Gate (which was rebuilt  by the
Ottomans in 1821 and later again by the British in the 1930s) was called “Del Proveditore.” The Paphos
Gate was originally called “St. Dominico.”
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Muslim cemeteries to the west and north of the city. Similarly, tanneries and

slaughterhouses servicing the capital were also located north of the Kyrenia Gate, though

one large tannery was located to the west of the city, near the Paphos gate, and utilized

(and introduced substantial pollution into the Pedieos River before it entered the city.

However, though the tannery was polluting the diverted river water, a significant portion

of water was being carried into the city via aqueducts from the west (in the direction of

Potamia along the Pedieos River) and the north (in the direction of Kythrea). The

aqueducts entered the city near the Paphos and Famagusta Gates and fed the many public

fountains, baths, and gardens of the residents with “abundant water.”412 Other than those

few  external  land-uses,  the  entirety  of  the  city  was  housed  within  the  walls  of  the

Venetian fortress.

In  their  redevelopment  of  the  city,  the  Ottoman  administrators  did  very  little  to

change the physical orientation of buildings across the urban canvas. As above, the Latin

cathedrals of Hagia Sophia (Selimiye), St. Catherine (Haidar Pasha), and the Augustine

Convent (Omerieh) were transformed into mosques with towering minarets, and a

number  of  smaller  Latin  and  Orthodox churches  were  turned  into  mosques  to  meet  the

needs of the Muslim mahallas. According to Jeffery (1907) the small mosque of the

Birekdar (standard bearer) was built within the Constanza Bastion on the site where the

wall  was  first  breached  by  the  Ottoman army.  Beginning  in  the  center  of  the  city  with

Selimiye mosque, the area immediately south is the Orthodox Panagia Hodegtria church.

This was transformed into the city’s bedestan in which shops, markets, and lodging for

travelers were included into the structure.413 This complex continued south into the

central market area (the central covered Municipal market in Nicosia). In the land directly

412 See Savile (1878); Pococke (1738) says “they have here the best water in Cyprus brought by an
aqueduct from the mountains” (quoted in Cobham (2001 [1908]) pg 260. See also Salvator (1983 [1881]).
Barskyj (172), William Turner (1815) and Lewis Cass (1837) all comment on the abundance and frequency
of gardens (both public and private) within the city which implies a sufficient supply of water, at least
during the times of their visit. See Wallace and Orphanides (1996 and 1998) for accounts by these travelers.
413 SA1 811/1937.
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Figure 6.4: Locations of Significant Structures of the Ottoman Period.
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west of the bedestan was a large Ottoman cemetery (today a series of shops and houses).

Within 500 feet west of the Selimiye mosque and the bedestan is the Büyük Khan (large

inn) and the Kumarcilar Khan (Gambler’s Inn). These two structures were located near

the two main roads bisecting the city between the Paphos and Famagusta Gates and the

Kyrenia Gate on the northern side of the city. See Figures 6.6 through 6.8 for images of

Ottoman Period structures within Nicosia.

Within  this  general  region  the  Ottoman  administration  constructed  a  number  of

public baths (hammams), as well as near the Omeriye Mosque to the south and west, and

smaller markets dedicated to specific goods such as textiles (the trade in cotton and

flax/linen after which the Iblik Bazaar Quarter was named).414 Within 500 feet of the

khans were the administrative buildings of the city, the konak and saray, which were

simply the renovated Venetian Palazzo del Governo (previously the Lusignan palace)

buildings. This complex was located on the main north-south artery of the city that led to

the Kyrenia gate. Across the street from the saray was the large dervişime (religious

monastery). The remainder of the land between the saray and  the  Kyrenia  gate  was

vacant. Near the Paphos Gate, in the Topkhane Quarter, the Ottomans reused the

Venetian armory and police stations.415 Also located here are the Latin Church which was

used by the small Roman Catholic community who returned after 1570 and the Armenian

Church of the Virgin Mary, in the Armenian quarter known as Karamanzathe.

OTTOMAN “DIVISIONS” WITHIN THE NICOSIA

As addressed above, Ottoman cities were divided into mahallas based  on  religious  and

sometimes trade-craft affiliation; Nicosia, too, was segmented along these lines. During

the  majority  of  the  Ottoman period,  the  city  was  divided  into  12 mahallas. Though no

religious affiliation is given, Jeffery states that the quarters were named after the 12

generals who conquered the city in 1570.416 However, by the time the British took over

414 See Jeffery (1983); see also Salvator (1881) below.
415 Portions of this building remain standing today but is too near the UN Buffer Zone to be photographed.
416 According to Jeffery (1983 pg 33), the names of the twelve mahallas were 1) General Ibrahim Pasha; 2)
General Mahmoud Pasha; 3) Genral Ak Kavuk Pasha; 4) General Koukoud Effendi; 5) General Arab
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administration  of  the  island  in  1878,  the  city  had  been  divided  by  the  Ottoman

administration into 25 administrative quarters and these quarters were used as the outlines

for the administrative units under the Municipal Council Law of 1885 and all subsequent

legal processes such as voting and population censuses.417 Figure  6.5  shows  the  extent

and names of the quarters and, as is described in the next chapter, a survey of residents

done by the British that same year affixes a religious affiliation to those quarters giving a

retrospective as to how the late Ottoman urban population was divided. Jeffery gives an

extensive account of the significant architectural and historical features of each of these

quarters, and therefore will not be discussed in this work.

It  is  important  to  emphasize  that  the  subdivision  of  the  Old  City  during  the  late

Ottoman  Period  not  only  reflected  the  ethno-religious  structure  of  each  quarter’s

inhabitants, but also gave a general geographical fixity in the demographics of the city

and the outlines of many of these mixed quarters, as well as the more ethno-religiously

homogeneous that abutted other homogeneous quarters, formed the later interface zones

of the conflict that broke out in the 1950s and 1960s. However, one must be careful not to

overstate the potential roots of the division of Cyprus. Caution must be taken as there are

no extant maps of the city during the Ottoman period that designates the quarters, nor are

there visualizations of the ethno-religious configuration of the urban population; there are

only early British Period proxy data and assumptions based on proximity to churches,

mosques, and trade-crafts. In addition, as is well establish above, the Ottoman mahallas

were not hermetically sealed, rather there was still to be understood flexibility in

intercommunal contacts and exchange.

Ahmed Pasha; 6) Genearl Abdi Pasha; 7) General Hydar Pasha; 8) General Karamanzade; 9) General
Yahya Pasha (now Phaneromeni Quarter); 10) General Daniel Pasha (now Omerie Quarter); 11) Topkhane
(arsenal); and 12) Newbethkhane (police). No maps of these mahallas survive.
417 According to Jeffery (1983 pp 32-33), the names of the quarters are: 1) That el Kaleh; 2) Ayios Ioannes;
3) Ayios Antonios; 4) Omerghe ; 5) Ayias Sabas; 6) Phaneromene; 7) Tripiotis; 8) Tophane; 9) Tabakhane;
10) Neubetkhane; 11) Karamanzathe; 12) Arab Achmet; 13) Khorkout Effendi; 14) Mahmout Pasha; 15)
Ibrahim Pasha; 16) Iblik Bazar; 17) Abdi Djarvush; 18) Abu Kavunk Pasha; 19) Ayias Loukas; 20) Yeni
Djami; 21) Ayia Sophia; 22) Haidar Pasha; 23) Ayios Kassianos; 24) Chrysaliniotissa; 25) Bazar. These q
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Figure 6.5: Late Ottoman Quarters (from Jeffery 1983 [1918])
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Another  such  “division”  of  Nicosia  was  the Icher Kiflifere (main drain) which

served as the primary sewer for the city during the Ottoman period; see Figure 6.4).418

This drainage route ran through the city followed the course of the central canal of the

Venetian city (the portion of the Pedieos River that was rerouted to fill the moat of the

city and run through the center of town for water). It ran from the Paphos Gate, crossing

the city at its center near the bedestan market, and running to the Famagusta Gate on the

eastern side of the city. This channel has been designated by some scholars as the main

dividing line of the city from Ottoman times to the present.419 During the early British

Period, the channel was built over and was transformed into modern Hermes Street—the

main commercial street of the city until the division in 1964. The canal running through

the city has been interpreted as the historic de facto line between the Ottoman and Greek

Orthodox  administrative  centers.  To  the  north  of  the  channel  were  the  Ottoman

administration (the Saray and the law courts) and the central market districts, and to the

south, near the Famagusta Gate, was the Orthodox Archbishopric complex (which

remains in its original place today). Surrounding the Archbishopric were the houses of

prominent Christians, including the expansive house of the Dragoman Hadjigeorgakis

Kornessios.420

During the Ottoman Period, the Greek Orthodox Church on Cyprus was

designated as autocephalous which gave it a large degree of religious and administrative

autonomy and under the millet system it was allowed to oversee the affairs of the Greek

Orthodox community on Cyprus (the majority of the population even at that time). Under

this system, the Orthodox Church gained much authority on Cyprus. It was in granted the

right to collect taxes (berats) and administering justice on the Orthodox inhabitants of the

city and countryside.421 The church and the Christian dragomans gained immense wealth

because, as Dionyssiou (1992) states, “during the period 1779-1809 the dragoman

418 SA1 592/1891
419 Hocknell, et al (1998).
420  See RDA (1984); Rizopoulou-Hegoumenou et al (1991).
421 See Dionyssiou (1992, 1994).
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Hadjigeorgakis Kornesios and the church were great tax-farmers.”422 The  autonomy  of

the Orthodox Church during the Ottoman period granted it immense political power and

monetary wealth, forming the dynamic in Nicosia that could be justifiably considered a

materialization of Horowitz’s (1982) “dual authority” politics. The Ottoman

administration to the north would handle municipal and colonial affairs, but much of the

political power was devolved to the Archbishopric.423

Though Hocknell (1998) makes a convincing initial argument for the division of

the Ottoman city based on the spatial orientation of the dual administrative centers of

power, the strict division of populations at this stage is not supported by any primary

source data. Churches and mosques were geographically distributed in all parts of

Ottoman Nicosia, demonstrating at least a minimal interspersal of populations, but no

strict division along the north and south of the icher kiflifere. While Ottoman Nicosia was

divided into mahallas, the population of the city was relatively small. Ali Bey (1806)

claims that there were only 1,000 Turkish and 1,000 Greek families, while Turner claims

there were only around 6,000 people living in the city in 1815.424 De Mas Latrie (1862)

says that the number of residents in Nicosia, which totaled 11,950, included 8,000 Turks,

3,700 Greeks, 150 Armenians, and 100 Maronites (there was only 11,000 documented

422 Dionyssiou (1992) pg 331.Ali Bey (1806) discusses the power of the Archbishop and the authority of
the Dragoman who he calls the chief civil authority for the Christian community and says the Dragoman
“has practically rank and attributions of a prince of the community, because the Turkish Governor can do
nothing to a Greek without the participation and presence of the Dragoman, who is also entrusted with the
duty of laying at the foot of the Grand Seigneur’s throne the wishes of his fellow-Christians.” (quoted in
Cobham (2001 [1908]) pg 395.
423 Uneasiness of the “dual authority” political dynamic may explain the actions of the Ottoman
administration when they executed the bishops in 1821 to quell any potential uprisings in Cyprus fueled by
the Greek Revolt.
424 Ali Bey (as quoted in Cobham (2001 [1908]) pg 393) states that “the extent of Nicosia, the capital of
Cyprus, represents a town which would easily hold 100,000 inhabitants: but it is a desert: you see large
gardens and great open spaces full of ruins and rubbish. I have been assured that it does not contain more
than a thousand Turkish families and as many Greek.” Kinneir, who visited the island in 1815 states that
the Archbishop told him that there were 2,000 Turkish families, 1,000 Greek families, 40 Armenian
families, and 12 Maronite families in Nicosia (quoted in Cobham (2001 [1908] pg 417). See also Turner
(1815) as quoted in Wallace and Orphanides (2000).
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residents in the city during the British 1881 census).425 Therefore,  there  is  evidence  of

interaction between inhabitants.

Much  of  the  current  understanding  of  the  late  Ottoman  city  is  based  on  the

descriptions of Archduke Salvator who visited Nicosia in 1870 at the waning point of

Ottoman control in Cyprus. His report is specific to Nicosia and he includes not only

descriptions  of  the  architecture  but  also  of  the  people  within  the  city.  The  scope  of

Salvator’s  work  includes  a  description  of  the  architecture  of  the  walls  and  dwellings  of

the city, the important churches and mosques, the public buildings such as the baths, inns,

and bazaars. Salvator describes the initial approach to the city, which is pierced by three

gates Famagusta Gate, the Paphos Gate and the Cerinja Gate (Kyrenia Gate) and outside

these gates are Ottoman cemeteries in which reside the lepers and outcasts from the city.

He tells of the major east-west roads that link the gates with the central bazaars and how

these parallel the Pedieos River bed; he also tells how most of these the roads were

unpaved. Within the city he relates that the city is divided into districts based on the

different ethnic groups of the town.

Concerning the dynamic of the city’s mahallas, he states that the Greeks reside in

the area between the Hagia Sophia mosque and the Archbishopric, as well as being

interspersed with the Turkish population between the Kyrenia and Famagusta Gates. He

states:

“The Turks, for instance, occupy the parts about the Gate of Famagosta, near the
mosque of Tahta Cala, and especially those between the gates of Cerinja and Paphos.
In these last-named districts there are quantities of wretched little houses which are
too bad for Greeks, and of very little value. The Greeks have chosen principally the
district between the Episcopal residence and the Ayia Sophia for their dwelling-place,
but are also sprinkled amongst the Turkish population between the gates of Cerinja
and Famagosta. The Armenians are mixed up everywhere with the Turks.”426

Along the streets are buildings made of mud-brick placed atop ancient foundations. The

Turkish houses usually have a second story pavilion and a small divan, or greeting room.

He states that the Greeks, however, have more modernized houses with large pavilions

425 De mas Latrie (1862) pg 24.
426 Salvator (1983 [1881]) pg 18.
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and divans. Every house has a private garden with orange trees. He also describes that

there are extensive public gardens in the city surrounded by low clay walls and occupying

“more than one half of the whole extent of it.”427 He also describes that water is brought

to the city by aqueducts, which fill the cisterns of the city and provide water to

neighborhood fountains. He also relates details concerning the various mosques,

churches, and public buildings, but his most interesting assessments are about the people

of the city.

He distinguishes between Greeks and Turks based on clothing and language, but

he  states,  “the Turkish language is that most generally used at Lefkosia; we found few

men who could not speak that language, and a great many who knew Turkish only.”428

On the  same page  he  goes  on  to  say,  “the inhabitants of Lefkosia do not possess, as a

rule, great riches. . .” and “the Turks and Turkish women are often servants in the houses

of the Greeks; on the other hand, Greek women will sometimes become Mahomedans and

marry Turks.” Finally, he goes into depth concerning the different crafts and industries

undertaken in the city; each craft and its corresponding place in the markets are

undertaken by either Turks or Greeks. This account shows a city with much cultural

interaction. From his account, strict divisions and segregation was not the norm and

people were free to move about the city and learn each others languages.

Salvator’s work is important because it describes the peaceful coexistence of

1870s Nicosia. While it tells of the many gardens throughout the city and the vibrancy of

the  markets,  it  does  not  paint  a  picture  of  an  exceedingly  wealthy  city,  simply  one  that

provides for the basic needs of its population. He does not describe any malicious actions

or neglect of the Ottoman government, nor does he describe a city that is crumbling into

decay from years of neglect. All the aqueducts were functioning and buildings, though

not necessarily to his taste, were not in disrepair. His account is invaluable to the study of

the evolution of Ottoman Nicosia because it presents a foundation, a terminus ante quem,

427 Salvator (1983) pp 18-19. For engravings of the architectural features see his illustrations within the
work.
428 Salvator (1983 [1881]) pg 59.
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for the transition of the city into the early British Period. Salvator’s work creates a

physical and cultural benchmark for the late 19th century city and the details concerning

the form and function of the city also serve as a window into the pressures faced by the

early British administration.

Nicosia during the Ottoman period acts as a model of a typical peripheral

administrative  center.  The  Ottomanization  process,  as  was  the  case  around  the  empire,

did not entail the destruction of the city’s successive historical layers, rather they

reconfigured the city to fit their cultural and administrative needs. The fabric of the city

during the Ottoman Period reflected the adaptation of the European architecture in a way

that was distinctly Ottoman. The urban configuration of the city retained its original

medieval structure; the Ottomans, however, melded it with the traditional Islamic city.

Over their 300 year rule, the Ottoman administration added many of the specific

attributes considered as essential to a functioning “Ottoman city.” These additions

included mosques (or the reconfiguration of Latin churches into mosques), markets,

khans, baths, and so on. It also transposed the millet system of religious distinction onto

the city’s established fabric.

Though the population within the city was small, with the Turks being

numerically dominant during this period, Salvator notes that the communities often

shared crafts, mingled in the markets, and shared languages--though admittedly their

religious affiliation did serve as a means of separation and distinction. If Salvator’s

account  is  held  to  reflect  the  social  realities  of  the  city,  one  may  consider  Ottoman

Nicosia  to  be  fairly  cosmopolitan.  His  reflections  on  the  intermingling  of  the  different

communities denotes that there were  flexible communal boundaries and religious

tolerance by the Ottoman administration (especially considering the presence of the Latin

community who returned to Nicosia a few decades after it was taken over by the Turks).

Other travelers who visited the island comment mostly on how the residents of the city

are not overly wealthy. The communal interaction experienced by Salvator probably

reflects less a cosmopolitan dynamic and more of a reflection of the necessity of survival

in a landlocked capital city shared by a number of religious groups located in a country in
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which the ruling class is a small minority and occupying a tertiary level classification

within the empire (answering to the administration on the island of Rhodes).

Because the city served as the seat of power for both the Ottoman and Orthodox

administration (the dual nexus of power of the Konak and the Archbishopric), there is the

potential to see a certain amount of political division, but on the whole the residents of

the city were not enclaved into rigid homogeneous areas. The ethno-religious

neighborhood structure that was in place when the British arrived represented the gradual

movement  of  people  in  and  around  the  city.  The  quarters  were  not  stringent  social

divisions; rather,  they reflect  the incremental  development of the city over the Ottoman

centuries. When the British arrived they found a city that had evolved throughout the

centuries into a European-Ottoman urban composite in which the city’s fabric

represented each of the successive layers of administrative control, but the visible

cityscape was distinctly and recognizably Ottoman.

As the Ottoman urban and social structure of the city moves into the late 19th century, it

is clear that ethno-religious separation manifested in the mahalla divisions  of  the  city

(discussed further in Chapter 7); however, as Salvator relates, on a daily basis these

groups would co-mingle in shared communal space. The city the British inherited in 1878

was in a way a paradox. It was administratively divided and socially segmented, while

simultaneously being a relatively cosmopolitan city with a near autonomous communal

control of its distinct cultural areas within the Venetian walls. The inhabitants were free

to move around the city and intermingle in markets, creating an atmosphere of

cohabitation. The question remains—was Nicosia’s situation unique in relation to the

communal dynamic across the island of Cyprus, or was it reflective of a cultural fluidity

that was the norm around Cyprus?

To answer this question it is necessary to reconstruct the social geography of the

island in the 19th century. This contextualization of Nicosia within the broader social

dynamic of the island is possible due to the report written by De mas Latrie who visited
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a)        b)

c) d)

Figure 6.6: Images of the Ottoman Period structures within Nicosia. a) restored Ottoman
House, b) House of the Dragoman Hadjigeorgakis Kornessios, c) interior of
the Buyuk Khan, d) exterior of the  Kumarcilar Khan Photographs by the
author.
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a)

b)

c)

Figure 6.7: Images of the Ottoman Period water sources within Nicosia. a) Ottoman
Period fountain, b) and c) images of the Ottoman Aqueduct entering the
eastern wall of the Old City near the Famagusta Gate. Photographs by the
author.
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  a) b) c)

d) e)

f)

Figure 6.8: Images of the Ottoman Religious Structures within Nicosia. A) (Haidar Pasha
Mosque [St Catherine’s], b Semilye Mosque [Hagia Sophia], c) Arab Ahmet
Mosque, d) The Tekke or Dervishime, e) Omeriye Mosque, f) Yeni Djami
Mosque. Photographs by the author.
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and mapped the island in the mid 19th century. To-date, the information provided by De

mas Latrie has not been examined in any source on the Cyprus Problem. As demonstrated

below, however, the socio-spatial data that is extracted from his 1862 book is crucial for

the reconstruction of the roots of the social division on Cyprus.

GEOVISUALIZATION OF THE LATE OTTOMAN DEMOGRAPHICS ACROSS THE ISLAND

Though  the  evidence  may  point  to  a  modicum  of  communal  interaction  and

cohabitation within the mahallas of  the  city,  the  question  remains:  to  what  extent  does

Ottoman Nicosia reflect the socio-spatial realities across the entire island during the late

Ottoman Period? To answer this question, one must look to available census data from

the Ottoman Period, which unfortunately is not existent for the island. Instead, the

population data must be accumulated from travelers’ accounts, merchants and political

liaisons who visited or lived on the island. The task of accumulating the disparate census

data was done by Papadopoulos (1965), but as seen in Chapter 5, is somewhat influenced

by the prevailing narrative of the day, namely Cyprus was a Greek island, and he often

appends the data with his interpretation of what the numbers should be.

However,  the  Archbishop  Makarios  III  library  in  the  basement  of  the

Archbishopric in Nicosia retains an original copy of De mas Latrie’s 1862 description of

his general map of Cyprus. In this description he includes as an appendix of all the city

and village names with alternative Greek, Turkish, and ancient spellings when available,

the district in which they are located, and the religious affiliation of the villages when it is

recorded. While the map he published contains the outlines of the 16 districts of the time,

only a few place names are provided on the map.429 However, the value of the work lies

in the included “Tableau des Villes et Villages de L’Ile de Chypre,” which is an appendix

that includes 618 village names, though population numbers are not given for most of the

places he lists. For the purposes of this study, De mas Latrie’s entire appendix was

429 The district names are: 1) Limassol; 2) Larnaka: 3) Piskopi; 4) Kilani; 5) Avdimou; 6) Paphos; 7)
Kouklia; 8) Krysokho; 9) Lefka; 10) Morphou; 11) Orini; 12) Kythraea; 13) Kerynia; 14) Messoree; 15)
Famagouste; 16) Karpas. For a description of each see De mas Latrie (1862) pp 13-18.
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digitized and linked with the village point file in GIS allowing for the first ever island-

wide visualization of the data set.

Within his narrative he incorporates the data gleaned from his visit to the island

between 1845 and 1846, along with other travelers’ itineraries and the cartographic

examples of Cyprus dating back to early Venetian maps of the island.430 De mas Latrie

states that during the time of his mapping project there were around 705 villages in

Cyprus, but thinks that number might be less than reality. Though he relies on a variety of

sources, his primary data source is from the official list of the Ottoman Governor, Talaat

Effendi, provided to him in 1841, as well as from Captain Graves who undertook a

detailed survey of the island and its people in 1847. In his discussion of the data he states

that there are 130 exclusive or almost exclusive Turkish villages on the island and the

total population for the group is around 34,000.431 According to his estimates there were

around 77,000 Greeks on the island, and 500 Maronites.432

When one looks at the results from his included list of 618 villages, it is possible

to see that his estimations are fairly accurate, though the numbers diverge somewhat from

his generalization. Of the 618 cities and villages listed, 37 were “unidentified,” while 439

were designated as “Christian.” In his table there were six Maronite villages, and 114

purely Muslim villages. In his list, 19 cities and villages were classified as “mixed” and

this can be translated roughly as three percent of the total.433 While admittedly this list of

place names does have its limitations, it is the only such list available for the Ottoman

430 The sources he identifies as using include 1) Pococke (1738); 2) Drummond (1747); 3) Mariti (1768);
4) Ali Bey (1807); 5) M. le general Callier (1833); 6) MM. Marcel et Louis Cerruti (1844-1847); 7) M. le
capitaine Graves (1847); 9) MM. Gaudry et Damour (1854).
431 He states (1862 pg 12), “Je trouve qu'il y a environ en Chypre 130 villages ou bourgs turcs
exclusivement ou presque exclusivement. Je n'ai pas le chiffre distinct de la population de chacun de ces
villages, mais on calcule que l'ensemble de la race musulmane dans l'île est le tiers à peu près de la
population générale et s'élève à 33 ou 34,000 âmes. Les Turcs payent aussi un impôt nommé saïguin
équivalant à peu près au cinquième de la contribution que l'île doit rapporter au gouvernement. Un signe
particulier distingue des autres localités de ma carte les villages turcs dont j'ai pu connaître la position.”
432 See (1862) pp 23 and 34.
433 The “mixed” villages he names include Ayios Epiktitos (Chatal Keuy), Klepini (Arab Keuy), Agridaki,
Anadhyou, Yalia, Melandra, Rizokarpaso (Dip Karpas), Vokolidha, Komi Kebir, Kellia (Chellia), Vatili,
Knodara, Kivisil, Menoyia, Episkopi, Elaea, Evrykhou, Anoyira, Akourso.
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Period that this author is aware of and it does help visualize the ethno-religious

population dynamic geographically. It is also valuable as a starting point from which to

compare the changes to the demographic realities during subsequent periods as Cyprus,

as everywhere, is a dynamic society and populations do migrate overtime.434

On the attached map (Figure 6.9) one can discern that the villages identified as

Turkish or Muslim, are distributed around the entire island, but tend to be concentrated in

the grazing land west of the Paphos Mountain Range as well as in a linear fashion

radiating out along the southern slope of the Pentadactylos Mountains (presumably along

the routes that transverse the range through the Kyrenia and Lefkoniko passes. Similarly,

the Turkish villages tend to concentrate in the grazing land of the middle Messaoria

Plain,  east  of  Nicosia  and  to  the  west  of  the  port  city  of  Famagusta.  In  general,  the

location of the Turkish villages corresponds closely with the modern inter-city road

network linking the capital with Famagusta along the northern section of the Messaoria,

the  route  leading  to  Larnaka  and  later  Limassol  and  Paphos  which  circumvents  the

Troodos Range, as well as the route leading to Lefka and further west, the northern route

along the coast to Polis. The Turkish villages in these areas represent the growth of the

community from the original Janissary and family who settled on the property of a former

Venetian or Lusignan land-owner to serve as the regional tax collector.

The Greek majority villages, while also distributed throughout the entire island,

tend to cluster in the western section of the Messaoria Plain near Morphou, as well as the

eastern  section  of  the  Plain  near  Famagusta.  Save  the  vicinity  of  Pomos  and  along  the

northern shores near Kyrenia, the Greek villages dominate the shoreline, as well as create

a near homogeneous cluster within the higher elevations of the Troodos Massif,

especially in the Pitsilia region north of Limassol. Maronite villages are identified

concentrating around Kormakiti, which was identified by Dandini (1597) as having the

largest concentration of the Maronite community and remains so today. Unfortunately, it

434 For example, Kitchener, in his 1881 survey of the island, differs on the number of the Muslim villages
of De mas Latrie in that he identifies 34 of them as “unidentified” and six as “Christian.” Likewise
Kitchener  differs  from  De  mas  Latrie  concerning  the  “mixed”  villages  in  that  to  Kitchener  13  of  those
villages were “unidentified,” four were “Christian,” and two were “Muslim.”
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Figure 6.9: De mas Latrie’s Religious Affiliation Map
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is impossible to discern any logical pattern in the location of the mixed villages identified

by  De  mas  Latrie.  As  above,  they  may  reflect  the  presence  of  an  Anatolian  settler  or

Janissary family. The only characteristic is that they are within a reasonable proximity to

the various coasts.

As stated above, this geovisualitaion of the social data of the late Ottoman Period

is entirely unique. De mas Latrie himself only included only a few names and affiliation

of the villages on his original map, but Figure 6.9 demonstrates the utility and importance

of visualizing these data. The map clearly shows areas of dense, near impermeable

cultural  areas  (Pitsillia  and  the  western  Messaoria  as  two  examples),  but  it  also  shows

how distributed the communities were around the entirety of the island. The presence of

mixed villages shows that there was not a rigid separation of the population into

homogeneous environments, rather that the communities could share the same space,

even if in a far fewer number than the culturally distinct villages. Thus, when the British

arrived in 1878 the De mas Latrie data relates what they experienced on the ground. The

social dynamic of the late Ottoman Period represented here is the socio-spatial foundation

of  the  British  Period  and  sets  the  initial  parameters  for  a  majority  of  the  future

community based decision making processes, such as the law courts, education system,

legislative assembly, and municipal councils. The British built upon the in-place social

structures  and  the  basic  communal  dynamic  of  the  late  Ottoman Period  reflected  in  the

De mas Latrie map helps to geo-visualize that structure.

CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE HISTORIC FOUNDATIONS OF NICOSIA

As one can see from the above analysis, Nicosia, and the island as a whole, did

undergo a socio-structural transition following the Ottoman conquest of 1570-1571.

Ranking Ottoman soldiers were granted land (most likely supplanting previous Venetian

landowners) and became the de facto tax  collectors  of  the  sub-regions.  This  altered  the

social landscape of the island by introducing Turks into nearly every region of the island

except the heavily Greek Orthodox dominated Troodos highland region. The lack of

penetration into the regions such as around Morphou and the Pitsilia and Commandaria
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valleys may demonstrate that the Ottoman administration was little concerned with total

oversight of each region, allowing autonomy of the Orthodox dhimmi structure (for tax

purposes and communal affairs), and the villages that became Turkish dominated started

from the roots of seized Latin (Venetian and former Lusignan land). In essence, across

the countryside the Ottoman millet flexibility retained somewhat of the rural status quo

for the island, altering the overall demographic structure very little and ensuring a smooth

transition of power, therefore leading to the interpretation that the “Ottomanization” of

the general Cypriot social landscape was minimal, albeit a complete transition in the

political landscape.

The Ottomanization of the urban areas of Cyprus, however, was more invasive

than experienced in the rural villages. As demonstrated above, the capital of Nicosia

experienced an urban restructuring in that the socio-cultural landscape was transformed

to a Latin to Muslim dominated skyline. The large Latin churches were transformed into

mosques and new mosques were added to the city and thus manifesting the symbolic

control over the landscape when one approached the city from the plains. Other additions

were  the  building  of  aqueducts  to  bring  water  into  the  city  as  wells  as  the  addition  of

numerous hammams (public baths) and khans (inns) around the city. The political

authority utilized the extant Latin administrative structures such as the Lusignan palace

transitioning into the Saray (Governor’s residence). Structurally, the “Ottomanization” of

Nicosia was arguably minimal; politically, however, the changes to the city’s social

structure had lasting impacts.

Under the millet system the city was divided into ethno-religious mahallas, which

though permeable, did establish the neighborhood/quarter template adopted and expanded

by the British, and the ethno-religious dynamic of these quarters remained in existence

with few alterations until the overt intercommunal conflict of the 1950s and 1960s. The

bordering and “boundarying” of the late Ottoman Nicosia led in the long-run to the

creation of ethnically homogeneous zones within the city. During the communal crises,

these areas became the interface zones in which the residents actively defined and

defended their “territory” form what they considered the predatory other.
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Along similar lines, the central canal (Icher Kiflifere) has been viewed as the first

dividing line in the city. As demonstrated above, the canal (Hermes Street) did divide the

two  administrative  poles  of  the  city  (the  Saray  and  the  Archbishopric  and  Dragoman’s

residence), but this may be less about an active “boundarying” exercise (as it was more a

reflection of the re-tasking of established structures) and more of a retrospective spatial

interpretation charged with attempting to find the roots of the current division of the city

in the historical stratigraphy. The goal of this endeavor is to offset any potential blame

away  from  current  actors  in  the  “Cyprus  Problem.”  The  fact  that mahallas of different

ethno-religious groups did permeate all parts of the city, demonstrates that the city was

not actively partitioned along the canal line (something the Ottoman administration could

potentially have done at any point throughout its administration of the city), and

considering the accounts of travelers such as Salvator and the lack of instances of major

destabilizing events outside of 1821, one may argue confidently that the intercommunal

boundaries of the mahallas were not a considerable point of contention. Therefore, the

spatial configuration of Nicosia during the Ottoman Period resulted in relative social

stability and a modicum of intercommunal interaction.

The historic trajectory of the city exemplifies the slow morphological process of

reshaping the social and spatial realities of the urban area over the centuries. Nicosia

became a cultural and architectural hybrid with each successive layer overlaying the

previous and re-tasking the built environment to suit the needs of the day. When the

British arrived in 1878, the administrators were seeing the end of a long, slow evolution

of a Lusignan capital through its reconfiguration into a fortified outpost of the Venetians,

to a low level Ottoman capital. Over these centuries the people had flowed in and out of

the city and around its neighborhoods, but the Nicosia of Salvator and De mas Latrie

reflects the social and spatial realities in place when the British arrived. It was from this

foundation of the mahallas that the new government based its census and its municipal

council structure, and it is the dhimmi classification of the millet system incorporated into

the decennial census.
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The Ottoman Period, then, had lasting impact on the social dynamic far into the

British Period. The British Administration ultimately continued the communal structures

set in place during the Ottoman Period and it is possible to say with confidence that in the

long run the Ottoman Period did play a role in the communal breakdown of the 1950s and

1960s. Though many aspects of the Ottoman Period did foster communal differentiation,

it  was magnified during the British Period. In the next chapter the discussion builds off

the Ottoman foundations to trace how Nicosia and Cyprus were ultimately transformed

from a fledgling Ottoman holding to a Crown Colony whose strategic significance aided

in it receiving special attention.  It is to the British Period that this study now turns.
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Chapter 7: The British Period (1878-1960) and the Origins of
Communal Division in Nicosia and Cyprus

FRAMING THE BRITISH TRANSITION

During  the  late  Ottoman  period,  one  can  see  the  evolution  of  Nicosia  from  a

medieval  city  turned  fortress  and  then  adapted  to  fit  the  needs  of  the  Ottoman

administration. Though Nicosia was the capital of an island of only tertiary significance

under the Ottomans, the impact of their 300 year reign left noticeable marks on the city.

The “Ottomanization” process did not entail a ground-up restructuring of the city, rather

minor additions that transformed the skyline to reflect the Ottoman’s Islamic faith. New

buildings such as khans and baths, among others, were added to the remaining Venetian

and Lusignan architecture to give Nicosia a hybrid, palimpsest dynamic that bridged the

urban form of east and west. The socio-political environment was transformed in a

similar fashion as the Ottoman suzerainty brought with it mainland Turkish settlers and

retired Janissaries, the later of which usurped the holdings of the Latin and Venetian

gentry and assumed the role of tax collectors; there was no large transfer of populations,

rather a supplanting of the hierarchy, so to speak.

The Ottoman transition also brought with it the millet system which allowed for

increased powers for the Greek Orthodox Church as well as solidified the classification

of the population by religious affiliation. Thus, the process of “Ottomanization” of the

built environment, coupled with the classification of the population based on ethno-

religious affiliation, translated on-the-ground into the mahallas of  the  large  cities  on

Cyprus.  By  the  end  of  the  Ottoman  Period,  Nicosia  had  evolved  into  a  compact  urban

environment with multiple cultural overlays with the addition of ethno-religious

affiliation as the basis of the political system, both in the neighborhoods of Nicosia and

across the island.

In 1878, with the signing of the Treaty of Berlin, the Ottoman Empire

relinquished administrative control over Cyprus to the British Empire in repayment for

loans given to the Ottoman government during the Crimean War. When Britain assumed

control over the island they began an active “modernization” campaign aimed at the
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island’s infrastructure and politics. Late Ottoman Nicosia, as described by Salvator, was

one of the first areas emphasized in this campaign. As described below, however, the

administration was conservative in their reconfiguration of the city’s built environment

during the first decades of their control over the island. That being said, they did actively

strive to bring the city up to British standards through a series of projects led by the

newly formed Municipal Council (1885). These projects were aimed at improving the

city’s sanitation and transportation infrastructure, beautification projects, and the

codification of modern building requirements such as heights and offsets. Similarly, the

administration ushered in an early form of representational democracy under the auspices

of the newly written Constitution of 1882.

This chapter elucidates the transformation of the city under British rule, both

structurally and socially, with an eye toward understanding the instrumental role this

period plays in the evolution of Nicosia into an ethnically divided city. The British

control of Cyprus ushered in many changes to the urban dynamic of Nicosia. These

changes  included  the  transformation  of  a  tertiary  level  Ottoman  capital  into  a  more

modern “European” city with an adequate number of urban amenities such as a

functioning sewerage system, running water, electricity and telephone service, stable

buildings, and roads wide enough to handle more movement of people and goods

(especially as the automobile makes its way to the island). To fully explicate the changes

incurred under the early British Period, this chapter is divided into two parts: Part  1

describes the physical and socio-political development of Nicosia; and Part 2 describes

the  analysis  of  the  social  changes  experienced  within  the  various  quarters  of  the  city

followed by a contextualization of the city’s population dynamic with that of the island as

a whole.

Part 1 of this chapter follows a two stage approach. The first section investigates

the significant changes to the political structure of the island during the early British

period and the direct impact of these changes had on the socio-spatial realities of Nicosia.

The second section, building upon this political backdrop, investigates the actual physical

reconfiguration of the built environment of Nicosia in order to better understanding the
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long-standing intercommunal issues linked to urban densification and concentration of

population. Understanding the evolution of Nicosia from a Ottoman city to a modern

“Europeanized” city under the British administration is important because not only does

the physical space created and/or reconfigured serve as the basic urban configuration for

the  city’s  residents,  but  it  also  establishes  the  physical  parameters  (such  as  density  and

access to municipal services and amenities) that play key roles in the outbreak of

communal hostilities during the waning years of British rule. The physical space bounds

the social space and a detailed understanding of the changes to the physical space helps

identify the inadequacies inherent in many of the British “modernization” endeavors.

Many British projects did facilitate Nicosia’s growth as a fully “developed” capital city,

but  they  also  brought  with  them  numerous  issues  of  equity  and  access.  It  is  the

overarching purpose of this section to investigate these experiments in modernization and

identify any issues inherent therein that may have exacerbated communal conflict within

the city.

Part  2 of this chapter investigates the social/demographic changes that appear

within the city and across the island during the British Period. Part 2 follows a two-stage

approach. Section 1 consists of a detailed analysis of the social reconfiguration of Nicosia

during the British Period. Relying on population data from the decennial Censuses (1881,

1891, 1901, 1911, 1921, 1931, 1946 and 1960), these numbers are geo-coded in GIS with

their corresponding quarters within the city and the resultant shapfiles help visualize the

demographic changes within Nicosia over the decades. The second section is designed to

aid in the contextualization of the demographic changes in the capital. It investigates

questions concerning the “uniqueness” of the city’s social geography dynamic. The

questions that are asked include: are Nicosia’s demographic fluctuations different from

the  rest  of  the  island  (a  product  of  unique  political  and  social  stresses)  or  does  the  city

mirror the changing demographic pattern across the entire island (reflecting some form of

systemic turbation)? To answer these questions, Nicosia’s social dynamic is compared to

the overall population shifts experienced across Cyprus through a series of maps

visualizing the geolocated decennial census numbers for the nearly 650 villages and cities
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around the island. In general, Part  2 serves to reflect upon the accumulation of the

impacts of the social, political, and physical changes experienced within the city and

across the island. As is demonstrated below, the data presented in these sections serve as

clear indicators of a recognizable pattern of gradual demographic shifts within Nicosia

and across the island as a whole during the British Period.

PART 1: THE EVOLUTION OF NICOSIA DURING THE BRITISH PERIOD

Within the first decade of administering the island, the British instituted two

avenues of political and urban modernization directly relevant to the study of the

evolution  of  the  Cyprus  Conflict  and  the  division  of  Nicosia.  The  first  avenue  was

through macro- and micro-level political changes; the second process consisted of the

modernization of the physical fabric of the city. To fully understand the significance of

the impact of this early modernization processes, Section 1 investigates the political

reconfiguration of the island and its cities in an attempt to articulate the roots of the

sociopolitical tension that gripped the country in the 1950s and 1960s. Following this

discussion  of  the  political  changes  and  their  social  impacts,  this  study  moves  into  a

description of the physical features of early British Nicosia (Section 2).

SECTION 1: POLITICAL CHANGES OF THE EARLY BRITISH PERIOD

Prior to the annexation of the island in 1914, the British, under the auspices of the

Berlin Treaty, were in a delicate position as their purview over Cyprus constituted only

administrative  control.  The  island  technically  remained  under  the  auspices  of  the

Ottoman Sultan, but virtually all administrative control over the island was devolved to

the  British  for  the  purposes  of  extracting  repayment  for  the  outstanding  balance  of  the

Ottoman Loan of 1855. Because they were given administrative control for an

unspecified duration, the British retained full knowledge that the island could revert to

Ottoman control at any time. Therefore, the British administration was fairly conservative

in its early political reconfiguration of the island. The administration opted to continue

most of the regulations of the majelle, the Ottoman civil law code, including systems of
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land classification, inheritance rights, and tax structures, though they enacted minor

legislation to make the system more efficient, especially in the context of taxation.

Under the taxation reconfiguration, the Orthodox Church lost many of its rights

guaranteed under the Ottomans. It no longer received a berat, the authorization by the

government to collect taxes from the people, and soon became subject to land and personal

taxes.435 It is because of this loss of rights that the Orthodox Church quickly assumed the

role as the most outspoken criticizer of the British government. 436 Also, the British also

retained, trained, and outfitted the Ottoman police, the Zaptiehs, whose members were

predominately drawn from the Turkish community to serve as the island’s law

enforcement body.437

Though most of the Ottoman legal structures were kept in place, the British did

reconfigure the macro-level political spectrum by creating a Constitution for the island in

1882. This Constitution was the first exercise in representational democracy on the

island. The Cypriots would now be able to elect members of the Legislative Council that

would assist in the island’s governance. Though the Constitution did create a

representational body, it also became one of the first pieces of legislation to codify

communal differentiation under the British Administration. The 18 member Legislative

Council was designed to proportionally represent both the Greek and Turkish Cypriot

communities. It was comprised of nine Greek officials and three Turkish officials who

were elected by their own communities (roughly a 70:30 split) and an additional six

members were nominated directly by the British High Commissioner. Additionally, the

High Commissioner would have final approval and veto power over any piece of

legislation. Lauded by the British as a self-governing institution, the reality, according to

Hill (1952), was that the legislative council was a “toy parliament” whereby the ultimate

decisions were made by the High Commissioner. Also, when one considers the six

435 Holland (1998) pg 15.
436 For more information on this see Orr (1918) and Georghallides (1969). Unhappiness over the increased
oversight concerning taxation became the foundation of the Orthodox Church’s resistance to the British
control, which in the end fed the calls for enosis.
437 See Holland (1998) for further discussion
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representatives of the British administration could work with the three representatives of

the Turkish Cypriot community, and that the High Commissioner could vote to break a

tie, it is possible to see how this, as echoed by Orr (1918), gave a perpetual majority to

the Turkish members over the Greeks.438

At this early stage, the political arena was charged with communal identification.

The geopolitical atmosphere of the day reflected a tenuous negotiation between the two

communities to either work together to pass legislation that diverged from the British

administration’s wishes, as outlined by Kyrris (1977), or to work in union with the British

administration to advantage one community over the other.439 On numerous occasions the

Minutes of the Legislative Council, housed in the State Archives and at the Nicosia

Municipal Library, show deep divisions within the council whereby Greek and Turkish

Cypriot members would issue separate rulings and statements (especially during the

period of 1910-1918).

Virtually all representational politics have similar wrangling and therefore Cyprus

is not unique, but one distinguishing factor is that the elected officials were

representatives of ethnic/religious communities and not based on economic or political

ideologies. With this in mind, some may argue that the 1882 Constitution was the first

step in the British pattern of “divide and rule,” but one must be careful not to overlook

the fact that the Ottomans retained ownership of the island and the British had to

maintain a delicate balancing act of political modernization and Ottoman appeasement.

For better or for worse, however, the seeds of socio-political differentiation were sown

under the 1882 Constitution’s framework and this legislative body remained in existence

until it was disbanded under the Special Powers and Emergency legislation exacted by

the governor following the enosis riots in 1931.

438 Orr (1918) pg 106. See also Fabian (1945) pg 277 and Georghallides 1969.
439 Kyrris (1977) gives a detailed outline of the inner workings of the legislative council and emphasizes
the numerous occasions where the two groups worked together to pass legislation in opposition to the
British will, such as the voting to remove the High Commissioner’s veto power (see also Purcell 1968).
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The second major piece of legislation passed by the British administration related

to the process of urban and social divisioning was the 1885 Municipal Councils Law.440

Here,  as  in  the  Legislative  Council,  population  numbers  determined  the  numbers  of

members in the council. The 1885 law mandated that there would be no less than eight

and no more than 12 members. The mayor of the city would act as the council’s president

with  other  official  members  being  the  Sanitation  Commissioner  and  the  District

Commissioner  (both  British).  The  remaining  members  would  be  made  up  of  six  Greek

and three Turkish Cypriot members based on their proportion in the city.

The Municipal Council became a powerful regulating force in Nicosia. The

council’s primary duties included the ensuring of public health, the construction and

maintenance of streets and buildings, the establishment of hospitals, and so on. However,

its most powerful tool was the ability to enact by-laws. These laws regulated the design

and density of buildings, the fees charged for land development, rates charged at the

markets, and the ability to levy property taxes. Approval of all municipal council

regulations was done by the High Commissioner. Seemingly innocuous at first, the

formation of the Nicosia Municipal Council resulted not only in a more efficient public

body to administer urban affairs such as street cleaning and straightening, refuse removal,

and  market  and  industry  oversight,  but  it  also  solidified  the  British  administration’s

reliance on proportional representation within the city government.

Such widespread control over municipal affairs was often viewed with suspicion

by the Turkish Cypriot minority. Often they would complain to the government that they

were not receiving fair treatment; this included access to water or equal access to the

greater Nicosia region via new openings in the walls to allow for easier access to their

cemeteries and employment centers outside the walls.441 Similarly, the community argued

that the proportional municipal representation system, based on the results published in

the decennial census, allowed for the potential for demographic inflation within the city

440 CO 70/1: Cyprus Gazette Supplement, March 28th 1885.  See also SA1 7550.
441 See SA1 1745/1902. Further discussion concerning wall openings is included in the next section of this
chapter.
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so  as  to  secure  more  seats  on  the  council  than  would  otherwise  be  allowed,  thus

potentially tipping municipal decisions in the favor of the over-represented community.

One example of this is apparent in the Turkish Cypriot minority presenting a complaint in

1908 to the High Commissioner stating that the Greek Cypriots “packed” Nicosia during

the last census count (1901) and therefore should actually have less representation on the

council.442 Though the Chief Secretary and the Superintendent of the Census believed

that the number population count was accurate, it does show how ethno-national identity

became intertwined with political access in this early period.443

By means of a generalized conclusion to this section, then, the politics of the late

19th century did, for the most part, favor the Turkish Cypriot community on the island.

Higher proportional representation numbers in the Legislative council is considerably the

most  prominent,  but  this  was  less  a  result  of  early  “divide  and  rule”  as  it  was  that  the

Turks on the island were the most qualified to interpret and maintain the existing

Ottoman  legal  codes  retained  by  the  British.  They  were  the  administrators  prior  to  the

British arrival, and thus retained their positions under the British. As Georgehallides says,

the British welcomed the Turks because they possessed experience with the Ottoman

administrative policies that were continued by the British. He states, “these persons and

their families, sometimes major land owners, did not leave Cyprus in 1878. Many of the

leaders of Turkish society during the British Period were to spring from these families

442 In March 1908 (SA1 771/1908) Turkish Cypriot citizens of Nicosia wrote to the government: “The
proportional number of 6 and 3, which is not proportionate to the whole population of Nicosia, is, no
doubt, due to the fact of there having appeared among the Greek population a large number of adult males,
the reason for which is that at the last census there were in Nicosia a great number of Greek adult males
from other places. If such adult males lodged in houses, khans, and hotels have been put down in the
census schedule as non-residents, the number of adult males in Nicosia would have to be reduced and the
number of the municipal members determined accordingly. It is requested that an investigation may be
made by reference with the census schedules supplied at the last census to houses, khans, and hotels.”
443 (SA1 771/1908) the Superintendent of the Census states:  “As the Census was taken night of Sunday
the 31st of March 1901, there is no reason to suppose that a large number of Christian visitors would have
been in Nicosia on the Sunday night. The Cyprus Villager as a rule spends his Sunday in his village. Had
the census been taken on a Thursday night, preceding the Nicosia Friday Bazaar, then Shevket Bey’s
arguments might have had some weight. And if there were a few strangers in Nicosia on Sunday might
there also have been some Moslem ones. I am of the opinion that the number of persons who slept in
Nicosia Sunday night the 31st of March 1901, must be taken as the correct number of residents in the town,
any non-resident in Nicosia on that night, would be equalized by the other residents who were absent.”
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which remembered and took pride in their special position their community had enjoyed

under Sultonic rule.”444  Similarly, he states that in 1881 the majority of the land in

Nicosia was under Turkish ownership and this is because the Turks formed the landed,

administrative class in Nicosia during the previous period. The British administration had

to guarantee a modicum of appeasement for the hitherto privileged Turkish Cypriot

community in Nicosia, while at the same time retaining the support of the Greek Cypriot

community which was numerically superior and led by the vocal Orthodox Church,

which was also given special privileges under the Ottoman millet system.

One can also make the argument that the British attempt to create a “democratic”

representational system in Cyprus in the 1880s actually caused the initial fissures

between the two communities that grew into the civil conflict that occurred in the 1950s

and 1960s. Basing the two councils’ membership on the percentages of the population

was a tenuous endeavor; not only could the numbers be inflated without recourse, but

often, as in the villages around the island, the majority was perceived as neglecting the

needs  of  the  minority.  In  one  such  case,  the  Turkish  Cypriot  community  in  Famagusta

petitioned the District Commissioner to establish a separate municipality from the Greek

dominated Varosha.445 They expressed the fact that their needs were not being met by the

Varosha municipality and therefore wanted to control their own urban affairs. Similarly,

Turkish Cypriots in Pyla, claiming unequal representation and neglect, wanted to have a

two mukhtars in the village, one for each faith.446

The Pyla inhabitants point to the quarters in Nicosia, Larnaka, Vouda, and

Tokhni, which have separate mukthars for each group. The District Commissioner,

Cobham, believed that the community should be allowed to have two mukhtars, but the

British administration refused their request based on the Law XV of 1891 which states

that a community can only have a separate mukhtar in they have a definite, defined

physical boundary between the two communities. The implications of this decision by the

444 Georgehallides (1979) pg 54.
445 SA1 468/1894.
446 SA1 807/1897.
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Chief Secretary lies in the precedent it sets. Now, if the communities on the island felt as

though they were being unfairly represented in city politics, the solution was to

geographically separate themselves and the British response would be to acquiesce to the

demands of the community if such a division exists.447

Through the above analysis of two of the most prominent intercommunally

charged laws enacted by the administration, one can begin to see how these early policies

began to translate into the urban fabrics of Cyprus. The social implications of such

geographical divisions for political reasons run much deeper than such divisive British

policies such as using primarily Turkish Cypriot zapithes. In order to secure independent

communal representation, the requirement was to have a “definite and defined physical

boundary” and this fundamental spatial division inherent Law XV of 1897 may explain

why during the colonial period there was a drastic reduction in the number of mixed

villages around the island and mixed quarters around Nicosia. The analysis of the decline

in mixed village numbers is covered later in the chapter in Part 2, Section 2.

THE EVOLUTION OF THE PHYSICAL SPACE OF NICOSIA DURING THE BRITISH PERIOD

The  British  policies  reviewed  above  establish  a  historical  precedence  for  the

continuing regulatory system that would direct the socio-spatial development of Nicosia,

as  well  as  Cyprus  as  a  whole,  well  into  the  20th  century.  The  statutory  structure  of  the

laws established by the Municipality allowed for a range of enforcement powers, the

most important being the requirement of adequate water and sewer facilities in any new

buildings. The structure of the local government could now effectively limit uses and

densities in certain areas of the city,  as well  as establish a certain level of aesthetic and

infrastructure homogeneity, the question is—did they? This section, therefore,

investigates  how  effective  the  new  power  structure  was  in  controlling  and  directing

447 As the Chief Secretary writes to Cobham (SA1 2820/1897): “Inform him that if it is possible to divide
Ano Lefkara into two geographical quarters this had better be done, and a name given to the two quarters,
also if there are other villages in the district such as Ayios Theodoros which I understand proposed two
mukhtars one for Moslems and one for xtians and which can be divided into quarters practically dividing
the Moslems and Christians this should be done and the name of the additional mukhtar whom he proposes
to appoint should be submitted. . . .  A Young  24 Nov 97”
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growth in Nicosia. With this in mind, the focus of this section involves the description of

the physical development of British Nicosia. The beginning of this section entails a

discussion of the early “degraded” or “ruined” city thesis presented by the British which

directed many of their early endeavors within the city. This discussion is followed by an

abbreviated analysis of the gradual process of urban expansion and reconfiguration of the

city. As mentioned above, the built environment serves as the container in which the

human drama of the Cyprus Problem unfolds in Nicosia.

British Views on Nicosia’s Urban Condition

As  the  previous  chapter  describes,  travelers’  accounts  of  Late  Ottoman  Nicosia

tell  of  a  city  that  is  far  from  wealthy  but  does  have  a  number  of  amenities  such  as

fountains, gardens, and bazaars for the population to utilize. Though the city is described

as being predominately inhabited by Ottoman Turks (who hold political and

administrative positions within the capital), there are nearly as many from the Greek

Orthodox community living within Nicosia. Salvator describes a functioning city

structure that is able to meet the needs of its residents and is not in disrepair. The early

British  assessment  of  the  city,  however,  is  far  different.  In  a  thinly  veiled  attempt  to

justify their push for modernization of the capital, the British first began by describing

and photographing what they believed to be the neglected and denuded urban landscape

with its unpaved and winding streets, pools of standing sewage, and lack of running

water.448 The second approach of the modernization campaign was to make a concerted

political and financial effort to bring the city up to British municipal standards (including

running water, sewer advancements, road widths and grid configurations, electrification,

and functioning administrative system). In the following sections, this study highlights

many  of  the  key  elements  associated  with  the  urban  dynamic  of  Nicosia  during  the

British Period.449 Following a brief description of the degradation narrative as applied to

448 See Orr (1918) and Luke (1921).
449 The British fully annexed the island in 1914 and made it a Crown Colony in 1925 following the
Ottoman relinquishment of control under the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923.
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the city’s structure, the study moves into an abbreviated description of the key features

that define the physical morphology of the city during this early period

The British views of late 19th century seem to follow similar descriptive patterns

in which “degradation” during the Ottoman Period becomes almost a literary trope. They

relate the inadequacies of the infrastructure and buildings and most state that with

colonial guidance, the city and countryside could prosper as it did before the Ottomans.

R. H. Lang, the manager of the Ottoman Imperial Bank and vice-consul to Cyprus, wrote

a book on Cyprus’ past, present, and future prospects between the years 1860 and 1878.

Concerning  Nicosia,  he  seems to  set  the  British  tone  for  accentuating  the  disparities  of

the Ottoman Period. He states that “When we enter the town all the beauty which we saw

from the outside is dispelled. We pass along ill-paved, narrow streets, and the nasal

agony rapidly attest that no attention is paid to the cleansing of the town, and the ruined

houses here and the broken aqueducts there serve as proof that we are in the neglected

domains of the crescent . . .”450

Lang’s framing of the situation is supplemented by Colonel W.F. Butler in 1878

who describes the ruined building tells of the ruin of the city, with its mud brick houses,

buildings in disrepair, and “narrow and torturous streets”  adds  that  “the state of

wretchedness in which Nicosia lies is easy enough to express in words—in these matters

the Turk is thorough. There is nothing subtle in his power to degrade; there is no

refinement in his ruin.”451 McCalmont, who led the British occupation forces in Nicosia

(1878-1879), also echoes the degradation narrative in which he states, “the

450 Cited in Wallace and Orphanides (1998) pp 274-306. What is interesting about this quote is that within
that same decade, Salvator, as stated above wrote that the aqueducts of the city were working and carrying
water to the cities cisterns and fountains. Lang, however, says the houses were ruined and the water system
was broken, establishing that the city was “utterly neglected” by the Ottomans.
451 Cited in Wallace and Orphanides (1998) pp 44-62. Butler goes on to say “the streets of Nicosia, narrow
and tortuous, are just wide enough to allow a man to ride along each side of the gutter which occupies the
center. No view can anywhere be obtained beyond the immediate space in front, and so many blank walls,
by-lanes, low doorways, and ruined buildings lie around without any reference to design or any connection
with traffic, that the stranger soon becomes hopelessly confused in an attempt at exploration, until he finds
himself suddenly brought up against the rampart that surrounds the city . . . We wander on along the
northern face. Looking in upon the city all is the same, mud and wattle in ruin, oranges, narrow streets,
brown stonewalls, minarets, filth, and the towering mass of the desecrated cathedral.”
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communications leading from place to place were wretched . . . and the sanitary state of

the town was perfectly deplorable. . .”452 Similarly, the island’s first High Commissioner,

Sir Garnet Wolseley, wrote about Nicosia in 1878 saying, “the narrow, dirty, and

tortuous streets were deserted, the dogs howled and barked dismally, and the noonlight

shown over the confused mass of Turkish, Greek, and Venetian palaces, old houses,

minarets, churches, and mosques.”453

In 1879, J.R Thompson was assigned by the British administration to photograph

the island, including its places and culture. Thompson, through the dialogue that

accompanies his photographs, states: “The photographs have been printed in permanent

pigments and therefore while they supply incontestable evidence of the present condition

of Cyprus, they will also afford a source of comparison in after years when under the

influence of British rule, the place has risen from the ruins.”454 Concerning Nicosia, his

images include both the monumental architecture and the average dwellings of the city,

and his photographs serve as the best reference for how Nicosia appeared in 1878. His

interpretation of each scene, however, follows the standard degradation trope of the early

British administration. Immediately following his quote above, he states “although the

island has been woefully wrecked by the Turkish mal-administration, my readers will

perceive that it is neither barren nor “exhausted,” and that at no distant day it may

regain something at least of its old renown as a center of commerce in the Levant.”

Though he sees potential in the island and in the city, he is quick to point out how the

mud-brick architecture of the Ottoman Period is in stark contrast to the regal Lusignan

and Venetian architecture.455

One can see how the British views seemingly contradict the earlier travelers’

accounts concerning the form and function of the city. The differences in interpretations

surrounding the city may be a reflection of the cultural perspectives of the earlier

452 Cited in Wallace and Orphanides (1998) pg 63.
453 Cited in Wallace and Orphanides (1998) pg 64-ff
454 Thompson (1879) pg 1.
455 Thompson (1879) pg 12. He also continues, “they are for the most part built  out if the soil on which
they stand,  and in  this  respect  resemble  huge  ant-hills,  under  which  the  inhabitants  were  fain  to  burrow,
unseen by their task-masters, the Turks.”
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travelers as compared to the colonial Victorian ideology, or the inherent issues in

comparing Nicosia to the progressive industrial cities of Europe. However, it is more

likely that the early British writings were strategically biased in their opinion,

emphasizing the Ottoman administration’s neglect of the city, in order to create a

desperate situation that within a few years the British colonial government would fix and

make prosperous--which is reflected best in the above quote from Thompson. One may

argue that the process of demonizing of the Ottoman administration (at this point their

ally) and the reporting on the “wretched” conditions of the city was meant to be pervasive

and persuasive, not only for the residents, but also for the Colonial Office in Britain--

enough so  as  to  ensure  that  no  matter  what  the  British  did  in  this  ruined  cityscape,  the

urban situation would be viewed as better off under their administration. Regardless of

the reasons behind the degraded city narrative, the process was effective and it served as

the foundation of the subsequent urban development and political activities.

Urban Morphology of Early British Period Nicosia

When the British assumed control over Nicosia there were only about 11,000

residents, all housed within the Venetian walls. According to the 1881 Census carried out

by the administration the demographic dynamic of the capital was roughly 40 percent

Muslim and 60 percent Christian. As described by Jeffery (1983 [1918]), the residents

were divided amongst 25 quarters (14 Muslim, seven Orthodox, one Latin, one

Armenian, and two mixed).456 Within each quarter there was an elected mukhtar

(“mayor” equivalent) and these quarters became the administrative boundaries for the rest

of the British Period. These quarters were not physically represented in the landscape

through such mediums as walls or gates as in other Islamic cities; rather they signify an

arbitrary division of the population along religious lines. Architecturally the residential

units of the quarters have no distinguishable ethno-religious characteristics and this

456 Discussion of the changes to the population dynamics of Nicosia is extracted as its own section below.
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dynamic continues into the Republic period (1960).457 Therefore, any cultural identifiers

associated with the extant architecture within the city would be temporary in nature and

have to be affixed to the structure such as signs and flags, among many other possible

symbols.

Architecturally, the city continued into the British period with little change. The

initial  programs  that  the  British  started  were  not  set  into  motion  until  the  1880s.  One

important development, however, is that the first British governor of the island, General

Wolseley,  opted  to  build  his  residence  outside  of  the  city  walls,  north  of  the  village  of

Strovolos. Also, the Colonial Administrative offices, the Public Works Department

(PWD), and the Department of Agriculture offices were sited between the governor’s

residence and the old city. 458 Initially, only colonial administrators could afford to live

outside the walls near these government structures and the administration used PWD

budgets to build these houses.459 Later, other British staff began to build houses along the

corridor leading from the “Governor’s Palace” to the south-west entrance of the Old City

(what Kitchener labels as the Limassol Gate). This construction was limited at this times

and the majority of the population, both Cypriot and British resided within the walled city

(see Figure 7.1). Therefore, one may conclude that not only did the location of these

government structures begin alter the early morphology of the city (wall openings, new

roads, and development in the general direction), but it also shows a distinct disconnect

between the administration and the Cypriots--in the extreme case a conscious separation

of the elite British nationals from the masses within the Nicosia.460

457 A conclusion drawn by this author after many surveys of the architecture and design of Nicosia’s
neighborhoods.
458 See Attalides (1981); Schaar et al. (1995).
459 See Schaar et al. (1995).
460 The reasons given by the British officials was that the sanitary conditions of the city with its stagnant
pools of water and open sewer, and “large ditches full of putrid water, the exhalations of which are most
prejudicial to the public health” where not fit for occupation by Europeans (SA1 603/1885). The efforts of
the Medical Officer as well as the director of Public Works managed to secure enough funds to pay for the
partial covering of the central canal, but it was not until the establishment of the municipal council in 1882
that  most  of  the  ditch  was  covered.  They were  allowed to  sell  off  portions  of  the  ditch  to  the  owners  of
nearby buildings who covered the cost of building over the canal and thus expanding the size of their
buildings (SA1 7642).
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Figure 7.1: Nicosia and its environs based of Kitchener (1881).

In  the  1880s  the  main  thrust  of  the  administration  was  the  improvement  of  the

urban structure and the cleaning of the “insanitary conditions of Nicosia” as articulated

by  the  Chief  Medical  Officer  in  Nicosia.  Much  of  the  initial  public  works  budget  was

dedicated to the paving and drainage of streets and the clearing of the central ditch and

outer moat of refuse.461 The administration began to repair public fountains and

aqueducts as well as allow for the covering of the central drainage channel, which they

argued was serving as the city’s latrine.462 Similarly,  they  sought  to  limit  the  inflow of

461 See SA1 603/1885 for further discussion. See SA1 1595/1888 for a discussion of these and other public
works projects of the late 1880s.
462 SA1 2680/1884.
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wastewater from the western tannery. The emphasis throughout this decade focused on

bringing the city’s health standards up to a level that the British thought to be proper. In

the 1890s the British administration and the Nicosia Municipality, through the Public

Works Department, had nearly completed the covering of the central ditch as well as

constructed a hospital outside the walls near the Limassol Gate. A ring-street around the

walls was constructed thus linking more of the city’s gates the outside villages.463

A number of public beautification projects were undertaken at this time to bring

up the city to British standards. Trees were planted in the moat to form parks in the areas

around the walls except for the section between the Paphos and Limassol gates; this area

was reserved for a parade ground and tennis courts.464 Similarly, the British built a horse

racetrack west of the city near the Prison. Even with this concerted effort to improve the

conditions of the city, however, every year the number of British moving outside the city

walls increased, quickening the incremental outward expansion of the city to the west and

south. It was this initial movement out of the city that established the paradigm for future,

intense urban expansion in the southern sections of the Nicosia region.

Concerning the built environment of the Old City of Nicosia, the Kitchener’s

1885 trigonometric map (1:2,500 scale) of the city serves as the best source for the

visualization of the physical form of the late Ottoman and early British Periods. The map

details the horizontal size and shape of the built structures within the city as well as

approximations of the land parcels upon which they are situated. It also renders the width

and routes of roads, the abundance of open spaces, and stylized locations of trees within

the parcels. It is an invaluable measure of Nicosia of the 1880s and serves as an excellent

starting point for a brief assessment of the baseline morphology of the Old City. When

investigating the map closely, it is possible to gauge just how aggressively the British

administration was implementing their modernization programs within Nicosia. By 1885

the  central  canal  had  been  fully  paved  over  and  a  new  access  point  was  opened  in  the

southwest section of the wall (the Limassol Gate [today’s Eleftharia Square]). This new

463 See SA1 482/1897.
464 See SA1 41/1897.
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access point linked the central city with the administrative buildings to the south and

within the central city it created a rapid densification of structures along the roads

stemming from the entrance.

The map is useful for the wealth of data it contains concerning the built

environment of the city (see Figure 7.2). The location and densities of densities of

buildings help reconstruct not only the vital sections of the city, but also assist in the

analysis of the population densities of the quarters within which the buildings are located.

Though the significance of the visualization of the density of structures is further

discussed in the context of the demographic analysis of the city later in this chapter, it is

valuable to briefly investigate some of the key areas of urban development. Figure 7.2 is

a figure-ground extraction of the built structures within the walls. Drawn from the

buildings on the Kitchener map, it provides a visualization of the areas around the city in

which development was most intense.

When looking at the density of structures around the city, the first noticeable

pattern is that the west-east corridor of Paphos Street and Hermes Street, which begins at

the  Paphos  Gate  and  terminates  at  the  Famagusta  Gate  (the  original  path  of  the  central

canal), is the most densely built area of the urban environment. This corridor melds with

the  Hagia  Sophia  area  which  includes  the  Bedestan,  the  Municipal  Market,  and  the

Khans. This commercial corridor was noted by travelers who visited the Ottoman Period

city, especially Salvator, and remained as such throughout the British Period. One can

also see from the figure-ground map how the buildings reflect the broken paths of the

Medieval and Ottoman streetscapes. The other areas of dense buildings follow the main

roads that radiate from the Kyrenia, Paphos and Famagusta Gates. A similar assessment

can be made for the roads radiating north from the New or Limassol opening (especially

Ledra Street).
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Figure 7.2: Figure-Ground of Nicosia's Built Environment (extracted from Kitchener
1885).

Much of the smaller residential building stocks are scattered throughout the city

with no recognizable pattern. The densities of these residential buildings show that

certain quarters had higher concentrations of population; when one compares these extant

structures to the population numbers it is possible to see which quarters have the most

condensed living arrangements.465 This concentration is significant because as the city

465 Quarters where these densities are noticeable include the Abdi Darvoush, Ayios Loukas, Abu Kavouk
Pasha, Ayios Kassianos, Chrysaliniotissa, Phaneromene, Ayios Savvas, Tripiotis, Ayios Antonios, and
Tabakhane. The quarters wit the least building density include Arab Ahmet, Omerighe, Ayios Ioannes,
Haidar Pasha, Mahmout Pahsa, Ibrahim Pasha, and Neubetkhane. See Part 2 Section 1 below.
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grew, the regions that were already saturated with buildings experience even higher

numbers of people per building, the loss of available open space due to new construction,

and a diminishing share of municipal services. The other important aspect of building

densities across Nicosia is that it is possible to identify which areas could sustain an

influx of population from the rural areas. As is described in Part 2, Section 1 of this

chapter, the quarters that had some of the lowest population numbers saw a rapid increase

via in-migration, thus tipping the demographic scales in favor of these quarters.

As Nicosia entered the 20th century,  the  city  experienced  a  moderate  growth  in

population (around 8 to 10 percent per census decade), while at the same time a

substantial growth in built structures, both commercial and residential. Outside of the

tearing  down  the  Ottoman  Konak  and  replacing  it  with  the  new  British  Law  Court

building, the city did not experience much in the way of administrative or monumental

building construction.466 The main thrust of construction within Nicosia was in the

residential and commercial structures in the vacant areas around the Old City. The areas

that experienced the fastest rate of growth included the quarters adjacent to new openings

that were cut into the Venetian wall.

New wall openings in the Venetian fortifications were created near the Ayios

Antonios Quarter (southeastern section of the city) as well the Kaimakli entrance

(northeast of the Famagusta Gate). Both of these entrances were opened near Greek

Cypriot  quarters,  a  fact  not  lost  on  the  Turkish  Cypriot  residents  of  the  city  who

petitioned the administration in 1899 to have an opening built near the Arab Ahmet

quarter  to  facilitate  their  access  to  their  employers  (tanneries  and  the  central  prison).467

466 The konak was one of the few remaining Lusignan/Venetian structures left standing in the city. The
government decided it was too dilapidated for the use as a judicial center so rather than renovate the
structure they demolished it (Jeffery 1983). In place of the old konak the PWD constructed a large,, two
story stone-faced administrative building with all the accoutrements of a modern British government
building, most notably a clock tower (Schaar et al 1995). The building was surrounded by a large stonewall
and in the front of the structure the administration constructed a large crest of the Empire. See also SA1
811/1937.
467 SA1 1111/1899. The petition states: “Your Excellency must have seen that the work of opening new
entrance by demolishing certain parts of the ramparts of Nicosia was carried out at the Christian quarters,
and nothing was done for carrying out similar works at the Muslim quarters.”  It  continues: “As the two
new entrances opened at the Christian quarters have served considerably to the advancement and
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Initially the residents’ request was refused, but by 1927 an opening had been constructed

there along with three others (one near the Limassol entrance, one near the Ayios

Antinios opening, and another immediately north of the Famagusta Gate). These

openings had a two-fold effect. First, in allowing access to the outside ring-street and thus

greater access to the rest of the island’s transportation network, including a newly

installed heavy gauge rain route that linked Lefka, Morphou, Nicosia and Famagusta, the

quarters saw an increase in residential and commercial densification. Second, the

openings allowed for residential spillover into the areas outside the walls immediately

adjacent to the ring street (see Figures 7.3 for figure-ground images of the 1911 and 1927

1:2,500 surveys of Nicosia).

Between 1900 and the post WWI period, the overall framework of the city did not

change dramatically.  Some notable advancements to the city was the 1910 extension of

the municipal limits to include the housing developments outside the walls and the 1912

instillation of the first electric lighting in Municipal areas, which lead to the

implementation of a general electrification scheme that brought electricity to 2,700

residencies in Nicosia and 400 street lamps.468 Architecturally very little morphological

enhancements were undertaken during this period outside of the general increase in the

number of structures within the old city and the adjacent areas.  The open spaces of the

late Ottoman period were consumed with new units, and contradictory to the regulations

of the Municipal Council by-laws, the roads adjoining the new development were as

disjointed  as  the  previous  Medieval  and  Ottoman  Period  road  networks.  One  major

exception to the above statement was the construction of the Samanbaçe neighborhood in

the empty land north of the Law Courts.

Very little is known about the development of the Samanbaçe neighborhood (see

Figure 7.4 below). After an exhaustive search of the State Archives in Nicosia and with

improvement of those quarters, and as it would be compatible with justice to open a similar entrance at the
Moslem quarter, we most fervently pray that an entrance may be opened at the aforesaid place.”
468 See SA1 571/1911/1-3 for a discussion of the electrification scheme.  See SA1 1283/1922/1. The
original municipal boundary was the circuit of the fortification wall, but this was expanded 1910 to
encompass the area500 yards from the salient walls of the Venetian fortification.
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discussion with the UN offices who renovated the neighborhood in 2003 and 2004, only

scattered details can be found concerning its history. What can be surmised is that

beginning in the early 1900s the Evkaf offices, in conjunction with the British

administration, and using waqf funds, designed and built a planned and gridded

neighborhood with 72 row-house residencies for the city’s poor, primarily Turkish,

residents. This project has two important implications. First, it is the earliest example of a

social welfare project in Nicosia during the British period. Second, it is the first planned

neighborhood in the city. The plan consists of a single, straight road running east/west,

which is crosscut by five equally spaced roads running roughly parallel with the Kyrenia

Avenue adjacent to it. At the center of the grid, where the main horizontal road meets the

central vertical road, there is an octagonal public fountain. The housing stock is made of

wood and mudbrick and the facades of the houses form a continuous line in each of the

blocks formed by the grid. Each house also has a small backyard garden.

The  significance  of  this  project  is  twofold—form  and  function.  The  first,  form,

lies in its structural “uniqueness” for the period. The strict gridiron pattern has no

predecessor or parallel in Nicosia or on Cyprus at this time. Because of the lack of

historic documentation it is difficult to know the level of influence that the British had on

the morphological development of the neighborhood. One may assume that the played an

active role, but the grid pattern used here could also be the result of the Evkaf office

incorporating the building codes outlined by the tanzimat reforms in the greater Ottoman

world. The second significant aspect of this project was its function. This housing scheme

was directed at housing poor Turkish Cypriots within the city. It was not designed as a

traditional  development  for  profit,  rather  as  a  municipal  and  evkaf  charity  project.  The

long term impact of this project lies in the fact that it was exclusionary; it created a

concentration of Turkish Cypriots within the Ibrahim Pasha quarter, which, as discussed

in Part 2 of this chapter, became a core region for the Turkish Cypriot community

throughout the British Period, as well as into the enclave period on the island (1963-

1974).
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The Middle British Period (1920s through the early 1940s)

As  demonstrated  above,  the  early  British  Period  of  Nicosia  did  see  incremental

changes. As the city entered the World War 1 period, the trajectory of the urban affairs in

the capital became more intimately linked with external geopolitical developments.

Therefore, the discussion of the changes to the morphology of Nicosia during the 1920s

and 1930s first requires a brief review of the historical context in which the urban

development process unfolds. As discussed below and in Part 2 of this chapter, the events

unfolding in Europe and the eastern Mediterranean around this time had both a direct and

indirect impact on the residents in Nicosia.

As the Cypriots in Nicosia entered the early decades of the 20th century, the issues

of dual ethno-national identity among the population began to manifest themselves within

the urban fabric of Nicosia.469 Reactions to the success of the Greek army during the First

Balkan War (October 1912 to May 1913) in which the Ottoman Empire was severely

defeated by the Balkan League (Serbia, Montenegro, Bulgaria, and Greece), translated

into the first instance of intercommunal fighting between Greek and Turkish Cypriots in

1912. Though the violence associated with the riot was not widespread, it did strain the

relationship between the two Cypriot communities. Along similar lines, though the island

was not embroiled directly in the First Balkan War, the indirect political ramifications

were quickly realized as it led to the solidification of the Greek Cypriot’s Hellenic

identity. The British, for their part, inadvertently exacerbated latent ethno-national

associations through not only its support of the Ottoman Empire, but also in urging the

Kingdom of  Greece  to  join  the  conflict  on  the  side  of  the  Balkan  League  to  counteract

Russian influence in the region. The victory over the Ottoman Empire and the territorial

469 There is no direct evidence that the communities on Cyprus shared any ill will concerning the 1897
Greco-Turkish War (March 24th to September 30th) which was the result of over territorial aspirations of the
Kingdom  of  Greece  over  the  Thessaly  region  as  well  as  for  control  over  Crete.  In  this  short  war,  the
kingdom of Greece lost to the Ottoman Empire.
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Figure 7.3: Figure Ground of Nicosia's Built Environment (Extracted from 1911 and
1927 Department of Lands and Survey 1:500 Maps).
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Figure 7.4: Samanbaçe neighborhood extracted from Department of Lands and Surveys
1927 Map of Nicosia). Photograph by the author.
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gains it achieved following the Treaty of London, further entrenched Greece’s

geopolitical aspirations of the megala idea. Thus, the growing support for Greece by the

British Empire quickly found its way into Cypriot politics and was, one may argue, the

impetus for Winston Churchill’s statements concerning the “greekness” of Cyprus and

his support for enosis (as  discussed  in  Chapter  5).  The  activation  of  the  Greek  Cypriot

primordial association with Hellenism was furthered by the offering the island to Greece

if  it  joined  the  war  on  the  side  of  the  allies  at  the  outset  of  World  War  I.470  However

these discussions were cut short when Greece refused the offer, and subsequently on

November 2nd 1914, Britain annexed the island.

The ramping up of ethno-national rhetoric in the form of enosis coupled with the

defeat of the Ottoman Empire during World War I did contribute to an increased level of

intercommunal suspicion that did not exist in any overt way prior to the 20th century in

Nicosia. Similarly, the war between Greece and Turkey between 1920 and the victory

over the Greeks at Smyrna in 1922 contributed to the further activation of latent ethno-

national sympathies. The Greek Cypriots continued their push for enosis, and the Turkish

Cypriots began to be more exposed to Kemalist nationalism coming out of Turkey.

Following the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923, Turkey officially recognized Britain’s claim

over Cyprus and in 1925 the island became a Crown Colony. This official transfer of

power  signaled  a  new  trajectory  for  the  Cypriots,  but  even  with  the  possibility  of  the

island returning to Turkish control removed, the Orthodox Church continued its push for

enosis, thus further alienating the Turkish Cypriot minority.

The issues surrounding enosis came  to  a  head  in  1931  when  the  Greek  Cypriot

community leaders found out that the taxes the British had been collecting from the

Cypriots were actually being deposited in the Bank of England to repay the British for

loans given to the Ottoman Sultan in the 1850s during the Crimean War. The

unhappiness over the tax sparked protests and further intensified calls for enosis. In

Nicosia, the Greek Cypriot protest started within the Old City but later erupted into a riot

that  led  to  the  Governor’s  House,  which  was  burned  to  the  ground.  During  the  riot  no

470 See Ehrlich (1979) pg 9.
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Turkish Cypriot areas were attacked, but as a precautionary measure the police did

cordon off the entrances to the Turkish Cypriot neighborhoods along the route of the

protest. Following the enosis riot, the Governor, Ronald Storrs, suspended the

Constitution, which translated into the suspension of the Legislative Council.471 The

period between the wars was one rife with external influences that stimulated the further

activation of latent identities, especially pronounced within the social psyche of the

Greek Cypriots at this time. The question is: what impact did these external geopolitical

have on the socio-spatial configuration in Nicosia?

While there is little evidence available in the built environment to demonstrate

emphatically that the external events resulted in any structural reconfiguration within the

city, it is possible to see a shift in the residential patterning of the city and its environs

that, over time, facilitated communal separation within the urban fabric of the city. While

the  evidence  presented  in  Part  2  of  this  chapter  does  show  a  steady  communal

polarization within Nicosia during this period, on a structural level, the inter-war period

helped further configure the physical space which bounded the events during the inter-

communal conflict of the 1950s and 1960s. Thus, the focus of this section is to outline the

urban growth pattern during the interim period between World War I and World War II

while simultaneously identifying the key issues that appear in the city’s geography  that

carry over into the successive periods as points of continual contention.

As discussed above, the urban fabric of Nicosia during the 1920s and 1930s,

exemplified by the map of Nicosia by the Department of Lands and Survey in 1927,

shows a clear pattern of urban infill development within the city. During this period,

Nicosia experienced unprecedented growth in both building construction and population

numbers. Residential and commercial “thickening,” as shown in figure 7.3 above, led to a

loss of open-space and increased population densities within the walled city. As the

population grew within the quarters, stresses associated with municipal services and

issues  of  overcrowding  led  to  the  rapid  expansion  outside  of  the  walls.  The  immediate

471 See Georgehallides (1979 and 1985) for a comprehensive review of the events of 1931.
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environs begin experience growth and development along the ring road as well as within

the nearby satellite villages at a rate similar to that of the walled city.

The question remains, why were so many people moving to the Nicosia region?

Attalides (1981) attributes this growth to the rapid in-migration into the city from the

countryside. In his opinion, which is derived from the 1922 Surridge report on the rural

indebtedness, this movement was underway because of the faltering agricultural

economy.472 The collapse of the agricultural economy was due to a series of agricultural

surpluses coupled with the mechanization of farming on the island which translated

quickly into rural unemployment. As Christodolou (1959) states, the unneeded laborers

moved into the city to find work. The influx of people was not evenly distributed between

the two communities; rather, as the discussion in Part 2 suggests, the Greek Cypriot

population saw a surge in numbers in their sections of Nicosia and the resultant

residential density motivated those who could leave to do so.

The rapid rates of in-migration into the city have led many scholars to assume that

the  outward  growth  was  solely  the  result  of  the  process  of  the  wealthy  Greek  and

Armenian families moving outside the walls in what has been termed the “emulation of

the British.”473 The premise of this idea is that the wealthy families built large homes

with gardens following British designs and it is the most widely accepted assessment of

the changing morphology of the city in the late 1920s and 1930s. While the movement of

wealthy out of the city did contribute to new residential development outside the walls,

especially in the region south of the walled city near the suburban village of Ayios

Omolyitades,  the  general  pattern  of  outward  urban  expansion  was  actually  the  result  of

British policies aimed at remedying the lack of housing for their employees.

Much  of  the  urban  expansion  in  the  Nicosia  vicinity  was  the  result  of  the

government’s  earmarking  of  tens  of  thousands  of  pounds  for  multiple  projects  to  build

472 See SA1 486/31 for further discussion concerning the rates of rural indebtedness during the 1920s and
1930s.
473 See Attalides (1981) pg 109; Markides (1998) pg 133; and Hocknell et al (1998) pg 148.
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residencies for the British officials outside the walls.474 These houses for the officials

were to be large, three to five bedroom houses built in the areas south of the city around

the village of Ayios Omolyitades, and provisions were made for a series of smaller

bungalows for lower ranking staff in the same area.475 While the projects did provide new

housing for the administration, it was not sufficient to meet demand. Rather than relying

on the Public Works Department, the administration developed a scheme whereby it

would supply private owners with materials to construct pre-designed houses on available

lots. The private owner/builder would then turn over the house to the government for

three to five years for residences for British employees. After the three to five year period

was  over,  the  ownership  of  the  house  would  revert  to  the  builder  to  do  with  as  they

pleased. Though the files did not provide details as to the number of houses built under

this scheme, the government program provides a more solid explanation for the presence

of numerous, identical private houses dating to the 1920s through 1940s situated around

Nicosia and its immediate environs.

The building of government officials housing by the PWD in the early 1890s

around the Government buildings is documented by Schaar et al (1995), but the above

archival record clearly demonstrates that the administration was actively siting new, large

houses in the southwestern corner of the city while simultaneously facilitating the

building of smaller, pre-designed houses in many places around the city. Thus, the initial

sprawling of the city to the south and west was less a product of wealthy Cypriots

escaping the confines of the Old City, rather it was a reflection of the administration’s

effort to house its employees. The end result, however, was that with the outsourcing of

housing construction to local developers and the fact that they would receive ownership

after  three  to  five  years.  Thus,  the  long  process  of  depopulation  of  the  Old  City  had

begun. As new residences came online for British staff, the older houses would be sold or

rented out by their original builders, and as the demographic structure of the Nicosia

474 See SA1 1415/1920/1 for further discussion. The file includes plans of house types, budgets, and
recommendations for placement of structures around the Nicosia region.
475  See SA1 1415/1920/3.
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region shows, those that took up residence within the former British houses were

predominately Greek Cypriot. The process was slow, but as the need grew for more

housing around the government offices to the south and west of the city,  so too did the

expansion of the city and its wealth follow that same trajectory.

With the outward movement of people from the old city, Markides (1998) states

that wealthy Greek Cypriot business men began buying up the vacant houses and renting

them out to the rural in-migrants.476 The Greek Cypriots that moved outside the old city

began to take up residency in the neighborhoods to the south (Strovolos) and west

(especially in the villages of Ayios Dhimitios and Enkomi) of the city, which is evident

from census results. The 1930 census data show that these villages were growing rapidly

and the residents were predominately Greek Cypriot and British nationals. The census

data also show that during this time of outward expansion of the Greek Cypriot

population, the majority of the Turkish Cypriot population remained within the city walls.

As discussed in Part 2 below, Turkish Cypriot in-migrants into the region were forced to

locate within either the Old City or within the small satellite village of Omorphita, the

only mixed village in the vicinity of Nicosia as well as the only center of Turkish Cypriot

population outside the walls within a few miles distance. The end result of this outward

movement, as stated by Hocknell et al (1998), was that during the 1930s and into the

1940s, the wealthier inhabitants moved to areas outside the walls and into outlying

suburbs “while the poorer strata of the population, with newcomers from the countryside

or low income families, remained in the old core which had become the center of twilight

bars and prostitution.”477

As further population expansion occurred outside the walls, the municipality

responded by expanding its boundaries to encompass those areas (see figure 7.5).478

Though the official boundaries of the municipality did grow, the overwhelming majority

476 See also Hocknell et al (1998)
477 Hocknell et al (1998) pg 148.
478 See SA1 1283/1922/1. It was expanded in 1923 sand in 1938 to include the residential and commercial
structure  adjacent  to  the  walled  city  situated  along  the  ring  road  as  well  as  up  to  the  boundaries  of  the
villages of Ayios Dehmetios to the west, Ayios Omolyitades to the south and Paliouriotissa.
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of its residents still lived within the old city walls.479 The municipality, then, was faced

with the common predicament of allocating resources. As the wealthy fled the old city for

housing in the suburbs, and the old city began to suffer from the early stages of

disinvestment and overcrowding, the municipal projects required a reconfiguration to

meet the demands of both the population within and outside the walls. The Municipality

and Public Works Department undertook a number of major projects to upgrade the city’s

water and sewer systems, the fire brigade, the electric grid, and road systems, but due to

budget constraints a majority of new projects were undertaken outside the walls, with

only stabilization projects occurring within the walled city.480 Concerning road

development, the increase in the number of automobiles on the island further exacerbated

outward movement as the municipality opted to plan for new road networks outside the

city  rather  than  alleviating  the  congestion  experienced  on  the  narrow  roads  of  the  Old

City.481

479 According to the 1946 census, Nicosia’s population totaled 34,485 (24,967within the walls and 9,518
outside).
480 See SA1/739/1943/1 for information regarding the advancements to the municipal Fire Brigade.
Concerning advancements to the water system see SA1 995/1932, SA1 1130/1938, and SA1 1513/1928/1-3
in which it was stated that in 1929 only 7 percent of the supplied water of Nicosia was going to residences
outside the walls. For information regarding the electrification schemes see SA1 509/1931/2 and /5,
481 SA1 1012/1931. The Nicosia Commissioner writes “The congestion of the traffic in the most thickly
populated parts of Nicosia has always been an important question for the municipality especially during
the last decade when motor cars were increasing their numbers tremendously.” Continuing “Apart of that,
the state of the streets in the town is such that, every person who wants to build a new house for himself has
built and is building it in the Nicosia environs just to get the benefit of the air and sun.” Continuing “This
will soon turn Nicosia inside fortress into a heap of ruins, in fact, certain parts are exposing that aspect
from now. It was the duty of the Municipal Corporation to do something to check this and the only way to
do it, was, to provide Nicosia with proper roads just to attract people to build their residences inside too.”
However, “It is quite obvious that the greatest congestion of traffic is on Lydra Street and just to widen the
Lydra Street into a 30 ft road . . . shall require a tremendous sum.” He continues, “there is no doubt that
the most valuable property in Nicosia stands on Lydra Street, just to turn the value of these properties into
a normal state there must be created a rival road going parallel to Lydra Street. So I have planned the new
entrance and road leading from the ramparts Royadike near Tripoli bastion to Konak Square” The
commissioner says that new road investment in the old city needs to be undertaken or “it appears to me that
the only alternative to the adoption of these or similar plans is that alluded to by Salahi Effendi, namely
that Nicosia within the walls should be left to its fate, and the building of a new town outside the walls be
undertaken instead.”
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Figure 7.5: The urban growth pattern of 1920s and 1930s Nicosia and its environs.

Ostensibly, Nicosia followed an urban growth pattern similar to any burgeoning

city of the 1920s and 1930s; the urban core was being incrementally abandoned by those

of means creating a rise in suburban sprawl and early core disinvestment. The British

insistence on building outside the Old City, which began soon upon their arrival on the

island as addressed above, became even more acute as populations grew within the Old

City  walls.  The  residential  schemes  put  into  place  by  the  administration  to  house  their

employees quickened the pace of outward expansion from the core. Under the British

building paradigm, individual developers would be supplied with materials to build

homes within the suburbs for the administration and after five years could do with the
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structures as they pleased (which resulted in the early pattern of movement of Greek

Cypriots outside the old city to the south and west).

The presence of numerous extant houses from this period in the Nicosia region

today, especially concentrated in the Ayios Omolyitades and Ayios Dhemetrios areas,

demonstrate the extensiveness of this building campaign. As a result of this outward

expansion, the Nicosia Municipality struggled to maintain the delicate balance of

supplying the newly acquired, and wealthier, areas with modern municipal services while

maintaining those same standards within the now decaying walled city. This pattern of

outward growth and uneven allocation of resources became the status quo for the city as

it entered into the World War II period, and though the island was not directly involved

in the war, the impact of the global catastrophe left its direct and indirect marks. It is to

this final phase of the development of Nicosia that this study now turns.

Late British Period (1946 to 1960)

As Cyprus entered the World War II period (1939 to 1945), a number of dramatic

changes were taking place around the built environment of Nicosia. The most immediate

issues were that of war-time scarcity putting all major projects on hold and the

capitalizing on people’s fears by landlords who, in the atmosphere of uncertainty and

scarcity, raised their rents within the city.482 After a brief synopsis of the impact of this

rent restriction on the city’s physical and social fabric, this section turns to the post-war

patterns of development and how they impacted the evolution of Nicosia into a divided

city.

Impact of the Rent Restriction Law of 1942

Concerning the rental rates in Nicosia, the administration found that the rates

tenants were being charged were on average being increased by 50 percent or more. To

curtail further gouging the administration passed the Increase of Rent (Restrictions) Law

482 See SA1 1212/1939. The excuse for the raising of rents was based on the increased cost of living
expenses. The Law stipulated that increases to rental rates could not exceed 8 percent a year and any tenant
who was overcharged that could receive the excess back from the landlord.
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of 1942.483 This law, aimed at protecting tenants from further price gouging, froze rental

rates at the 1939 level and allowed for eight to ten percent increases per annum. The

effect of this law was three-fold. First, though it caused much unhappiness on the part of

the landowners, it allowed for in-migrants to be able to afford living within the city.

Second, as a result of the affordability, more and more in-migrants moved into the walled

city, and according to the 1946 census, nearly 63 percent of the dwelling units within the

city were rentals. This percentage represents an important shift in the demographic

profile within the city.

No longer were the residents in the Old City long-term home owners with a

vested interest in the maintenance of buildings and interpersonal relationships in the spirit

of creating a lasting, resilient social fabric; rather, the population living within a majority

of Nicosia’s residential units were outsiders who were unaccustomed to living in a dense

urban environment, let alone potentially sharing limited space and resources with

someone of the other community. Third, the rental restrictions caused landowners to lose

money on their investments and so in order to recoup their losses they did not invest in

the upkeep of the units. The structures began to degrade due to chronic neglect within the

Old City.484 In the end, the rent restriction law did protect the tenants, often poor or

marginalized in-migrants, from wartime price gouging, but the long term impact was the

transformation of the city from the vibrant urban core of the early 20th century to an

urban system whose fabric was in decline both structurally and socially.

Suburban Development and the Workers Housing Schemes in the Nicosia Region

Immediately following the end of WWII, the British Colonial Office gave a

number of Colonial Development and Welfare (CDW) grants to aid in the post war social

and economic development of the city. The government and the Municipality used these

CDW grants to build a number of workers housing complexes around the city. Two such

483 Cyprus Gazette. October 22nd 1942.
484 The common interpretation of the neglected condition of the buildings Walled City is that the residents
fled as a result of the Turkish invasion in 1974 and not by absentee Greek landlords in 1946; see Petridou
(1998).
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workers housing schemes, Neapolis and Omorphita are of particular importance to this

study. Since it is impossible to discuss every workers housing scheme around the Nicosia

region, special emphasis is placed on these two projects because of their design and

because both serve as examples of the British “experimentation” with urban and social

design.  Neapolis  serves  as  a  model  for  the  early  stages  of  the  implementation  of  these

neighborhood design schemes, whereas Omorphita combines not only the issue of design,

but also the persistent issue of intercommunal competition within the city.

The Neopolis Neighborhood

The “Neapolis” neighborhood is located outside the walls of the Old City of

Nicosia to the north of the Kyrenia Gate (see Figure 7.6). Though no archival data could

be found on this development, a limited discussion of its overall shape is important. The

overall plan of Neapolis consists of a semi-rectangular neighborhood surrounded on all

four sides by main thoroughfares. Two primary roads lead from each corner of the

rectangle and meet at a central roundabout. Within this central circle eucalyptus trees

surround a small playground. On the eastern and western halves of the site two half-circle

roads form curvilinear blocks of single-family houses. The northern and southern

portions of the neighborhood are formed into rectangular blocks by straight roads

connecting with the two main crossroads. The plan of this neighborhood is strikingly

similar to the schematic drawing of the ideal city done by Ebenezer Howard in his 1898

work Garden Cities of To-morrow, and it represents the first instance that the British

actualized a project on the island almost entirely in-line with the ideal of the Garden City

Movement that had permeated into the mainstream of British mainland urban planning at

the time.  Presently, the area has retained its original form and function as a single-family

residential neighborhood.

Though Neapolis was designed in the “garden city” or “new town” format, it

lacked the substance of a “new town,” according to British planners such as Abercrombie
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who visited the island in 1946.485 This substance included a school, industry, commercial

retail centers, markets and restaurants. Therefore Neapolis was only schematically similar

to  the  ideal  garden  suburb,  a  façade  that  the  British  planners  on  Cyprus  felt  they  could

exceed in subsequent projects.486

Figure 7.6: Location and Design of Neapolis (extracted from the 1961 Department of
Lands and Surveys map of Nicosia.

The Omorphita Workers Housing Scheme

In 1946 the Public Works Department and the Municipality allocated a portion of

a CDW grant of £172,000 for infrastructure development costs to build another workers

housing complex on municipal land north and west of the Kyrenia Gate and southwest of

the village of Omorphita (see Figure 7.7 below.).487 Though the design did not include

the radiating and curvilinear streets, it fell closer to the mark of Abercrombie’s

485 See his discussion in Abercrombie (1947).
486 For further discussions concerning town planning in Cyprus see the report By Kendall in 1944 (SA1
1003/1944/1-2).
487 For a detailed discussion of the Omorphita Workers Housing Scheme see SA1 849/1944/1-4.
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“substance” of a new town/garden city. This project was to include around 270 housing

units and was to be built in two phases (“B” which was the first phase of the project and

“A” which was completed in the 1950s).

The implementation of the plan followed the pattern of the British staff housing

process outlined above. Private contractors would be given the supplies to construct the

house as well as a £100 incentive for each house completed. The government subsidized

the purchase of land and provided £150 towards the construction of the houses. The

house would then be rented to “working class” families at a fixed, subsidized rate of £1

per-month for three years. After the three year period the tenant was to be given the

option to buy the house. To dissuade favoritism on the part of the landowners, the

Municipal Council would review and select tenants from a list and as the plan states

“allocation of houses to tenants to be left to the decision of the municipal council for the

time they are in office.”488 With this configuration in place, the build-out of the plan

began.

As planned, Zone “B” consisted of 103 separate house and garden plots centered

by a large recreational ground surrounded by pedestrian pathways (Figures 7.8 and 7.9).

North of the recreation ground was the neighborhood school that was surrounded by trees

on both sides providing a shaded play area for children. The neighborhood was bounded

on all four sides by roads along which there was very little development at the time. At

each corner lot, a dense tree stand was planted marking the extent of the neighborhood.

Zone “B” included two residencies dedicated to the schoolmasters, two shops, one large

coffeehouse, and a health center. The design won high praise from the administration.

Concerning the large coffeehouse and the two flanking market shops, the Commissioner

of Nicosia said they were “a great improvement on the ordinary soul of the village shop,

and in line with the houses may set a new standard in suburban village building.”489

Another official states in the same file, “submit for your information, Omorphita will

rival Welwyn Garden City . . .” The chief secretary, Reddaway, was so impressed with

488  SA1 849/44/3.
489 SA1 849/1944/A.
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the Omorphita design that he states that in order for the Municipality to get any funding

for other workers housing schemes, the plans must follow the Omorphita design.490

Zone “A” was constructed to the south of Zone B. It was completed in the middle

1950s and it followed the pattern of a gridded neighborhood. It did not include the

amenities added to the plan in Zone “B,” but the housing construction was of a higher

caliber than most other residencies in the region North of Nicosia, making it a desirable,

though restricted place. In total, around 270 houses in all were built with a stated capacity

of around 600-800 people. The Public Works Department standardized the house designs;

they were required to be built of concrete and stone, with a finished stone façade. Each

was to have tiled roofs and arched entranceway and a balcony. Most of these houses were

built  as  duplexes  so  as  to  conserve  building  supplies  and  save  construction  time.  They

each had a private latrine and out building, as well as a backyard for a garden.

Early on in the implementation of the Workers Housing Scheme in Omorphita,

there  were  signs  of  trouble  associated  with  the  project.  The  first  issue  centered  on  the

selection  of  the  tenants  by  the  municipal  council  members.  Two  concerns  were  raised,

first was the potential use of the allocation of houses for political gain.  According to the

minutes of SA1 849/44/3, “Councilman Panayiotis Cacoyannis disagreed with this

proposal on the grounds that councils would abuse their discretion for political

purposes.”

The second issue surrounded the equitable allocation of rental units to both

communities. The concern was that the Greek Cypriot members would favor Greek

Cypriot  applicants  and  vice-versa,  thus  creating  the  first  signs  of  a  real,  or  possibly

perceived, issue of restricting access. This issue of access translated from the review of

the list of possible tenants down to access to the construction sites. In one instance, a

490 SA1 849/44/3
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Figure 7.7: Location of Omorphita Workers Housing Scheme (extracted from 1961 Map
of Nicosia by the Department of Lands and Survey)

Figure 7.8: Layout Plan of “Zone B” of the Omorphita Workers Housing Scheme (SA1
849/44/3)

“A”
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Figure 7.9: Plans of Omorphita Workers Housing Scheme. a) House design, b) Shops, c)
Coffee shop. (SA1 849/44/3). Photographs by the author.
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Greek Cypriot builder was found to be using Turkish Cypriot workers, and soon the

Greek Cypriot workers called for a strike. As the minutes of SA1 849/44/3 state “Mr.

Mavvides was employing three labourers who were members of a Turkish trade union.

This provoked the Greek trade union to require the dismissal of these men and when Mr.

Mavvides refused to do so, the Greek trade union called out those of its members who

were working for Mr Mavvides on strike and picketed the site.” Though partially an issue

of competing unions, the fact that the builders were associated with unions of their own

community shows a subtle issue of communal separation; however it also demonstrates

the heightened sensitivity toward access to the site (and potentially getting one’s name on

the potential tenants list).

 A  final  issue  with  the  project  that  came  to  light  after  the  plan  was  essentially

completed was—what would happen after the three year period when the owner could

dispose of the property however they saw fit? Objections were raised concerning the fact

that after the three year rental period the landowner could either raise the rents or sell the

house and the area would no longer be affordable to the working class. Unsurprisingly, at

the end of the first three-year cycle these concerns materialized. As the Nicosia

Commissioner reports, “on the first day of the 4th year with no government restrictions

landowners began to force out tenants and secure new owners and higher rents (£5-7 per

month) or move in themselves.”491 He continues by saying “the original character of the

neighborhood as a workers quarter has begun to disappear, because the landlords have

been free to trade in the workers house or sell them.”

The construction of the Omorphita Workers Housing Scheme between 1945 and

the early 1950s exemplifies the complexities of urban life in the culturally diverse

Nicosia region. Not only were there issues concerning access to jobs during the project,

but also access to the finished product. The Municipal Council, dominated numerically

by Greek Cypriots, had the power to select who would be given access to rent these units

and with any situation whereby completion for a limited resource is present, emotions are

always heightened.  Though the fear of abuse or misuse of this power was a real, the most

491 SA1 849/1944/2/N.
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important issue at stake concerning access was that of the stipulation of allowing for a

tenant reconfiguration after three years.

The builder/landowner was able to either force out the working class families

through charging higher rent, or was able to move in themselves or sell it outright. Any

potential for communal balance and equity to the houses was soon lost to the fair market,

and  for  the  most  part  those  with  the  means  to  buy  the  house  or  afford  the  higher  rents

were  Greek  Cypriots.  The  end  result  was  a  working  class  housing  scheme  along  the

southern extent of the mixed village of Omorphita that was incrementally transitioning to

a wealthy, Greek Cypriot dominated area. These unresolved issues surrounding access to

the Omorphita estate remained at the forefront of the minds of the Turkish Cypriots in the

region, and as is shown in the following chapters, Omorphita estate became the epicenter

of communal violence in the Nicosia region in the late 1950s, but especially in December

1963.

The Impacts of other Municipal Endeavors

With the increased post-war emphasis placed on developing and modernizing the

built environment and the infrastructure of Nicosia, the city began to develop rapidly. In-

migrant levels intensified as Nicosia became a magnet for those looking for employment

and the result was a dramatic increase in population levels around the region. Nicosia

experienced growth not only within the confines of the Old City, but also within the

newly developing areas outside the walls.492 As above, the pattern of growth followed the

predetermined path of intensification of residential structures to the south and west of the

city in the direction of the government offices. The influx of residents into the city region

further exacerbated issues of overcrowding and flight from the walled city by the

wealthy, further eroding the physical and social dynamic within the old city walls as

alluded to previously in this section. Even with the increased colonial investment within

492 According to the 1946 census, the population of the city grew from around 22,000 in 1931 to a
population of 33,696 (24,967 lived within the walled city while 8,270 lived outside in the suburbs—
roughly 25 percent of the overall population of the city).
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Nicosia and its environs, the municipality found it difficult to keep pace with the

demands of all areas of the city.

To alleviate some of the issues associated with the rapid population growth, the

government embarked on an aggressive project to develop the entire Nicosia region (with

much of the emphasis being placed on regional integration. One example of this is the

further development of numerous housing schemes within the suburbs of the capital. In

line with the Neapolis and Omorphita schemes, the government established a Housing

Committee to study the housing conditions within the region and they concluded that the

region would benefit from further government housing construction within the western

and southern sections of the city.493 In total, over 600 sites were approved in nearly every

suburb of Nicosia, with the majority being located in Ayios Dhemetios, Enkomi and

Strovolos (all to the west and south of the city). Thus the pattern of outward movement of

population radiating in a southwestern trajectory continued throughout the 1940s and

1950s.

In 1946 the Municipal boundary was expanded and the nearby village of Ayios

Omolyitades was annexed by the city (see Figure 7.10 below). The new regions that had

developed to the south and west of the city also fell within this new urban boundary. As

the city expanded, so too did its plans for infrastructural development. The city embarked

on a project to develop its electric grid and road network, as well as its water and sewer

lines. The development of these modern urban amenities was planed along the lines of

maximizing future regional integration and thus, with the pattern of population growth

radiating  out  along  the  southern  portion  of  the  city,  the  expansion  of  the  infrastructure

followed suit.494

Between 1946 and 1949 the Nicosia water board developed a plan to increase the

municipal water supply service from 500,000 gallons per day capacity to 850,000 gallons

493 See SA1 1111/45.
494 See SA1 969/145/1, SA1 912/1935, SA1 1012/1931, SA1 754/1939 for information regarding road
construction. See SA1 509/1932/2-3 and SA1 960/1948 for a discussion of the expansion of the electric
capacity of the region. Concerning the Nicosia Water Supply Scheme of 1949 see SA1 701/1939.
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Figure 7.10: The urban growth pattern of Nicosia and its environs in the 1940s

per day. The plan, referred to officially as the Nicosia Water Supply Scheme 1949, states

that no new lines would be installed in the Old City, but new emphasis would be placed

on expanding capacity outside the walls (especially Kaimakli, Omorphita,

Palouriotissa).495 The  resulting  plan  reflected  the  overall  disproportional  balance  in  the

urban growth dynamic of the period. As Figure 7.11 below demonstrates, the majority of

495 SA1 1300/1952/2 includes the Annual report of the Water Supply and Irrigation Department which
states that the 1949 scheme is dedicated to the increased supply of water to the areas outside the city walls
including Kaimakli, Ormophita, Palouriotissa. “Within the walls, for financial reasons, no improvement of
the existing system of pipes is planned and the Nicosia Water Commission, which now serves the old city,
will continue unaltered. The old town will benefit only in that a greater quantity if water will be made
available for delivery to new customers by the Nicosia Water Commissioner.” See also SA1 702/1939
below.
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the new and/or expanded capacity was constructed in the southern and western sections

of the region (with a major trunk-line running to Strovolos to create a closed loop) along

with capacity being afforded to the Greek Cypriot suburban villages of Beyuk Kaimakli

to  the  north  east  and  Paliouriotissa  to  the  east.  As  one  can  see,  although  these  regions

gained larger water capacity, there was minimal expansion in the northern neighborhoods

(mostly meeting the needs of the new workers housing schemes in the area).

The expansion of the new water lines logically follows the growing population

numbers  within  the  southern  section  of  the  region,  but  the  result  reflects  the  long-term

disinvestment trend in the northern sections of the Nicosia region. Any potential for

future expansion north of the Old City would be severely hampered by the lack of

available infrastructure (water and roads) and therefore the costs of development in those

regions would be inhibitive. Any new residential, commercial, or industrial development,

then, would gravitate to the south and west due to lower overhead costs and the end result

was further expansion of the city in those directions—all to the detriment of the north. As

a result, the Turkish Cypriot residents of the Old City remained locked within the walls

due to the lack of adequate numbers of new houses constructed north of the city.496 The

lack of capacity in the northern areas during this period severely restricted growth in that

area, thus concentrating the Turkish Cypriot community into the confines of the decaying

Old City. This lack of access to infrastructure represents a hitherto unexplored facet of

the communal conflict that erupted in the late 1950s and early 1960s.

As both communities continued the pattern of population growth, the Greek

Cypriot communities were able to expand outside the walls in an uninterrupted fashion

and the infrastructure development followed suit; however, in the Turkish Cypriot areas

of the city, growth was restricted and the community rightly began to notice the

imbalance. Intensified density and lack of access to urban amenities became the norm in

the northern section of the city so when the Greek Cypriot EOKA campaign took up arms

496 As described in Part 2, the Turkish Cypriot community was being forced into a limited number of
quarters in the northern section of the Old City, and the Greek Cypriot areas formed a near impenetrable
barrier for Turkish Cypriot residential expansion south of the Paphos-Hermes Street corridor.
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Figure 7.11: 1949 Water Scheme Map for Nicosia (SA1 701/1939) and Water Scheme
map with ethno-religious affiliation of Nicosia's Quarters.

against the British in 1955, with the stated goal of enosis, the already marginalized urban

residents of Nicosia intensified their suspicions as the union with Greece would, in their

opinion,  lead  to  even  further  restrictions  of  access  to  the  physical  space  and  socio-

political representation in Nicosia. The impacts of this unbalanced infrastructure

development is further discussed in Part 2 of this work and serves as the backdrop of the

inter-ethnic violence discussed in Chapters 8 and 9.

The pattern of development that intensified during the 1940s continued to shape

the city along the pre-established path of growth southward and westward (see Figure

7.12). According to the 1960 census, more people in the Nicosia municipality lived
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outside  the  walls  of  the  old  city  than  inside.497 The  rent  restrictions  continued  to  be

enforced into the 1950s causing the further neglect of the Old City’s urban fabric and a

1951 housing survey found that in Nicosia, as well as all the major towns, 22 percent of

the people were living in “overcrowded conditions.”498 As more people moved into the

city and the affluent continued to move further out, there was further need for municipal

projects to expand services. During the early 1950s the emphasis was on building new

roads to keep up with the outward expansion of the city, and this was due mainly to the

ability of people to travel farther distances with the automobile. Between 1946 and 1958

the number of people per motor vehicle decreased from 112 per vehicle to 14.8 per

vehicle (4,060 vehicles in 1946 and 17,334 in 1954 and 36,262 in 1960), and nowhere

were the demands of a vehicular owning population greater than in the capital city.499 To

meet this demand, the Public Works department had built 741 miles of road by the mid

1950s.500

As the  bulk  of  the  city’s  population  began  to  spread  outside  of  the  Old  City,  so

too did the commercial centers. While most of the economic activity remained along

Hermes and Ledra Street (running north/south between the Larnaka and Kyrenia Gates),

but  as  the  city  grew  along  its  main  arterial  roads  radiating  out  of  the  Old  City  the

businesses followed. Present day Makarios Street became a second business and

commercial district, which made the price of real estate around it increase exponentially.

In his 1959 Planning Report of Nicosia, The Director of Town Planning, Morris, detailed

the uncontrolled outward growth of the city. He described the southward expansion of the

city to be the result of land speculation that then caused leapfrog development and

subsequent ribbon development along the main roads.501 Morris further articulates the

497 According to the 1960 census, the total population of Nicosia region was around 98,000 people with
45,629 living within the municipal boundary (roughly 25,000 living within and 20,000 outside the Old City
walls) and 49,886 living in the suburbs.
498 See the 1952 Report of the Housing Committee in SA1 1656/1952/1.
499 See SA1 1688/1955, SA 1196/1959, and CW1 1747 (SA1 597/1959).The data can also be found in the
1946 and 1960 censuses.
500 See SA1 1377/1950/3.
501 See CO 451/94/01 and SA1 1196/1959. In his report housed in this file he states “The main problem to
be faced was occasioned by the holding back of land ripe for development in an urban area for speculation.
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high land prices as the catalyst for the outward sprawl of the city in the 1950s. The

prevalence of the automobile allowed for more people to live further out, thus forcing the

boundaries of the city to expand even farther. As indicated on Figure 7.13 below, Morris

calculated the 1959 Nicosia land values per donum (in British pounds) and the results

clearly demonstrate the direction the city was growing as well as the growing

concentration of wealth outside of the city.502

The impact of the urban sprawl of Nicosia coupled with exorbitant land prices

afforded  Nicosia’s  residents  wishing  to  move  and  new in-migrants  to  the  city  only  two

real options. Those moving internally as well as the in-migrants, who were generally

poor, had two possible avenues for living in this atmosphere of inflated land values. First,

they could find a unit to rent or buy in the decaying Old City. Second, they could live

farther out in the less expensive satellite villages, more than likely in regions dominated

by their co-religionists. The results of this movement either increased population

densities within the Old City quarters, or quickened the pace of outward sprawl; in the

case of Nicosia, both occurred simultaneously.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS FOR PART 1

At the time of the British transfer of power to the independent Republic of Cyprus

in August 1960, the city of Nicosia and its region had evolved from a sparsely populated

Ottoman capital to a modern “Europeanized” city. The British Period certainly did see an

expansion of the city outside the walls, which intensified following World War II. The

city, whose Old City urban structure was for the most part formed via successive layering

dating back to the Lusignan Period, posed a special challenge for the administration.

While  the  early  focus  was  on  updating  the  sanitary  conditions  of  the  city,  emphasis

moved to modernizing the build environment and the expansion of more modern

As a result of land speculation development was scattered, the provisions of services made uneconomic, the
cost of private house building enhanced and the acquisition of land for public purposes was made
unnecessarily expensive.”
502 One donum translates into1,000 square meters or roughly 1/3 of an acre.
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Figure 7.12: The urban growth pattern of Nicosia and its environs in the 1950s.
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Figure 7.13: Nicosia land valuation based on the 1959 Morris Report.
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infrastructure. The paved roads, the electric grid, the telephone service, and updated and

expanded sewer and water lines were all added during the British Period.

The  results  of  the  1960  census  demonstrate  that  the  administration  was  very

effective in modernizing the city’s infrastructure, even with the explosion of population

growth in the region. By 1960 around 98 percent of the city’s population inside and

outside the walls had electric service. Around 60 percent had piped water, and most

residences had some form of sewage system (though many units within the Old City had

individual septic systems). The road network, which was non existent outside the walls as

late as the 1920s, had nearly 800 miles of paved roads, and the system, though stressed,

had the capacity for thousands of vehicles per day on the road system. So, from an urban

development perspective, the British Period was extremely beneficial to the residents of

the capital.

As emphasized above, however, the urban configuration of Nicosia did have its

inequalities. As wealthy residents moved from the old city into new construction, or into

former housing for British officials, the Old City experienced a rapid transformation to a

primarily renter-occupied region with very little upkeep done on the buildings coupled

with a general pattern of neglect by the municipality. This led to a densely packed Old

City core whose space was shared by two communities whose relations had been strained

by outbursts of ethno-nationalistically fueled riots. As the country and city moved into

the period of the EOKA revolt against the British, the two communities within Nicosia

soon devolved into open conflict. Unhappiness over the marginalization felt by the

residents within the Old City, and in the Turkish Cypriot quarters especially, created an

atmosphere of distrust and latent animosity that added to the conflict that erupted

between  the  two  communities  in  1956.  The  discussion  of  the  devolution  of  the  two

communities into open conflict is discussed further in Chapters 8 and 9.

While Part 1 of this chapter detailed the physical development of Nicosia, it

purposefully underscored the social changes that were occurring at the same time within

the matrix of the built environment in Nicosia. The spatial parameters of the city and its

immediate environs act as a container within which the human drama of Cypriot social
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polarization was unfolding. Part 2 of this chapter outlines the changes experienced within

the quarters of the city during the British Period. Through the use of Census data from the

decennial British censuses, it chronicles the gradual partition of the Greek and Turkish

Cypriot community within Nicosia. It also seeks to answer the important question--is the

communal polarization in Nicosia unique, or does it reflect wider changes across the

island as a whole?

PART 2: CHRONICLING THE CHANGES TO THE SOCIAL GEOGRAPHY OF NICOSIA AND

CYPRUS DURING THE BRITISH PERIOD

As stated in the introduction of this chapter, Part 2 investigates the social changes

experienced in the Nicosia and across the island during the British Period. Section 1

chronicles  the  social  reconfiguration  of  Nicosia  and  relies  on  population  data  from  the

decennial censuses (1881, 1891, 1901, 1911, 1921, 1931, 1946 and 1960). The discussion

of population configuration and densities is supplemented with visual aids in the form of

graphs and maps showing the nuances of the ethno-religious configuration of Nicosia’s

quarters. Section 2 seeks to contextualize the demographic changes in the capital with the

demographic patterning of the entire island. Questions are asked concerning the

uniqueness of the city’s social geographical patterning including the extent to which they

mirror an island wide pattern of demographic change. The goal of Part 2 is to reflect upon

the accumulation of the impacts of the social, political, and physical changes experienced

within the city and across the island. As is shown, the data presented in these sections

serve as the clearest indicator of the pattern of gradual demographic shifts within Nicosia

and across the island as a whole at this time.

SECTION 1: CHANGES TO THE COMMUNAL CONFIGURATION OF NICOSIA

Demographic Profile of 1880s Nicosia

In 1881 the British conducted their first census of the island and at the final tally

there were 182,704 people living on the island with 11,148 living in Nicosia. The
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residential structure of the first decade of British control in Nicosia is rooted in the Late

Ottoman urban morphology. Under the Ottomans, as described in the previous chapter,

the city was divided into mahallas within  which  a mukhtar was elected to oversee

communal affairs. These mahallas, referred to as quarters during the British period and

beyond, were divided based on religious affiliation, though this does not mean they were

homogeneous or impermeable. Because the 1881 census administered by the British did

not  include  religious  affiliation  in  its  report,  researchers  are  held  to  secondary  sources

such as Jeffery (1983) to provide data as to the social configuration of the 25 quarters that

were carried over from the Ottoman period (See Appendix 1a and Figure 7.14). He states

that within the walls of Nicosia there was one quarter (Karamanzathe) that was Armenian

and one was Latin (Tophane). It can be assumed, however, that the presence of the

Armenian  Monastery  and  Latin  Church  drove  this  classification  and,  though  small,  the

Latin and Armenian communities were not entirely concentrated in these two quarters.

Jeffery also states that the Phaneromeni and Bazaar Quarters were mixed, though very

few people lived within the Bazaar quarter of the city and later it was dropped as a

distinct quarter. In relation to the Turkish and Greek Cypriot (Muslim and Orthodox),

there  were  a  reported  13  Muslim  and  seven  Orthodox  quarters,  the  latter  of  which

dominated the south and eastern section surrounding the Archbishopric.503

The outlines of the quarters often correspond to the route of the nearest road and it

is difficult to know if the residential patterning was divided in such a way that Muslims

lived  on  one  side  of  the  road  and  Orthodox  on  the  other  (forming  an  invisible  barrier

down the middle). Two points, however, can be hypothesized: 1) there was frequent

mixing of populations along the interface zones between each quarter during the

503 The Orthodox quarters included Tripiotis, Ayios Savvas, Ayios Antonios, Ayios Ioannes,
Chrysaliniotissa, Ayios Kassianos, and Ayias Loukas. The Muslim quarters included Tabakhane,
Neubetkhane, Omerghe, That el Kale, Arab Achmet, Khorout Effendi, Iplick Bazaar, Mamout Pasha,
Ibrahim Pasha, Abdi Darvoush, Ayia Sophia, Yeni Djami, and Haidar Pasha.
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Figure 7.14: Communal Distribution of Nicosia's Quarters in 1881(based on Jeffery
1983).

late  Ottoman  and  early  British  periods;  and  2)  the  fact  that  they  were  designated  by

religious group does belie that a substantial majority of the population throughout must

have been associated with the denoted classification. There were neither gates nor

cordons mentioned in any written source from the period (travelers or municipal

documents) nor mapped by Kitchener that would tell of a physical separation between

these quarters; any border etching, therefore, would have been exercised through the

presence of religious institutions or language on signs. A cursory investigation of the

architecture of these different quarters within the Old City done by the author could not
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identify a discernable difference in residential and commercial structures and patterning

that would have distinguished any affiliation of the residents.

Appendix 1a includes a table that presents not only the census results from 1881,

but also additional data concerning the number of people per quarter as well as the

overall geographic extent of the neighborhood and an average population density in

persons per square kilometer equivalent. By means of a general summation, of these data,

Nicosia  of  the  late  Ottoman  and  early  British  Periods  had  few  residents,  though  the

population density within the walls was equal to around 7,826 per square kilometer and

an average of 4.8 persons per inhabited unit.504 It also had a very high occupancy rate at

91 percent (2,645 available units and 2,414 inhabited housing units.505 The demographic

dynamic reflects the patterning discussed previously with the Greek administrative areas

being  centered  to  the  south  of  the  central  canal  (Hermes  Street)  and  the  Ottoman

administrative  buildings  to  the  north.  The  majority  of  the  quarters  in  the  city  were

Muslim and this concentration may reflect the privileged position of Muslims in the

Ottoman capital only four years before the British census.

Demographic Profile of 1891 Nicosia

The British Census of 1891 is important in two ways. First, it serves as the initial

opportunity to reflect on the changes to the demography of Nicosia as in 1881 there was

no point of similar comparison. Second, the census of this year made a concerted effort to

quantify the numbers and genders in each religious cohort. Because of the inclusion of

the religious affiliation of the Nicosia quarters in 1881 from Jeffery (1983) it is possible

to make rough assessments as to the demographic shifts, but as the later was not an

official count, the conclusions can only be considered tentative. This being said, one can

see a number of changes to the population of the city.

504 The diameter of the walled city is roughly 1.37 kilometers, so the population density followed the basic
population divided by area (πr2).
505 The average household density for Muslims was around 4.2 and the average Orthodox household
density was 6.43.



285

In 1891 the city’s overall population number grew from 11,148 to 11,154

equaling an addition of only six people. As is related in Appendix 1b, the demographic

breakdown of the 11,154 included 4,388 Turkish Cypriots (Muslims) and 6,766 Greek-

Cypriot (Orthodox). These numbers indicate that the urban residential dynamic of 1891

equaled roughly 61 percent Greek and 39 percent Turkish Cypriots within the city, which

is roughly in-line with the 1881 proportion. The ethno-religious count undertaken by this

census gives an acceptable baseline by which to compare the demographic changes for

the proceeding censuses, but it is also valuable in that the raw numbers can be linked with

the quarters of the city to give a clear picture of the ethno-religious structure of each

quarter.

As described in the methodology chapter (Chapter 2), the census numbers were

linked with the corresponding quarter in GIS; this process allows for a data-driven

geovisualization of the social geography of Nicosia. Also, the numbers allow for a more

nuanced picture of the communal configuration of each quarter rather than the “winner

takes all approach” or the presence of more than ten of the other group equals a mixed

quarter  or  village.  Here  the  data  are  broken  down in  ten  percent  increments  for  a  more

subtle visualization of the population dynamics but in the text, for the sake of clarity, the

quarters are assessed by a 20 percent classification whereby 61-80 percent of one group

in the quarter classifies it as a majority in that region, where as 81-100 percent is equated

with a super-majority. “Mixed” quarters include a 60-40 percent population split (rather

than a traditional 50-50 percent classification) as this represents an adequate number to

assume integration.506

As one can see from Figure 7.15, there was a subtle calibration of the early British

period communal distribution as espoused in the 1881 map. When one employs the 20

percent classification, the geovisualization shows fewer super-majority areas (especially

Turkish Cypriot dominated quarters). As shown on Figure 7.14, Neubetkhane is the only

“mixed” quarter, where as there are eight Turkish Cypriot and nine Greek Cypriot super-

506 It is not possible to determine that the communities were actually mixed in these quarters or if the
number represents a diametrically polarized residential pattern that simply has nearly equivalent numbers
of each community within the boundaries of the quarter.
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majority quarters.507 Tabatkhane is the only quarter to fall within the margins of the

Greek Cypriot “majority” classification, though it is actually 80 percent Greek Cypriot.

On the other hand, there are four Turkish Cypriot quarters in which they are the

“majority” (Tophane, Omerghe, That el Kaleh, and Haidar Pasha). Looking at the spatial

data included in Appendix 1b for each quarter, the Geek Cypriot quarters had an average

density of 6,496 persons per square kilometer (ppkm2) with an average inhabited unit

density of 5.16 persons per unit (ppu), whereas the Turkish Cypriot quarters have an

average density of only 4,368 ppkm2 and  a ppu density of 4.21.508 Therefore, it can be

surmised from the data that the Greek Cypriot Orthodox residents of Nicosia were living

in much denser conditions than that of their Turkish Cypriot Muslim counterparts.

The significant changes to the demographic profile between 1881 and 1891

include the changing of Tabetkhane from Turkish Cypriot Muslim to Greek Cypriot

Orthodox and the merging of the Bazaar and Ayia Sophia quarters merged into one and

classifying it as having a Turkish Cypriot super-majority. The Neubetkhane quarter

which was Turkish Cypriot Muslim in 1881 became a mixed quarter in 1891 and the

mixed quarter of Phaneromeni changed to being a Greek Cypriot Orthodox super-

majority. All other quarters remained unchanged, but the 1891 classification scheme

presented in Figure 7.14 demonstrates that the quarters of Omerghe, Haidar Pasha and

Taht el Kaleh were not entirely Turkish Cypriot Muslim (averaging around 70 percent).

These subtle changes more than likely reflect the quality of data acquisition between the

1881 and 1891 censuses, but they also show how the city’s social structure was dynamic

rather than stagnant or rigidly compartmentalized. As is shown in later comparisons, the

demographic profile of a majority of the quarters changes dramatically during each

successive census year.

507 The Turkish Cypriot super-majority quarters include Tophane, Arab Achmet, Kourok Effendi, Iplick
Bazaar, Mahmout Pahsa, Ibrahim Pasha, Abdi Darvoush, Ayia Sophia, and Yeni Djami. The Greek Cypriot
super-majority quarters include Karamanzathe, Tabakhane, Phaneromeni, Tripiotis, Ayias Savvas, Ayios
Antonios, Ayios Ioannes, Chrysaliniotissa, Ayios Kassianos, and Ayios Loukas.
508 Nicosia’s average population density was 5,287 ppkm2, and it averaged 4.66persons per inhabited unit..
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Figure 7.15: Communal Distribution of Nicosia's Quarters in 1891 with corresponding
histogram and table demoting the number and percentage distribution of the
quarters.
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Two general conclusions can be made concerning the demographic profile of

Nicosia’s quarters in 1891. The first is that the Turkish Cypriot majority and super

majority quarters were located to the north of the Paphos/Hermes Street corridor (the

former central canal) and were predominately situated in a dense belt around the

administrative and commercial sectors of Nicosia. This reflects the aforementioned

analysis in which the Ottoman Muslims had a more privileged access to the political and

economic  structures  on  the  island  and  within  the  capital.  Also,  the  fact  that  the  Greek

Cypriot majority and super-majority were mostly located south of the corridor and near

the archbishopric does lend some credence to the thesis that the central canal was the de

facto boundary of the two communities during the late Ottoman period.

The second general conclusion that can be drawn from the census data is that the

two communities were geographically separated at this early period. The Greek Cypriot

super-majority quarters were almost entirely above 90 percent Orthodox (six of the nine

being 98 percent and above), where as five of the eight Turkish Cypriot super majority

quarters were above 94 percent Muslim. The presence of these virtually homogeneous

geographical entities leads one to the conclusion that late 19th century  Nicosia  was  a

highly fragmented city with pockets of dense ethno-nationally distinct areas. Though

there were no specific laws or barricades keeping the “other” out, the communities were

able to create subtle, covert and/or invisible boundaries to facilitate homogeneity at this

early stage.

Demographic Profile of 1901 Nicosia

In 1901 the city’s population increases dramatically from 11,154 to 13,594 (see

Appendix 1.c). This represents an addition of 2,440 people (over an 18 percent increase),

of which 5,198 were Turkish and 8,396 were Greek Cypriots; in 1901 the communal

proportion equaled 62 percent Greek and 38 percent Turkish Cypriot. Thus, from the

outset, the Greek Cypriot community saw a one percent increase in the overall population

dynamic since 1891. While the exact reasons for the dramatic population increase during

the precious decade remain unclear, Surridge (1922) discusses a number of droughts that
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plagued the island and decimated the agriculture sector leading up to 1901. The reasons

behind the in-migration aside, the general trend was that people who moved into the city

from across the island sought out their fellow co-religionists and settled within their

respective quarters.

As related in Appendix 1.c and in Figure 7.16 below, the influx of people into

Nicosia, coupled with natural growth within the established communities, began to alter

the demographic realities of the city’s quarters. In 1901 the quarters of Omerghe and

Tophane are classified as “mixed” where as seven Turkish Cypriot Muslim and ten Greek

Cypriot Orthodox quarters can be classified as having an ethno-religious super-

majority.509 There  are  three  quarters  that  can  be  classified  as  having  a  Turkish  Cypriot

Muslim “majority” (Arab Achmet, Ayia Sophia, and That el Kaleh) and only one Greek

Cypriot Orthodox quarter (Neubetkhane) can be classified as having a “majority.” The

spatial data included in Appendix 1c shows that the Geek Cypriot quarters had an average

density of 7,271 ppkm2 with an average inhabited unit density of 5.53 ppu, where as the

Turkish Cypriot quarters have an average density of only 4,975 ppkm2 and a ppu density

of 4.64.510 As  can  be  discerned  from  the  census  data,  both  communities  experienced  a

relatively large population growth within their respective quarters. The Greek Cypriots

saw a much higher population growth within their quarters than their Turkish Cypriot

counterparts and the influx of Greeks caused a dramatic spike in the density rates of

many quarters (Tripiotis, Phaneromene and Ayios Loukas all have a population density

higher than 10,000 ppkm2).

If one looks closely at the changes in the demographic profile of Nicosia’s

quarters between 1891 and 1901, there is a recognizable loss in the overall Turkish

Cypriot share of the city’s geography. The quarters of Topkhane and Omerghe were

classified as Turkish Cypriot majority regions in 1891, but by 1901 they are “mixed,” and

509 The Turkish Cypriot super-majority quarters include Kourok Effendi, Iplick Bazaar, Mahmout Pahsa,
Ibrahim Pasha, Abdi Darvoush, Haidar Pasha (which is actually 80.5 percent), and Yeni Djami. The Greek
Cypriot super-majority quarters include Karamanzathe, Tabakhane, Phaneromeni, Tripiotis, Ayias Savvas,
Ayios Antonios, Ayios Ioannes, Chrysaliniotissa, Ayios Kassianos, and Ayios Loukas.
510 Nicosia’s average population density across all quarters was 6,346 ppkm2, and its average ppu was 5.04.
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though the numbers of each community grew in these quarters, the Greek Cypriot

population numbers grew more rapidly and thus tipping the balance in their favor in these

quarters. Similarly, Neubetkhane changed from a “mixed” classification in 1891 to a

Greek Cypriot majority in 1901. In the traditional Turkish Cypriot quarters north of

Hermes Street, the quarters of Arab Ahmet, Iplick Bazaar, and Ayia Sophia saw a

decrease in the overall population share, though conversely the quarters of Haidar Pasha

and That el Kaleh saw an increase in the proportion of Turkish Cypriots within each.

The basic social template of Nicosia established in 1891 carried into the 20th

century city. The social fabric of the capital was polarized though no physical barricades

or overt signs were present preventing free movement and cultural exchange within the

urban network. The residential patterning of near homogeneous ethno-religious quarters

quantified in the 1891 census continued as the norm in 1901. Of the ten Greek Cypriot

super-majority, eight quarters had over 92 percent majority (six had 99 percent and

above), while only three of the seven Turkish Cypriot quarters had over a 93 percent

majority. Thus the pattern of densely inhabited, near homogenous Greek Cypriot quarters

south of Hermes Street remained in place in 1901. The demographic transformation that

followed the influx of the 2,700 new residents was most apparent in the mixed and

majority Turkish Cypriot quarters. Within these regions, more and more Greek Cypriots

took up residence within these quarters and outstripped the population numbers of the

resident Turkish Cypriots. With this transition, the Turkish Cypriot Muslims, who

dominated 13 quarters in the 1880s were now seeing their share of the city’s geography

shrink precipitously.



291

Figure 7.16: Communal Distribution of Nicosia's Quarters in 1901 with corresponding
histogram and table demoting the number and percentage distribution of the
quarters.
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Demographic Profile of 1911 Nicosia

During the decade between 1901 and 1911 the population in Nicosia continued to

grow. In 1911 the city’s population was 14,817, an increase of 1,233 from the previous

census. Of this number 5,054 were Turkish Cypriot Muslims and 9,763 were Greek

Cypriot Orthodox, equaling a proportion of 66 percent Greek and 34 Percent Turkish

Cypriots  within  the  walled  city.  This  number  reflects  a  four  percent  jump in  the  Greek

Cypriot community’s numbers and a four percent decrease in that of the Turkish Cypriot,

and this configuration represents negative growth (144 less than in 1911) within the

Turkish Cypriot community.511

The demographic pattern established in the 1901 census, in which the Turkish

Cypriot  community  saw a  rapid  decrease  in  their  overall  share  of  the  city’s  geography,

continued through out the decade and is discernable in the 1911 results (see Figure 7.17

and Appendix 1.d). The Omerghe quarter remained “mixed” in 1911, but the formerly

mixed quarter of Tophane becomes a Greek Cypriot majority quarter. The Arab Ahmet

quarter, formerly a Turkish Cypriot majority quarter, now becomes “mixed,” signaling

the continued expansion of the Greek Cypriot community north of Hermes Street. When

the census results were published in 1911 there were only six Turkish Cypriot super-

majority quarters, while at the same time the Greek Cypriot super-majority quarters

remained at ten.512 Tophane  transitioned  into,  and  Neubetkhane  remained,  as  Greek

Cypriot “majority” quarters, while Iplik Bazaar, Khorouk Effendi, and That el Kaleh can

be counted as Turkish Cypriot “majority” quarters.

Overall the density trend of the past censuses continued. The Greek Cypriot

community’s population growth within its established super-majority community quarters

began to create a problem of overcrowding (Ayios Loukas had the equivalent population

511 This is possibly a reflection of higher mortality verses birth rates as well as an out-migration from the
capital into the northern suburbs, and an influx of Greek Cypriots from around the island. See Attalides
(1981).
512 The Turkish Cypriot super-majority quarters include Mahmout Pahsa, Ibrahim Pasha, Abdi Darvoush,
Haidar Pasha, Ayai Sophia, and Yeni Djami. The Greek Cypriot super-majority quarters include
Karamanzathe, Tabatkhane, Phaneromeni, Tripiotis, Ayias Savvas, Ayios Antonios, Ayios Ioannes,
Chrysaliniotissa, Ayios Kassianos, and Ayios Loukas.
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density of 11,268 ppkm2 while  the  Tripiotis  quarter  had  a  density  equivalent  to  that  of

15,365 ppkm2), and in the newly classified majority quarter of Tophane, the population

density equaled 13,638. In general, the Greek Cypriot population density across its

quarters was equal to 8,337 ppkm2 and their average ppu was 5.35. Within the Turkish

Cypriot quarters the average population density was 4,716 and the ppu average equaled

4.39.513  If one compares these numbers to the results of the 1901 census, it is clear that

the increased in-fill development discussed in the previous section allowed for less

density per unit, however the increased buildings coupled with the population growth still

resulted in increased overall population densities for both communities. The consumption

of buildable space within the city began to reach the city’s carrying capacity, and as the

populations continued to rise, especially in the Greek Cypriot community, there began a

trend to alleviate the city’s population pressures through not only development in the

remaining open space within the city but also the spread of populations outside the walls.

In comparing the urban configuration of the 1911 census verses that of the 1901

city, the demographic reconfiguration pattern established in 1901 continued within the

city through 1911. The Tripiotis quarter transitioned from mixed to Greek Cypriot

majority,  and the Arab Ahmet (now mixed),  Kourouk Effendi,  Iplik Bazaar and Taht el

Kaleh all saw a shift away from Turkish Cypriot numerical domination to that of only

being slightly the majority population within those quarters.  The generalized population

trends that are discernable from the data presented in Figure 7.16 is that: 1) the Greek

Cypriot super-majority quarters continued to be infused with larger numbers of co-

religionists, retaining the near homogeneous nature of these areas, and 2) the influx of

Greek Cypriots, coupled with the diminishing numbers of Turkish Cypriots within the

city,  resulted  in  the  expansion  of  the  Greek  Cypriot  community  into  the  traditional

Turkish Cypriot dominated quarters.

513 Nicosia’s average population density across all quarters was 6,906 ppkm2, and its average ppu was 4.91.
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Figure 7.17: Communal Distribution of Nicosia's Quarters in 1911 with corresponding
histogram and table demoting the number and percentage distribution of the
quarters.
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 Thus, Nicosia of 1911 remained an ethno-religiously polarized city, but new

areas such as Arab Ahmet, That el Kaleh, and the Iplik Bazaar and Khourok Effendi

quarters were transforming into interface zones whereby traditional communal

boundaries were being challenged. The movement of Greek Cypriots north of the Hermes

Street (central canal) divide demonstrates the fluid nature of the urban realities of

Nicosia. The pattern of Turkish Cypriot population and geographical contraction that

started incrementally in 1891 and 1901, quickened in 1911 and this trend continues into

the proceeding decades.

Demographic Profile of 1921 Nicosia

As  the  Cypriots  enter  the  second  decade  of  the  20th century, the issues of dual

ethno-national identity among the population begin to manifest themselves within the

urban fabric of Nicosia in a much more concerted way than in previous decades. Though

Cyprus was not directly involved in the conflicts of the period as discussed in the

previous section, the tense, ethno-nationally charged geopolitical atmosphere of the

World War I period did percolate into the sociopolitical realities of Cyprus and its capital.

When  one  looks  at  the  demographic  profile  of  the  city,  it  is  possible  to  see  how  these

influences further exacerbated intercommunal separation. The Census data show,

however, that the polarization was neither abrupt nor violent; rather, the city’s social

dynamics continued the patterns established in the previous decades. The one major

change, however, was the expansion of the municipal boundaries to include the built

areas surrounding the ring-road that followed the course of the Venetian walls and up to

the boundaries of the villages of Paliouriotissa to the east and Ayios Omolyitades to the

south  (see  Figure  7.5).  The  boundaries  of  the  city’s  quarters  changed  to  reflect  the

expansion; however, the new territorial size skews the comparison of population densities

between previous associations—though as a whole, the emphasis on population density

remains an important one.

As shown in within Nicosia, the overall population grew to 17,739 from the

previous count of 14,817 (a 2,922 increase, around 20 percent); see Appendix 1.e and
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Figure 7.18. Of this general count in 1921, there were 6,477 Turkish Cypriots and 11,262

Greek Cypriots within the municipal boundaries (equaling a proportion of 63 percent

Greek Cypriot and 37 percent Turkish Cypriot). In 1921, three quarters (Arab Ahmet,

Omerghe, and Taht el Kaleh) are classified as “mixed” while five quarters retain a

Turkish Cypriot super-majority classification. On the other hand, there are ten Greek

Cypriot quarters that receive a super-majority classification. The quarters of Ayia Sophia,

Yeni Djami, and the newly combined Iplik Bazaar/Khrouk Effendi are classified as only

having a Turkish Cypriot “majority,” where as the quarter of Ayios Loukas is now

classified as having only a Greek Cypriot “majority.”

Between 1911 and 1921 the municipality reconfigured the boundaries of a

majority of the quarters within the Old City and the boundaries of six quarters were

expanded  outside  the  confines  of  the  walls.514 Though  the  exact  comparison  of  the

population densities in 1921 is impossible, the averages of the new quarter boundaries

remain consistent in spirit with the pattern established in the previous censuses. The

Greek Cypriot, even with two of its quarters seeing a major expansion, remain living in

dense  conditions  overall.  Overall,  the  community’s  residential  density  was  equal  to  an

average of 7,452 ppkm2 and their ppu density was 5.61. The Turkish Cypriot inhabitants

also experienced an increased population density in which their average ppkm2 was equal

to 5,544 and their persons per unit number was 4.55. The population density of the

Turkish Cypriot community was at its highest rate ever and the density of the Greek

Cypriots was at its second highest level, and this includes the expansion outside the walls

into the less dense developments along the ring-road. So, even though the boundaries

were expanding geographically, the influx of people, coupled with natural population

growth, continued the pattern of urban density numbers that strained the municipal

service structure.

514 The quarters outside the walls include Ibrahim Pasha, Arab Ahmet, Yeni Djami, That el Kaleh, Tripiotis
and Ayios Ioannis.
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Figure 7.18: Communal Distribution of Nicosia's Quarters in 1921 with corresponding
histogram and table demoting the number and percentage distribution of the
quarters.
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The pattern of the diminishing number of Turkish Cypriot majority and super-

majority regions continued through the war years in Cyprus. The former Turkish Cypriot

majority quarters of Arab Ahmet and Omerghe that became mixed in 1911 remained as

such in 1921; the That el Kaleh quarter, though, transitioned into a mixed quarter

between  the  two  censuses.  North  of  the  Paphos-Hermes  Street  corridor,  the  Turkish

Cypriot quarters of Yeni Djami and Ayia Sophia saw an increased proportion of Greek

Cypriot residents moving into the area, creating two quarters with only a Turkish Cypriot

majority in each. Some of this change may be a result of the Yeni Djami quarter being

split in two (the new quarter being named Ay. Kavouk) and the Ayia Sophia quarter’s

boundaries being moved east to consume a small portion of the western edge of the Ayios

Kannianos and Chrysalinotissa quarters. The three quarters of Mahmout Pasha, Ibrahim

Pasha, and Abdi Dervoush remain the core of the Turkish Cypriot community, a fact that

has remained unchanged since 1891 (all three have above a 90 percent Muslim majority).

South  of  the  Paphos-Hermes  Street  corridor,  the  core  quarters  of  the  Greek  Cypriot

remain unchanged in the fact that they are all above 90 percent Greek Cypriot and form a

near homogeneous belt along the entire southern portion of the city.

This seemingly impenetrable belt is important to emphasize as it acts as an

interrupt between the Turkish Cypriot community to the north who are mostly held to

within the walls of the old city (with the Kyrenia Gate and Yeni Djami opening leading

outside  the  walled  city  at  this  time),  and  the  British  administration,  whose  offices  and

residences began moving southward and eastward in the direction of Governor’s

residence near Strovolos.  This demographic situatedness put the Greek Cypriot

community in a much more advantageous position concerning access to Government

offices and officials than were available to the Turkish Cypriot community. Thus as

addressed in Part 1 above, the morphological pattern of outward and southward growth

placed the Turkish Cypriot communal areas at the relative margins of the city, and as was

discussed in the previous section, most of the infrastructural investment favored the

southern and western portions of the city, and as some may argue to the detriment of the

Turkish Cypriot community in the northern sections.
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Demographic Profile of 1931 Nicosia

As discussed in Part 1, the increased ethno-national rhetoric in the form of enosis

coupled with the defeat of the Ottoman Empire as well as the Kingdom of Greece (loses

incurred during World War I period and Smyrna Campaign of 1920-1922 respectively)

did percolate into the Cypriot community identity matrix. The Greek Cypriots intensified

their push for enosis and the Turkish Cypriots began to be more exposed to Kemalist

nationalism  coming  out  of  Turkey.  The  question  is,  to  what  extent  did  these  events

influence on the demographic profile of the capital? One would assume the answer would

be a dramatic increase in polarization, far beyond the established pattern of diminishing

Turkish Cypriot share of the city’s space.

According to the 1931 Census data presented in Appendix 1.f and visualized in

figure 7.19 below, the population of Nicosia was 22,910 which is an increase of 5,171

from the 17,739 level in 1921 (a greater than 25 percent increase). Of this total

population above, the Greek Cypriot community numbered 15,333 and the Turkish

Cypriot community numbered 7,578 (equaling 67 percent Greek and 33 percent Turkish

Cypriot and representing a nearly four percent decrease in the overall Turkish Cypriot

share of the population). In 1931 the city had three mixed quarters (Iplik Bazaar/Korout

Effendi, Ayios Loukas, and Takt-el-Kala), and five Turkish Cypriot super-majority and

eleven Greek Cypriot super majority quarters.515 The Turkish Cypriot community is only

at a majority level in Ayia Sophia and Yeni Jami, while the Greek Cypriot community

achieved “majority” level status in the Arab Ahmed quarter.

The  Turkish  Cypriot  community  was  retracting  into  smaller  regions  of  the  city

while the influx of Greek Cypriots allowed for further expansion into traditional Turkish

Cypriot areas. This concentration brought with it higher population densities across all

quarters in the city. The Greek Cypriot population remained the highest as far as

population density with an average equaling 8,266 ppkm2 and a ppu density of 5.79, while

515 The Turkish Cypriot super-majority quarters include Mahmout Pahsa, Ibrahim Pasha, Abdi Charvoush,
Ay Kavouk, and Haidar Pasha. The Greek Cypriot super-majority quarters include Karaman Zade, Tabak
Khan, Top Hane, Nebet Khane, Phaneromeni, Tripiotis, Ayias Savvas, Ayios Antonios, Ayios Ioannes,
Chrysaliniotissa, Ayios Kassianos, and Omerieh (which is around 80.5 percent Greek Cypriot).
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the Turkish Cypriot community was experiencing density levels never before seen by that

community (7,607 ppkm2and  a ppu or 4.86). Across Nicosia both communities were

seeing a rapid in-migration of people from the countryside due to the mechanization of

the agricultural sector, rural indebtedness and successive droughts forcing many off their

land (as described in Part 1 Section 2). As the people migrated to the city, they primarily

moved into the available units within the quarters dominated by their co-religionists. It is

during this movement into the city that began in 1921, intensified in 1931, and peaked

following World War II that people, who were unaccustomed to dense urban living

standards and sharing space and services with the other community, began to develop

their feelings of distrust and suspicion.

The major demographic shifts worth noting between 1921 and 1931 occurred in

the areas that were experiencing a steady population replacement that started in the early

20th century. By 1931 the mixed quarters of Arab Ahmed and Omerieh transitioned into

Greek Cypriot majority and super-majority areas, and the traditional Turkish Cypriot

quarters of Ayia Sophia and Iplik Bazaar /Korout Effendi saw a decrease in the overall

proportion of that community when compared to the Greek Cypriot community numbers.

Iplik Bazaar/Korout Effendi became a mixed quarter and Ayia Sophia was only

marginally a Turkish Cypriot majority area. Traditional Greek Cypriot areas were not

immune to the demographic shifts experienced in Nicosia at this time.

The traditional Greek Cypriot majority area of Ayias Loukas became mixed in

1931. These changes to the social geography in Nicosia reflect the continuing pattern of

the retraction of the Turkish Cypriot community into a smaller geographical area

concentrated around the Kyrenia Gate. The trend toward the movement of Greek

Cypriots into quarters north of the Paphos-Hermes Street corridor continued unabated

between 1921 and 1931. The increased population from around the countryside continued

to raise the density rates within the city, and as the 1927 building survey shows, the city

had achieved a near full build out. The loss of open space and the saturation of people

and buildings within the walled city quickened the movement of the wealthy out of the



301

Figure 7.19: Communal Distribution of Nicosia's Quarters in 1931 with corresponding
histogram and table demoting the number and percentage distribution of the
quarters.
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city and into the western and southern suburbs, leaving behind a urban system populated

for the most part by renters and in-migrants.

Demographic Profile of 1946 Nicosia

The post-World War II period ushered in a series of dramatic changes to the

demographic realities of Nicosia. As addressed in Part 1, the influx of colonial

development money and the transition of Nicosia to a tertiary sector economy brought

with it a wave of in-migrants into the city’s metropolitan region. The population of the

city grew from around 22,000 in 1931 to a population of 33,696 (24,967 lived within

while 8,270 lived outside the walls). Of the total population, 21,587 were Greek Cypriots

(64 percent of the population), 8,701 were Turkish Cypriots (26 percent of the

population), and 3,388 were classified as “others,” though mainly consisting of British

nationals,  Armenians,  and  Maronites  (10  percent  of  the  population).  As  one  can  see  in

Appendix 1.g and Figure 7.20 below, the social geography of the city had changed

dramatically between 1931 and 1946. There were no quarters that were classified as

mixed between Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities; rather, the only truly “mixed”

quarter was Iplik Bazaar/Korout Effendi. Karaman Zade was the only quarter to have a

majority of “others” while the quarters of Arab Ahmed and Ayios Andreas (formerly Top

Hane) were Greek Cypriot majority areas with an “other” minority.516 The Greek

Cypriots retained a super-majority in eleven quarters while the Turkish Cypriots

constituted a super-majority in only three quarters (Mahmout Pahsa, Abdi Chavoush, and

Ay Kavouk). The Turkish Cypriots were the

516 According to SA1 726/1945 “On 12th of October 1945 Turkish Cypriot municipal council members of
the Nicosia Municipality wrote the Commissioner of Nicosia stating “The whole Turkish community of
Nicosia came to know, with great regret and surprise, that by proclamation published in the Gazette of the
30th of Aug 1945, the historical Turkish name of “Top Khane Quarter” is being substituted, for no reason
whatever, by a Greek name, viz., “Ayios Andreas Quarter”. The Turkish Community have been unable to
assign any reason for this unexpected and unnecessary change in the name and we wish to discard from
our minds that the real object of the change is due to the project to build a new church in the quarter in
question and call it Ayios Andreas. “Knowing the British people’s love for tradition and their antipathy for
changes of this kind, we appeal to YE on behalf of ht Turkish Community, to reconsider this matter and
give directions for the re-instatement of the old and historical name “Top Khane”, which has been in use
for the last 370 years.”
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Figure 7.20: Communal Distribution of Nicosia's Quarters in 1946 with corresponding
histogram and table demoting the number and percentage distribution of the
quarters.
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majority in Ibrahim Pasha, Ayios Loukas, Ayia Sophia, and Haidar Pasha, while the

Greek Cypriots were the majority in the That-el-Kala and Omerieh quarters.

The contraction of the Turkish Cypriots into an even smaller geographical space

within the old city is evident in the dramatic shift in the population densities of the city.

Within the Greek Cypriot quarters the average population density was 8,440 ppkm2, only

slightly higher than the density rates of 1931, and with an average ppu of 4.43. The

Turkish Cypriot community, on the other had, saw a spike in the population density rates

in their quarters. Where as in 1931 the average density equaled 7,607 ppkm2, in 1946 the

density rates skyrocketed to 12,178 ppkm2 (though the ppu actually decreased from 4.86

to  4.36).  Whether  by  choice  or  covert  coercion,  the  Turkish  Cypriot  community

experienced a near doubling of population densities within their majority quarters.

The important changes between 1931 and 1946 lie in the transition of the Taht –

el-Kala quarter from that of a mixed region to that of a Greek Cypriot majority as well as

the  dramatic  shift  of  the  Yeni  Jami  quarter  from  a  Turkish  Cypriot  majority  area  to  a

Greek Cypriot super-majority area. Similarly, the Ayios Loukas quarter transitioned from

a mixed region to that of a Turkish Cypriot majority, and the long standing Turkish

Cypriot super majority areas of Haidar Pasha and Ibrahim Pasha are downgraded to only

being a majority area. By 1946 the expansion north of the corridor became acute and the

pattern of Turkish Cypriot displacement started decades before reached its climax. The

western  section  of  the  city  was  heavily  imbued  with  British  and  other  community

members, while the quarters that had gate openings had become dominated by the Greek

Cypriot  community.  Thus  the  pattern  of  limited  access  to  areas  outside  of  the  walls,  as

well as to the administrative offices, continued to marginalize the Turkish Cypriots.

CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE DEMOGRAPHIC HISTORY OF NICOSIA

The 1946 Census represents the last window into the social geography of

Nicosia’s quarters; the 1960 census generalizes the numbers of those inside and outside

the walls, but does not include data specific to the individual quarters within the

municipal boundary. So, the demographic realities of 1946 serve as the baseline by which
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to understand how the city looked during the outbreak of violence that occurred in the

city between 1956 and 1958. However, some important conclusions and associations can

be made concerning the socio-political progression of the city. The first point is that the

census data clearly show that the quarters permeable (see Figure 7.20 below). Members

of each community could move into any quarter without official objection. However,

there were, one may surmise, a number of non-disclosed mechanisms employed,

especially within the Greek Cypriot super-majority quarters, to keep members of the

other communities from gaining access to those regions (Ayias Loukas being the

noticeable exception). This leads to the second point. The accepted narrative of the Greek

Cypriot community was one of peaceful coexistence and cohabitation. The census

numbers  show,  however,  that  this  coexistence  within  the  confines  of  the  Old  City  was

highly polarized from the outset of the British period, and this polarization continued into

the late 1940s. Many of the super-majority quarters had less than one percent of the other

community living within their boundaries leading to the conclusion that many parts of the

city were ethno-religiously homogeneous entities.

Finally, the pattern of urban densification experienced by both communities in

Nicosia returns this study to the discussion of the model of the progression of urban

division. As discussed in Chapter 4, the two most important contributing factors to any

outbreak of urban violence are population pressures and proximity. As populations flow

into a dense urban environment, they tend to bring with them prejudices and suspicions

of the other, with whom they are unaccustomed to sharing space or resources. As the

trend continues of more people filling in the urban space, proximity becomes an issue as

dense urban areas compete for limited municipal resources. The areas that see the largest

rates  of  population  growth  in  a  city  often  become  the  interface  zones  between  the

members of the two communities and as the second model concerning resilience and

social equilibrium espouses, minor events multiply in their intensity and magnitude in a

charged environment and at some point a seemingly innocuous event will trigger a

catastrophic
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Figure 7.21: Changes to the Demographic Structure of Nicosia 1891 to 1946
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wave of events that rip the city apart. The unequal urban development and the social

polarization experienced by the residents of Nicosia over its 80 year trajectory under

British control unfortunately points to a near inevitability of some form of socio-political

division.

SECTION 2: ANALYSIS OF THE GEOGRAPHY OF ETHNO-RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION

ACROSS THE ISLAND

The historical demography of Cyprus is a contested issue. As discussed in

Chapter 5, population analysis serves the state in that the numbers are utilized for

bolstering the ethno-cultural narratives on both sides of the Cyprus divide. The historic

record pertaining to Cyprus’ population is utilized to prove that the majority of Turkish

Cypriots on the island were actually tax-dodging Greek Orthodox converts to Islam, or to

show how the two communities have cohabited peacefully in the same geographic space

through the distribution of maps and statistics showing the interspersed nature of Greek

and Turkish Cypriot villages around the island prior to the 1974 invasion.517 Though the

pre-British numbers are suspect, the British decennial censuses serve as a valuable

repository for the analysis of the communal structure on Cyprus. Data included in these

censuses afford researchers and politicians ample evidence for the existence of historic

mixing of the Cypriot population and nearly every source on the history and politics of

Cyprus included some derivation of the census numbers as they pertain to the presence of

mixed and/or homogeneous villages. Often the numbers presented differ dramatically,

begging the question from whence the data they were using originated and what

statistical methods were they using to derive these numbers.518  It  is  the purpose of this

517 The  Press  and Information  Office  of  the  Republic  of  Cyprus,  in  conjunction  with  the  Department  of
Lands and Surveys, continues to distribute the island-wide map of the Population of Cyprus on which each
village has an associated pie-chart showing the number of Greek and Turkish Cypriots from the 1960
census.
518 For example Patrick (1976 pg 8) states “the number of population centres between 1881 and 1970 has
decreased from about 700 to approximately 600 (N.B. Figure 1-5). In 1891, 346 of the 702 population
centres were composed of both Greek-Cypriot and Turk-Cypriot residents. By 1970, only 48 of 602 centres
could be classified as 'mixed' . . .” whereas Bose (2007 pg 79) states “According to one estimate there were
114 "mixed" population centers on Cyprus in 1960 alongside 509 homogeneous settlements—392 Greek
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section, then, to further advance the study of the population dynamic of the island during

the British rule by linking the census numbers for each village around the entire island

with its corresponding location in GIS. This process serves two purposes: 1) it aids in the

geovisualization of the changing demographic patterns around the island over the 82

years period (including the changes in number and locations of villages); and 2) it allows

for a spatially linked analysis of the changing pattern of ethno-religious identity in each

village. The two main questions asked in this section are 1) to what extent is the island’s

population mixed and how does this change over time? and 2) does the demographic

polarization experienced in Nicosia correspond with the patterns of demographic change

across the island, or is the city unique in its gradual ethno-religious division?

As discussed in Chapter 2, the methodology incorporated in this section is

straightforward. The British Censes of 1881, 1891, 1901, 1911, 1921, 1931, 1946, and

1960 were entered into an excel file and then linked with there corresponding village in

GIS. Though an arduous task, the results show an unmistakable pattern of gradual

polarization across the island as well as the ever increasing number of ethnically

homogeneous villages (and, some may argue, regions). Contrary to the various forms of

data analysis used in previous studies to discuss the presence of mixed villages (any

village with around 10 of the minority group), or the lack thereof (holding to a strict

50:50 proportion), this study follows the template of analysis utilized in the above section

(20 percent increments with a “mixed” classification equaling a 60:40 proportion) to help

better demonstrate the nuances of ethno-religious identification at a macro-level scale. In

the section below, the results of each census are presented following a mixed format

approach. Not only are the statistics discussed, but graphs and a map for each period are

included in a fashion similar to the above section on the changing patterns of Nicosia.

This island wide geovisualization is the first of its kind, and the results should help

reconfigure the entrenched ethno-national narratives on both sides of the current Cyprus

divide.

Cypriot, 117 Turkish Cypriot.” Though she admits that the presence of ten of the other community would
classify a villages as mixed.” See also Calotychos (1998)
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Ethno-Religious Affiliation of Village Populations in 1881

According to the Superintendent of the Census’s Summary, the Island of Cyprus

had a total population of 183,431 and of this population 42,638 were Muslims (23

percent) and 140,793 were “non-Muslims” (77 percent), however further data concerning

the  religious  affiliation  of  the  island’s  population  stops  there.  Therefore,  the  census  of

1881 provides a tenuous start to the discussion of communal religious affiliation on

Cyprus as it did not collect any information pertaining to the religious identity of the

Cypriots. Similar to the situation in Nicosia, the information concerning the religious

affiliation  of  the  island’s  residents  comes  from a  third  party.  In  the  case  of  the  island’s

communal structure, the source that this study relies upon for the 1880s period is the

1881 Survey of the Island of Cyprus done by Kitchener at the request of the colonial

government. The map he created included not only exquisite details concerning the

topography and biotic landscape of the island, but it also included many details

concerning the social landscape of Cyprus. His map includes the locations of the nearly

700 villages on Cyprus at the time including their names and, when available, the

village’s religious affiliation.519 After this map was digitized and combined and

georectified in GIS, the villages were converted into a point file and the names and

religious affiliation were entered into the geodatabase. It is from this georeferenced

Kitchener map that one can create a rudimentary baseline of the ethno-religious

affiliation of the villages across Cyprus.

As shown in Figure 7.31 (included at the end of this section), the Muslim villages

he marked follow a similar pattern to those of the earlier De mas Latrie map in that the

Muslim villages appear in most parts of the island, but they are concentrated along the

southern and western foothills of the Troodos Mountain range (though a few are also

located along its northern foothills) as well as along the foothills of the Kyrenia range and

the  eastern  Messaoria  Plain  (north  and  west  of  Famagusta  as  one  moves  up  to  the

Lefkoniko Pass. In total, Kitchener marks 88 villages as “Muslim” and 275 as

“Orthodox.” The 300 other villages are not identified by Kitchener and these are marked

519 Orthodox villages were marked with a cross and Muslim villages by a crescent.
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on Figure 7.31 as “unidentified,” as it is not possible to know if these villages were

mixed, or at least without a recognizable majority, or they did not provide his

cartographic survey with the proper information. Kitchener makes no mention of his

classification scheme in his write-up of the survey.

Though any conclusions that can be drawn from this map are tenuous, certain

important conclusions can be drawn. First, when looking at the number of villages

counted in the 1881 Census, Kitchener’s survey was able to mark 363 (over half of the

island’s villages) with confidence concerning the religious affiliation of that population.

This overt affiliation dynamic, one may argue, demonstrates that there was a distinct

geographic pattern of separate ethno-religious villages across the island. The one main

draw back of this data set is that it does not include proportions of the population in each

village, nor does Kitchener outline his methods of assessment, so overstating any

conclusions is suspect. However, as one moves into the analysis of the 1891 census, it is

possible to begin the analysis of the social landscape across Cyprus.

Ethno-Religious Affiliation of Village Populations in 1891

The 1891 Census of the Population of Cyprus includes the first count of the

population of Cyprus and its religious affiliation. The data presented in this census serve

as the true starting point for the comparison of the demographic changes across the

countryside throughout the British Period. As reported, the population of the island grew

at a rate of 13 percent between 1881 and 1891 (from 182,704 to 209,286) and of this total

47,926 (or 23 percent) were Muslim and 161,360 were non-Muslims (77 percent).520

According to the census numbers, out of the 649 total cities and villages counted, there

was a total of 45 “mixed villages” on the island (around 7 percent of the total). Across the

island there were 26 villages that had a Turkish Cypriot Muslim majority as well as 59

that had a Greek Cypriot Orthodox majority. However, across the island 125 villages had

a “super–majority” of Turkish Cypriot Muslims (54 of which were 100 percent Turkish

Cypriot) and the Greek Cypriot Orthodox community had an overwhelming 394 villages

520 This percentage is much lower overall that the 61:39 split between the two communities within Nicosia.
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in which they were the super-majority (267 of which were 100 percent Greek Cypriot).

The histogram below (Figure 7.22) shows the distribution of the villages based on where

they fall on the 20 percent classification spectrum. The right side of the graph reflects the

Turkish Cypriot Muslim villages and the left side the Greek Cypriot Orthodox villages.

Each 20 percent increment has the cumulative numbers of villages within that category

above each section.

Figure 7.22: Histogram of the distribution of Cypriot villages based on religious
affiliation (1891).

As one can see, the overall population dynamic across the island of Cyprus can be

classified at this early stage as “polarized.” Nearly 61 percent of the island’s villages had

a Greek Cypriot super majority, and to develop this idea of polarization further, 41

percent of Cyprus’s villages were homogeneous Greek Cypriot entities (compared to only

eight percent homogeneous Turkish Cypriot villages). When one investigates the island

wide map (Figure 7.32 included at the end of this section) it is possible to see that the

established pattern of Turkish Cypriot concentrations within the eastern Messaoria Plain

as well as along the northern (Tillyria region) southwestern foothills of the Troodos

Mountains. The Greek Cypriot villages dominate the western and central Messaoria plain
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as well as the central and eastern Troodos range (the Pitsillia region), and the northern

sections of the Kyrenia Range. The 45 mixed villages are evenly dispersed around the

island,  save  Pitsillia.  In  summation,  then,  on  the  map  the  two  communities  look  to  be

evenly distributed around the island and the missed villages show at least a modicum of

interchange and cohabitation (though scholars such as Patrick (1976), among many

others, admit that mixed villages does not mean that he populations were interspersed,

rather most often the lived in separate sections of the village). However, when one looks

at the corresponding numbers associated with each of those dots, the reality that a

majority of the island was segmented into homogeneous and near-homogeneous areas,

the picture of coexistence becomes cloudy from the outset of the ethno-religious

classification of the population.

Ethno-Religious Affiliation of Village Populations in 1901

According to the 1901 Census, the population of Cyprus grew to 237,022 (a 12

percent increase from 1891). Of this total population, 51,309 were Turkish Cypriot

Muslims (22 percent) and 185,713 were non-Muslims (78 percent—around 3 percent

were other Christians such as Maronites and Armenians).  Of the 651 villages reported in

the census, only 38 could be classified as mixed (6 percent and down from 45 in 1891).

Similarly, the Turkish Cypriot “majority” villages decreased to 20 in 1901 (there were 26

in 1891) and the number of Greek Cypriot majority villages also decreased from 59 to 54.

The loss of population in these villages can be attributed to two issues: 1) first, there was

an increased rate of migration to the cities, especially Nicosia; 2) second, the loss of four

Greek Cypriot majority villages was a byproduct of the increase in Greek Cypriot super

majority villages whose numbers rose by 20 to 414 (of these, 320 were 100 percent Greek

Cypriot [representing 49 percent of the total villages]). The Turkish Cypriot super-

majority villages remained unchanged at 125 (or 19 percent of the total number of

villages). Figure 7.23 below shows the spread of the villages across the 20 percent

classification scheme.
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Figure 7.23: Histogram of the distribution of Cypriot villages based on religious
affiliation (1901).

As one can see from the histogram above, the pattern of ethno-religious

polarization at the village level continued unabated in 1901. The visualization of these

data  on  the  map included  at  the  end  of  this  section  (Figure  7.33)  shows that  the  social

geography of Cyprus was in a constant sate of flux and the first to feel the gradual

movement of people into more homogeneous areas were the mixed villages. The region

that saw the most significant decrease in the number of mixed villages was in the western

Messaoria and the Paphos region along the southwestern foothills of the Troodos

mountains. This pattern of the vanishing of mixed villages and the growth of

homogenous ethno-religious villages around the island continues to be the case in the

following censuses as well.

Ethno-Religious Affiliation of Village Populations in 1911

According to the 1911 Census, the population of Cyprus continued to climb

steadily. It rose to 274,108 (an increase of 14 percent) and Turkish Cypriot Muslims

constituted 56,428 of that number (nearly 21 percent) while the number of non-Muslims

grew to 217,680 (nearly 79 percent). The proportion of Greek to Turkish Cypriots
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continued its pattern of growth and the overall population share of the Turkish Cypriots

continued to decline by one percent as it had since 1891. According to the census

numbers, the presence of “mixed” villages continued to decline, and in 1911 there were

only 36 such villages around the island. Similarly, the number of “majority” villages

continued to diminish as well. While there were 26 “majority” Turkish Cypriot and 54

Greek Cypriot “majority villages in 1901; in 1911 there were only 16 and 41

respectively.

As before, this decline represents two issues. First, the overall number of

populated villages around the island decreased from 651 to 641, due in part to the

movement  of  population  into  larger  villages  or  cities  in  the  area  and  the  removal  of  a

number of villages from the count that had zero population or were combined with a

nearby village. Second, it reflects the shift in the village dynamic to that of an ethno-

religious “super-majority” dynamic. As in the past two censuses, the number of super-

majority villages increased in both communities. In 1911 there were 420 Greek Cypriot

and 128 super-majority villages, a growth of six and two respectively. As shown on the

graph below (Figure 7.24), of the super majority villages, 320 were 100 percent Greek

Cypriot (50 percent of the combined total of all villages of the island) while the Turkish

Cypriot number hovered around 60.

As  one  can  see  from  the  graph  above,  as  well  as  the  geo-visualization  of  the

census data on the 1911 island-wide map below (Figure 7.34), the island continued to

follow the pattern of gradual, voluntary communal divergence across the Cypriot

landscape. The number of mixed villages continued to decrease, especially in the western

half of the island, and the number of ethno-religiously homogeneous villages continued

to grow. While the 100 percent Turkish Cypriot villages constituted less than half of the
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Figure 7.24: Histogram of the distribution of Cypriot villages based on religious
affiliation (1911).

community’s super-majority villages, the Greek Cypriot homogeneous villages

constituted over 75 percent of their super-majority villages and half of the combined total

of all the island’s villages. Thus, between 1891 and 1911, the Greek Cypriot population

continued to follow the pattern of self-segregation, though the reasons behind this should

not be construed as product of growing irredentist militancy or prejudice, as this dynamic

may be a reflection of in- and out-migration of both communities’ members from the

various villages.  It  is  not possible to answer the question of why there was a growth of

homogeneous villages based on the census data, it is only possible to report on their

actual numbers and draw inferences from the historic context, of which there is little

evidence to demonstrate that this movement was a product of destabilizing occurrences

either on the island or abroad at this time. The social dynamic of 1921, however, may

reflect the infusion of global geopolitical events on the social geography of Cyprus, and it

is to this period that the study now turns.
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 Ethno-Religious Affiliation of Village Populations in 1921

According to the 1921 census, the number of Cypriots rose by 12 percent to

310,715 (from 274,108 in 1911). Of this total population, 61,339 were Turkish Cypriot

Muslims (nearly 20 percent) and 249,376 were non-Muslims (80 percent). These

numbers show the continued pattern of the diminishing share of the overall population

numbers  by  the  Turkish  Cypriot  community.  Along  similar  lines,  the  pattern  of

polarization across the island at the village level continued as it had in previous censuses.

Of the 647 villages in 1921, the number of “mixed” villages decreased to 32 (another loss

of four villages form this category). There was also a decline in the number of majority

villages in both communities (14 Turkish Cypriot and 38 Greek Cypriot, a loss of two

each from this category).  The pattern of growth of the number of super-majority villages

evident in previous census continued in 1921 as well (see graph below [Figure 7.25]).

While the Turkish Cypriot super-majority villages remained at 128, the Greek Cypriot

super majority villages grew by 15 to 435 (of which 321 were 100 percent Orthodox).

Figure 7.25: Histogram of the distribution of Cypriot villages based on religious
affiliation (1921).
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As  one  can  see  from  the  above  graph,  as  well  as  on  the  map  of  the  1921

communal distribution included below (Figure 7.35), the gradual separation of the

communities at the village level continued to follow the trajectory of the previous three

censuses. The number of homogeneous and super-majority villages of the Greek Cypriot

community continued to grow, while the Turkish Cypriot numbers remained stable. The

numbers also show the decrease in the numbers of “mixed” villages across the island, but

most notably in the Paphos District along the southern and western foothills of the

Troodos mountain range and within the western Messaoria region between Morphou and

Nicosia. Similarly, the Turkish Cypriots continued to see the gradual loss of their share of

the island’s geography as the number of their community’s majority villages are replaced

by Greek Cypriot majority villages.

One interesting point to make when considering this shift is that the dynamic seen

in Nicosia’s quarters of transition from majority to mixed populations, does not occur

across the social geography of the Cypriot villages. Majority areas to not follow a pattern

of transitioning into mixed areas between censuses, rather within a decade the

demographic transition in most of these villages is complete. Thus the process of gradual

polarization includes a leap-frogging dynamic from one category into the population

classification on the opposite side of the spectrum, lending to the interpretation that there

was a heightened separation of people around the island at this time (which may be a

reflection of the communal impacts of the First Balkan War, the push for enosis, and the

events of World War 1, as discussed above).

Ethno-Religious Affiliation of Village Populations in 1931

According to the 1931 census results, the island’s population grew another 11

percent to 347,959 people. Of that number 18.5 percent (64,238) were Turkish Cypriot

Muslims and the remainder 81.5 percent were non-Muslims (283,712), which continues

the aforementioned pattern of the loss of population share by the Turkish Cypriot

community. At the non-Muslim populations, primarily Greek Cypriot, continued to grow,

it did so following the previously discussed trajectory of communal separation. The
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number of mixed villages decreased to 30 (the loss of two more villages from this

category) and within the Turkish Cypriot community a shift from super-majority villages

to simple majority village classification was underway. Whereas in 1921 there were 128

super-majority villages, in 1931 the number dropped to 119 and the number of majority

villages in 1921 (14 in total) increased to 20. The Turkish Cypriot villages across the

island were seeing both a depopulation of their inhabitants coupled with the increased

settlement of Greek Cypriots within the village boundaries. On the Greek Cypriot

majority and super-majority side of the spectrum, the numbers continued to increase as

they had in the past. In 1931 there were 41 majority villages and 443 super-majority

villages (345 of which were 100 percent Greek Cypriot, or roughly 53 percent of the total

number of villages on the island). The graph below (Figure 7.26) helps visualize the

breakdown of the village dynamic.

As one can see, the pattern of communal separation continued throughout the

period of the 1920s. As mentioned before, the events of World War I, the Greco-Turkish

War of 1920-1922, and the recognition of Cyprus as a British colony following Treaty of

Lausanne in 1923 all may have translated into the social fabric of the Cypriot

communities, however, the numbers concerning the Turkish Cypriot community show no

signs of a concerted movement into separate villages, in fact it is just the opposite. The

Greek  Cypriots,  while  initially  welcoming the  British  annexation,  as  they  saw it  as  the

first step on the path to enosis, did not diverge from their gradual movement into

homogeneous villages—though, admittedly, the numbers were higher than the previous

census. As one can see in the map included at the end of this chapter (Figure 7.36) the

same mixed villages remained as previous decades though two had transitioned into

Greek  Cypriot  majority  areas  (Astromirits  and  Bogazi).  Therefore,  as  stated  before,  the

transition of villages from one community to the other did follow a gradual transition into

the mixed classification, rather skipping over it resulting in the transformation of the

village from one majority group control to the other. 1931 village population dynamics,

then, remained fluid and dynamic without any predictable pattern outside of the gradual

movement of populations into the cities and into more homogeneous areas.
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Figure 7.26: Histogram of the distribution of Cypriot villages based on religious
affiliation (1931).

Ethno-Religious Affiliation of Village Populations in 1946

According to the 1946 census the population of Cyprus had grown to 450,114 (a

little over a 22 percent increase). Of that number 80,584 were Turkish Cypriot Muslims

(17.9 percent) and 361,199 were Greek Cypriot (80 percent) with 8,367 other minorities

(Maronites, Armenians, and others). While the proportional representation of the

communities remained the same as the previous census, the gradual polarization

continued across the island. In 1946 there were only 23 villages that can be considered

mixed (down by seven since 1931). According to the 1946 census, the Turkish Cypriot

majority villages also decreased in number (from 20 to 14 in 1946) and the Turkish

Cypriot super-majority villages increased slightly to 121 (with around 90 of those being

100 percent Muslim). The Greek Cypriot community’s majority villages remained

unchanged at 41, while the super-majority villages decreased by 19 to 424 (though 336 of

those were 100 percent Orthodox—nearly 54 percent of the combined total of all

villages). Figure 7.27 below shows the trend toward polarization between 1931 and 1946.
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Figure 7.27: Histogram of the distribution of Cypriot villages based on religious
affiliation (1946).

As one can see from the graph above and the map at the end of the section (Figure

7.37), the trend toward communal separation across the Cypriot landscape had intensified

during the World War II period. The loss of seven mixed villages as well as the

recognizable trend toward communal separation as reflected in the increased number of

Turkish Cypriot super-majority villages become more homogeneous than not as well as

the prevalence of homogeneous Greek Cypriot villages (over half of the islands

cumulative village total). This self-segregation was not orchestrated through coercion on

the part of the administration, nor is there evidence of calls for separation by either

community. The enosis riots of 1931 did increase intercommunal suspicions, but the long

term impact of this destabilizing event had a greater impact on the two communities in

Nicosia, rather than on the island’s population as a whole. Along similar lines, though the

continued calls for enosis were ever-present, no violence associated with the calls were

actualized following the 1931 riot. Thus, the heightened communal separation of this

time can be attributed in part to the increased perception of socio-political differences

with the other, but more so to the fact that people were moving from smaller rural

villages to larger towns and cities (with preference given to moving to areas with a
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majority of one’s co religionists, as Attalides (1981) references in his survey of Nicosia’s

in-migrants. in their region.

Ethno-Religious Affiliation of Village Populations in 1960

The 1960 census represents the last official census taken that counts both

communities on Cyprus and it serves as the final demographic window into the historic

communal configuration across the island. According the numbers reported in the census,

as the island entered the independent Republic Period, the population had increased to

573,566 (a 21.5 percent increase from 1946 levels). Of this number, the Turkish Cypriot

community equaled 104,333 (roughly 18 percent of the total population), the Greek

Cypriots numbered 442,363 (roughly 77 percent of the total), and there were 26,870

“others” (3,630 Armenians, 2,752 Maronites, and 20,488 others—mostly British

nationals and military personnel).

While  the  proportional  representation  of  the  Greek  and  Turkish  Cypriot

communities remained relatively unchanged numerically between 1946 and 1960, the

sharing of space on the island continued to decline dramatically. Of the 620 villages that

remained by 1960, only 22 were mixed (half that of 1891 and representing only 3.5

percent of the total number of villages on the island. Similar to the decline in mixed

villages, so too was there a decline in the “majority” villages for each community. The

Turkish Cypriot majority villages decreased to only ten and the Greek Cypriot majority

villages decreased to 36. While the number of those villages with a mixed or simple

majority was in terminal decline, the number of super-majority villages in both

communities increased. The Turkish Cypriot number of super-majority villages increased

to 124 (around 110 of which were 100 percent Muslim) and the Greek Cypriot super-

majority village number increased to 428 (382 of which were 100 percent Orthodox, or

61 percent of all the island’s villages). The result of this communal separation is clearly

shown on the graph below (Figure 7.28).
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Figure 7.28: Histogram of the distribution of Cypriot villages based on religious
affiliation (1960).

As  one  can  surmise,  the  EOKA  rebellion  against  the  British  administration  and

the intercommunal conflict that followed between 1956 and 1958 quickened the process

of communal separation across the island. There was a precipitous decrease in the

number of villages where space was shared (majority and mixed villages). Between 1946

and 1960 the numbers reflect a near complete separation of the community into ethno-

religiously homogeneous regions (see Figure 7.38). While this trend was the pattern over

the entirety of the British period, communities across the island could not escape the

tension that gripped the island and this tension exacerbated further communal separation.

CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE ETHNO-RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION OF VILLAGE

POPULATIONS AND THE OVERALL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE BRITISH PERIOD

As one can see from the geovisualization of the British censuses, the population

of Cyprus followed a continuous pattern of communal separation across all parts of the

island. In Nicosia’s quarters one sees a pattern of population movement in and out of the

various sectors of the city. Within the capital the census numbers show the gradual

displacement of the Turkish Cypriot population out of their traditional majority quarters
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and their concentration in only a few small quarters centered on the Paphos Gate. As the

Turkish Cypriot population was gradually forced north both within and outside the walls,

it lost some of its access to the government agencies to the south of the city. The Greek

quarters south of the Paphos-Hermes Street corridor in Nicosia became homogeneous

areas, and the result was a city that was for the most part polarized. However, with the

increased influx of people, the shared areas of the city saw a rapid demographic transition

from the majority control of one community, through the process of numerical mixing,

and finally the transfer of majority control to the other group.

At the end of the 80 year process, the city had transitioned to Greek Cypriot

majority control, both socially and spatially, with the Turkish Cypriot community

suffering high population density rates and lack of investment by the city. The 1946

census gives a glimpse into the social structure of the capital as it entered the dark years

of the late 1950s and the 1960s. Was Nicosia unique in this pattern of communal

displacement and separation? The answer is no. The communal polarization experienced

by the residents of the capital was playing out across the island, in a more dramatic way.

The villages around the island followed the same pattern of communal

polarization from 1881 to 1960. The number of mixed villages decreased by half during

the British Period and there was a steep rise in ethnically homogeneous villages across

the island. While it may be argued that the two communities were interspersed around the

island,  there  were  entire  regions  (such  as  Pitsillia)  that  were  ethno-religiously

homogeneous. By 1960, over 60 percent of all the island’s villages were homogeneous

Orthodox entities, lending to the conclusion that, contrary to the popular narrative of

peaceful cohabitation, separation was the rule. Table 7.1 and 7.2 and Figures 7.28 and

7.29 below show the progression of the loss of shared space across the island as well as

the increase in homogeneous regions.

The census data clearly show that the process of gradual separation across the

island’s social and physical landscape was not the product of responses to destabilizing

events that threatened one community or the other; rather, the numbers show that over the

80 year period, the Cypriots themselves chose to move into areas with their co-
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religionists. The self-induced separation was facilitated at times by external events, but as

far as official policies directing separation, there was none. The social geography of 1960

was  a  product  of  internal  communal  mechanisms  rather  than  any  external  or  overt

coercion. Thus, as the residents of these homogeneous villages left the areas and moved

into the cities, especially Nicosia, they were unaccustomed to sharing space and resources

with the other community within a concentrated landscape such as that within the walled

city of Nicosia.

The pattern of communal separation that can be distilled from the census data is

quite apparent in historic retrospect. Gradual communal separation at both the micro-

(Nicosia) and macro-level (island wide) begs the question: to what extent did this de facto

separation drive the British policies of the 1950s which tended to favor a “partition”

based solution to the Cyprus issues? If the communal separation is this easy to see in the

data, it stands to reason that this separation would be equally apparent, if not more so, to

the British administration which not only had the same numbers at their disposal, but also

detailed knowledge of the realities on the ground  at that time. Though the administration

did not enact policies that directly caused communal separation, the constitutional and

municipal laws structures did indirectly exacerbate the issue. In order to achieve

independent representation, as discussed in the previous chapter, there needed to be a

recognizable, physical separation of the communities in question, and the more

population each community had around island and within the cities, the greater the

representation one’s community would have.  Thus the British were not to blame for the

gradual self segregation of the island’s population, but they did not enact any policies that

would reverse the trend. Additionally, the administration used the polarization over time

to their benefit as they discussed their exit strategy with Greece, Turkey, and the Greek

and Turkish Cypriot communities, all the while with their “fall back position” being

communal separation.

The  next  three  chapters  of  this  work  outline  how the  social  fabric  of  the  Greek

and Turkish Cypriots unraveled during the intercommunal tension that erupted during the

EOKA campaign against the British government. The gradual polarization between the
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two communities served to create an atmosphere of tension and suspicion and the socio-

spatial realities of the late 1950s and early 1960s played an important role in the

breakdown of civil society across the island. The social polarization in Nicosia’s quarters

serves as the stage upon which the drama of the intercommunal conflict unfolded

between 1956 and 1958, which resulted in the first partition of the city, and the even

more tenacious fighting that occurred between the two communities during the crisis of

1963 and 1964. The basic socio-spatial parameters established across the island between

1881 and 1960 also contributed to the spread of intercommunal fighting outside the cities

of Cyprus. Homogeneous villages would serve as staging grounds for attacks on

homogenous of the other community that were nearby, and the polarized landscape of the

1960s contributed to the formation of armed enclaves around the island in areas of dense

Turkish Cypriot population centers. Thus, the gradual partition of the island’s population

established the geographical framework for active partitioning during the 1950s and

1960s troubles, and in the long run set the stage for the final military division of the

island in August 1974.

The unmistakable conclusion concerning the British Period on Cyprus was that

the island and its capital city were indelibly altered by the policies and practices of the

British administration. The foundations for socio-political separation were laid during

this period and the gradual pattern of communal separation at the neighborhood and

village level served as the incremental steps toward a growing intercommunal distrust.

The urban development patterns coupled with a political system that involved a

proportional representation system that over counted the minority set the stage upon

which the events of the late 1950s unfolded. The social and spatial configuration of the

city became the backdrop for a period of intercommunal violence between the Greek and

Turkish Cypriot populations unprecedented in Cypriot history. It is to this period of

communal tension that this study now turns.
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PART 2: ASSOCIATED TABLES AND FIGURES

Table 7.1: Census numbers pertaining to the ethno-religious affiliation of the population.

Figure 7.29: Graph of the increased number of Greek and Turkish Cypriot super-majority
villages
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1901 125 20 38 54 414 651
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Figure 7.30: graph of the decreasing number of “mixed” and “majority” villages.

Table 7.2: Cyprus Population Numbers Based on the decennial British Censuses.521

521 Within the table above (*) this number includes 3,686 Armenians, 2,083 Maronites, and 2,598
“Others,” while (**) this number includes 3,630 Armenians, 2,752 Maronites, and 20,488 “Others.”

Year Muslims Non-Muslims

Total

Population

1881 42,638 140,793 183,431

1891 47,926 161,360 209,286

1901 51,309 185,713 237,022

1911 56,428 217,680 274,108

1921 61,339 249,376 310,715

1931 64,238 283,721 347,959

1946 80,548 361,199 450,114*

1960 104,333 442,363 546,696**
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Figure 7.31: Ethno-religious affiliation of Cypriot villages (according to Kitchener 1881)
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Figure 7.32: Ethno-religious affiliation of Cypriot villages (1891).
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Figure 7.33: Ethno-religious affiliation of Cypriot villages (1901).
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Figure 7.34: Ethno-religious affiliation of Cypriot villages (1911).
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Figure 7.35: Ethno-religious affiliation of Cypriot villages (1921).
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Figure 7.36: Ethno-religious affiliation of Cypriot villages (1931).
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Figure 7.37: Ethno-religious affiliation of Cypriot villages (1946).
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Figure 7.38: Ethno-religious affiliation of Cypriot villages (1960).



336

PART 3: THE ORIGINS OF INTERCOMMUNAL VIOLENCE AND
THE DIVISION OF CYPRUS AND ITS CAPITAL CITY
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Chapter 8: The Eruption of Intercommunal Violence and the First
Division of Nicosia

FRAMING THE ERUPTION OF INTERCOMMUNAL VIOLENCE IN THE 1950S

In the middle 1950s, Nicosia and Cyprus began their downward spiral into

intercommunal conflict and division. The intercommunal conflict that erupted in Nicosia

and across the island is unparalleled in the in the pre-1950s history of Greek-Turkish

Cypriot communal relations on Cyprus—so much so that the acute violence even took the

colonial administers by surprise. The significance of the communal polarization during

this period has been relatively neglected in most scholarship concerning the Cyprus

Problem.522 Often this period is investigated as a brief footnote, a cursory overview, or is

entirely neglected in the major works on Cyprus history. As this study demonstrates

below, however, accounting for the causes and consequences of the intercommunal

violence that erupted during this period is absolutely critical for understanding the roots

of the seemingly intractable Cyprus Problem.

In the sections below, the historical progression of the conflict between the Greek

and Turkish Cypriot communities is presented with three specific objectives in mind:

1) to emphasize the impact of the intercommunal violence on the physical space of
the city of Nicosia

2) to investigate the role external actors and “ethno-guarantors” played in the
devolution of the colony into ethnic conflict

3) to identify the impact of the violence on the shaping of the plans for a settlement
and the formation of the constitution of the  soon to be independent Republic of
Cyprus.

522 Virtually all sources on the Cyprus Problem are silent on this period of Cyprus’ communal history.
Most mention it in the context of the EOKA campaign against the British and the time in which the Volkan
and TMT were formed by the Turkish Cypriots (see Foley and Scobie [1975]; Attalides [1977]; Markides
[1977]; Stephanides [1999]; Soulioti [2006]; Papadakis, et al [2006]; Ker-Lindsay [2011]; among many
others).  Major sources on the period such as Stephens (1966); Erlich (1974) who begins his analysis
toward the end of 1958; and Hitchens (1997). Even sources more favorable to the Turkish Cypriot plight do
not discuss the period of 1956-1958 (for example see Feyzioglu and Erektun [1987]; Necatigil [1993];
Boroweic [2000]; Reiterer [2003]; Uludag [2005]; among others). Bachelli (1990) outlines the history of
the period, but focuses less on the violence that the political machinations between the two communities,
the British and the Greeks and Turks. Bose (2007) and Calame and Charlesworth (2009) do mention the
period briefly, and the latter gives the most detail concerning the socio-spatial impacts of all of the above
sources for the period.
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To  fully  realize  these  three  objectives  this  chapter  is  divided  into  two  parts.  Part  1

consists of a detailed analysis of the evolution of the conflict during the 1950s. The first

section outlines the major social developments of the period that set in motion a series of

events that led to the formation of armed militias in both communities and the subsequent

partitioning of Nicosia. The second section focuses the analysis in on the neighborhood

level through a return to the Workers Housing Scheme in the suburb of Omorphita. The

neighborhood of Omorphita receives special attention because serves as a bridge between

the  end  of  the  British  colonial  period  and  the  acute  violence  that  erupts  in  Nicosia  in

December 1963. As established in Chapter 7, this scheme was designed with the best of

intentions, but before it was even fully completed it began to suffer from issues of access

and control. The neighborhood serves an important proximate measure of the intensity of

the intercommunal conflict in 1956, and therefore its significance for the process of

divisioning of Nicosia far outweighs the size of the community or its geographical scale.

Part  2  of  this  chapter  is  a  detailed  analysis  of  how  the  acute  intercommunal

violence translated into the island’s political spectrum. This part does not focus on the

interchange  between  the  representatives  of  the  two  communities  and  the  British

administration, rather it investigates the impact of the violence on the general political

atmosphere of the period. Therefore, the focus is on how the violence between the two

communities, and the Greek Cypriot rebellion against the British that erupted in 1955,

helped shape the plans aimed at settling the Cyprus Problem. The intercommunal

violence introduced the idea of communal partition as a means to achieve peace, and this

notion of partition became the foundation for all settlement proposals thereafter. The

analysis of the evolution of the partition based settlement plans juxtaposed with the

discussion of the devolution of the society into violent conflict leads one to the

conclusion that Cyprus and its capital were almost predetermined to be divided entities.

Finally, in a return to the overarching objectives outlined in Chapter 1, three

overarching questions must be asked in the context of the 1950s. First, was the violence

experienced during this period a historical anomaly, the roots of which do not run deep

and reflected merely reactions to immediate socio-economic instability coupled with the
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polarizing activities of the EOKA campaign against the British for independence and

enosis? Second, was the violence an eruption of latent animosities, the primordial

overburden of a deeply historical conflict that had been in remission for centuries, fueled

by political opportunists and ethno-guarantors seeking to capitalize on the goal of

communal separation and dual authority politics? Third, was the violence in Nicosia the

result of geographical concentration of people with an underdeveloped sense of inter-

communal resilience in which the destabilizing socio-political events exceeded each

group’s capacity to adequately share space and resources--ultimately creating urban

disequilibrium and division? The investigation of these questions serves as the foundation

of the discussion below.

PART 1: POLITICAL “UP-SCALING” AND THE FIRST DIVISION OF NICOSIA

As demonstrated throughout the two preceding chapters, the city of Nicosia and

the island as a whole experienced a gradual social polarization at the neighborhood and

village level. The movement of people around the island and in Nicosia resulted in what

can ultimately be viewed as a pattern of self-segregation. This lack of proximate

intercommunal cohabitation was the result of successive, low intensity destabilizing

events such as economic instability, limits to political access across the districts, and the

accumulation of fears based on the rhetoric of enosis. These factors exacerbated

intercommunal uneasiness and therefore catalyzed the physical separation across the

island. As rural populations moved into Nicosia during the first half of the 20th century,

the pattern of communal separation intensified as fewer and fewer quarters remained

ethnically mixed. What is evident in the 1946 census is that the city became an arena of

highly concentrated, near homogeneous ethnic quarters that often abutted similarly

structured quarters of the “other.” As discussed in Chapter 4, the progression of divided

cities follows the pattern of urban population concentration within an ever decreasing

geographical space leading to an issue of the increased densities of people within close

proximity  to  those  with  whom  they  are  unfamiliar  or  unwilling  to  share  space.  As  the

population densities in the shared space begin to reach the critical carrying capacity of the
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urban infrastructure (availability of water, food, economic access, and so on) tensions

begin to mount and soon the stability and equilibrium of a society is tested. It is within

this “zone of tension” that destabilizing events begin to magnify in their impact and the

resultant retribution amplifies further, more frequent events until the resilience of the

urban community is broken and the threshold into violence is crossed.

As addressed earlier in this work, however, the recent history of Cyprus is not

replete with intercommunal conflict. While there are a few destabilizing events

(specifically the 1821 killing of the Archbishop and the 1912 and 1931 enosis riots), the

overall atmosphere of communal cohabitation was one of relative peaceful coexistence

(lending some credibility to the official narrative of the Republic of Cyprus). As

demonstrated in the previous chapters, however, there is evidence that the two

communities’ residential patterning was not “intermingled,” though they shared the same

geographical space. As demonstrated in Chapter 7, the geo-visualization of the

population dynamics on the island and within Nicosia demonstrates clearly that there was

a gradual and voluntary polarization occurring over the decades of British rule.

As established in Chapters 6 and 7, the initial spatial demographics have their

foundations in the Ottoman Period, but the successive communal separation henceforth

can be attributed to intercommunal choice, stimulated, in part, by the uneasiness over the

enosis campaign and the British policy of “divide and rule.”523 The separation of the two

communities, then, may be interpreted as one that was motivated by the potential of

social upheaval rather than driven by the accumulation of actual events. How and why,

then, since the narrative of peaceful coexistence based on the lack of primordial

animosities rings true, did the two communities devolve into civil war between 1956 and

1959, the results of which included many deaths in both communities as well as the

physical partition of the city and the creation of separate municipalities in the five major

523 As mentioned previously, examples of “divide and rule include the structure of the 1882 Constitution in
which allowed for the combination of British and Turkish Cypriot votes to block proposals by the Greek
Cypriot representatives as well as using Turkish Cypriot policemen and “auxiliaries” to fight against
EOKA forces. (see Attalides 1977;  Crawshaw 1978; Hitchens 1984; Joseph (1985); Sant Cassia 1999;
Loizides 2007)
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towns? To understand the significance of this question and its bearing on the continuing

Cyprus Problem, it is necessary to reconstruct a detailed timeline of events, which to-date

has not been done adequately.524

During the week of January 15th through the 22nd 1950, the Greek Orthodox

Church under the stewardship of Archbishop Makarios III issued a plebiscite referendum

within the Greek Cypriot community on the issue of enosis Union with Greece). When all

the votes were tallied, over 96 percent of the Greek Cypriot community had voted in

favor of enosis and this was used by the ethnarch to demonstrate unmistakable and

unshakable resolve of the community for union with Greece.525 This plebiscite had two

immediate results. First, the December announcement of the referendum forced the

Turkish Cypriot response in advance of the vote in which over 10,000 community

members marched peacefully in Nicosia demanding that Cyprus be returned to Turkey if

Britain ever left. Second, the results of the vote became the launching point for the up-

scaling of the political rhetoric concerning enosis, which later became the main focus of

the  EOKA  campaign  against  the  British.  Politically,  the enosis aspirations were

communicated with Athens, and Prime Minister Venizelos was asked to take the issue

before the UN General Assembly in 1950—though he refused to do so. By August 1954,

however, the Greek Prime Minister, Papagos, did take the issue before the UN which

voted to postpone any judgment of the Cyprus issue indefinitely.526

Realizing that enosis would not be achieved through political means, the National

Organization of Cypriot Fighters (EOKA [Ethniki Organosis Kypriou Agoniston]), which

on April 1st 1955 took up arms against the British administration under the leadership of

Colonel Grivas.527 The goal of this irredentist, guerilla group was to free Cyprus of

524 Calame and Charlesworth (2009) briefly mention this period and its overall significance to the division
of Cyprus, but as above, they are one of only a few sources that even mention the intercommunal conflict
that occurred during the 1950s.
525 The plebiscite included nearly every voting Greek Cypriot as it was announced in advanced that if
anyone abstained they would be denounced as traitors (see Crouzet 1973; Kaufman 2007). See also
Loizides (2007) for further details concerning the vote and the Turkish Cypriot march, in which he states
15,000 Turkish Cypriots were in attendance.
526 See Bachelli (1990) pg 34 and 35. See also FO 371/12392.
527 See Bachelli (1990).
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colonial  control  and  then  unify  with  Greece  (enosis). The immediate response of the

British administration was to enact the draconian Special Powers Act, dissolving the

government and municipal agencies and removal of the rights of habeas corpus. The

second step was to exile Archbishop Makarios to the Seychelles in 1956 because of his

vocal support for enosis.528

During the early stages of the EOKA campaign, the fighters were under strict

orders to engage with the British security forces only, but as the campaign intensified

during the latter stages of 1955, the potential for violence against the Turkish Cypriot

community increased as the British actively included Turkish Cypriots in the police and

auxiliary units that directly engaged EOKA.529 Because of the militant calls for enosis

and the potential for violence aimed at Turkish Cypriots, the community formed an

underground militia known as “VOLKAN,” which later morphed into the TMT (Türk

Mükavemet Teskilati or Turkish Defense Organization).530 It was within this atmosphere

of increasing tension between extremist Greek Cypriots, the British administration, and

newly armed Turkish Cypriot militia that the city of Nicosia, and the island in general,

entered into the zone of tension.

It  is  within  this  tense  environment  that  a  single  event,  a  murder  of  a  Turkish

Cypriot  policeman  in  the  western  city  of  Paphos  on  Wednesday  January  11th 1956,

ignited a wave of intercommunal fighting that would plague the island and Nicosia until

1959. The following day, there was an anti-Greek demonstration by the Turkish Cypriot

community in Nicosia that resulted in rioting and vandalism of Greek Cypriot owned

shops near Atatürk Square and the sealing off of the area by British security forces.

Shopkeepers closed their doors and a curfew was enacted. As a report in the Cyprus Mail

stated “Yesterday’s events show that only a little spark is needed to set off a violent

explosion in Cyprus which would have tragic consequences both for the Greek and

528 FO 371/123936.
529 See Kitromilides (1977) pg 48 for further discussion.
530 Co 926/952 includes a comprehensive accumulation of British intelligence on the activities of the TMT.
It emphasizes that the group was being directly supplied by Turkey and that their reported official creed
was “Partition of Death.”
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Turkish Cypriots who share the island and have hitherto been on the most amicable

terms.”531

After the events of January 1956, the city returned to a state of calm, though there

was continued tension between the two communities due to the continued EOKA

campaign against the British. The next event that shook Nicosia occurred on Monday

March 19th 1956 when a bomb was exploded at the northern door of Ayias Loukas

Church at the interface between the Greek and Turkish Cypriot quarters and the adjacent

Turkish Cypriot quarters in Nicosia. Earlier that day there was a riot in the village of

Vasillia in the Kyrenia District in which Turkish Cypriots attacked a group of Greek

Cypriots and 24 people in total were injured. In response to the violence in Vasillia, 500

Turkish Cypriots demonstrated peacefully, but in the nearby Ayios Loukas quarter a

demonstration turned violent and shops were vandalized and the crowds were dispersed

by the security forces with tear-gas.532 This demonstration, as well as the initial riots over

the murder of the Paphos policeman, outlines the relatively banal origins of the Cyprus

Problem.  News of  the  events  travelled  fast  on  the  small  island  and  events  that  occur  in

one small village soon become the stuff of demonstrations within the major towns--even

more acutely in the capital. It is this pattern of communal demonstrations quickly turning

violent in this ethnically charged atmosphere that becomes the norm as the city enters a

new phase in communal violence.

On Monday April 23rd 1956, two Greek Cypriot youths linked with EOKA killed

a Greek Cypriot policeman in Nicosia and then a Turkish Cypriot policeman who

pursued them; that same day another Turkish Cypriot was killed near the tobacco factory

in  the  northern  section  of  the  city  which  resulted  in  the  immediate  curfew  of  the  city.

After the curfew was lifted the next day, a riot broke out in Atatürk Square over the death

of the Turkish Cypriot policeman and eight nearby Greek Cypriot owned shops and one

house  were  set  on  fire  along  the  adjacent  Lukianos  Street,  Marathon  Street,  and  Arnati

531 Cyprus Mail. “Anti Greek Demonstrations in Nicosia—Sequel to murder of Paphos Policeman”
Thursday, January 12th 1956.
532 Cyprus Mail “Turks Demonstrate in Nicosia-Greek Cars stoned; shop windows smashed” Wednesday,
March 21st 1956.
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Streets.533 This riot resulted in the security forces erecting a barbed-wire fence along

Paphos and Hermes Streets from the Paphos Gate to the Famagusta Gate.534 This was the

first barricade established in the history of Nicosia and it was dubbed the “Mason-Dixon

Line” by the security forces and in the media (see Figure 8.1). The security forces

established five gates along its route (Paphos Street, Hermes Street, the Greek side of the

Municipal Market, and in the Ayios Kassianos Quarter) that could be closed at the first

sign of violence. The demarcation line proved effective in separating the two

communities within Nicosia, but the net result was uneasiness in both communities

concerning its placement because it cut off Greek Cypriots from their shops to the north

of the line as well as left the population of some ethnic quarters on the wrong side of the

divide.535 Another  result  of  the  partition  was  that  the  violence  experienced  along  the

interface zones within the Old City now began to spread to the neighborhoods and

villages outside the walls (see Figure 8.2).

On May 29th a Greek Cypriot was killed and a house and factory were set alight in

a clash in the aforementioned mixed suburb of Omorphita following the funeral for a

Turkish Cypriot policeman killed by an EOKA bomb along Ledra Street; during that

same day Greek Cypriot residents of Trachonas were attacked by Turkish Cypriots. With

successive curfews and the sealing off of the Mason-Dixon Line running throughout the

center of Nicosia, the British security forces were able to quickly quell outbreaks of

533 Cyprus Mail. “Another Troubled Day in Nicosia—Nine fires reported, rigorous screening by security
forces.” Wednesday, April 25th 1956.
534 The reported goal of this barrier was to separate the two communities and the only way citizens could
go from one side to the other was to venture outside the Old City walls. Cyprus Mail “Curfew Lifted but
Nicosia cut in halves--round the clock ban on cycles and motorcycles” Friday, April 27th 1956.
535 See Figure 8.2. It was reported that the deputy mayor asked the security forces to change the rout of the
line to better reflect the communal dynamic of the city, proposing that the line be changed at Victoria Street
to run up Asmiati Street to the Kaimakli opening in the wall. Cyprus Mail. “Mason-Dixon Line Changes
suggested” Thursday, May 31st 1956;  as  well  as  in  a Cyprus Mail report on the division of the city on
Tuesday, June 5th 1956. In an article from June 3rd 1956 the Cyprus Mail reports that the Mayor wants the
barrier  removed  as  it  is  causing  a  “serious  effect  on  business”  and  it  goes  on  to  state “unimaginable
inconvenience and hardship to townsmen of all religious denominations caused by the division of Nicosia.”
The Mayor also says that “if it cannot be removed, it must at least be altered to include the Greeks in
Turkish Cypriot majority areas and the Turkish Cypriots in Greek areas. Says his views were unanimously
supported by Turkish and Greek Cypriots in a meeting on June 6th.”
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violence around the Nicosia region and the result was that the intercommunal strife

abated enough that by August 22nd 1956, the security forces began removing sections of

the barbed wire barricade.536 Between August 1956 and January 1957, Nicosia

transitioned into a period of uneasy calm between the Greek and Turkish Cypriot

communities. The British security forces were actively engaged with EOKA rebels in the

city and during September through December the Greek Cypriot side of the city was

placed under numerous curfews due to attacks on British civilians and security forces, but

no serious outbreaks of intercommunal violence emerged, though interaction between the

two communities was limited.

The geographical and social significance of the Mason-Dixon Line is absolutely

crucial to the overall division of Nicosia. Though the two communities returned to a

period of normalcy, albeit abbreviated, the physical separation by the security forces

created not only a physical barrier between the two sides, but also a psychological one. If

one examines the route of the partition line, it corresponds almost exactly with the route

of the icher kiflifere (main drain), the Venetian central canal, running under those same

streets, which was previously discussed as representing the first dividing line between the

Ottoman and the Orthodox administrations. It is impossible to say if the British security

forces established the line based loosely on the ethno-religious dynamics of the quarters

as described in detail in the preceding chapters, or if they opted for immediacy in their

implementation of the barrier and the large, nearly straight line of the Paphos and Hermes

Street corridor running west to east which allowed for an uninterrupted “path of least

resistance.” It is possible to say, however, that whatever the initial motivations may have

been, the route became the de facto barrier  established  in  the  minds  of  the  two

communities. Similar to how the dividing lines established in Beirut during the 1956-

1958 civil war served as the template for the divisions in 1975, the Mason-Dixon Line

was established as the physical and psychological line of demarcation between the two

communities. Similarly, the partition and the forced separation did bring about a

reduction in the intercommunal violence within the Old City, and so, on a psychological

536 Cyprus Mail. “The Koylis Coil Nicosia’s Wire.” Wednesday, August 22nd 1956.
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Figure 8.1: Nicosia Old City and the Route of the Mason-Dixon Line.

level,  the  Turkish  Cypriots  and  the  British  administration  came to  believe  that  physical

partition was the most effective way to curtail violence.

The tenuous intercommunal peace that allowed for the Mason-Dixon Line to be

re-opened was short lived. On January 19th 1957, a bomb exploded in Nicosia at the

Electrical Commission building which killed a Turkish Cypriot police constable and

sparked a protest the following day. The 5,000 demonstrators heard from Dr. Kütchük,

who had returned from Ankara with a promise by the Turkish Government to negotiate
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constitutional proposals with Britain that would safeguard the rights and interests of the

Turkish Cypriots; if those were refused, the Turks would demand partition of the island

under Articles 73 and 74 of the UN Charter—entitling the people of a territory the right

to self-determination.537 This high level talk between the Turkish Government, the

British, and the Turkish Cypriot Community ushered in a new threshold in the conflict on

Cyprus, namely the increased involvement (up-scaling) by the regional ethno-guarantors

and the hardening of the Turkish Cypriot community’s call for “taksim” (partition) as the

only solution. On January 20th and 21st a new round of intercommunal clashes broke in

the vicinity of the Mason-Dixon Line in which eleven Greek Cypriot shops were burned

in Turkish Cypriot quarters; this exacted an immediate response by the Greek Cypriot

community that resulted in clashes and a subsequent curfew. The following day two

Greek Cypriots were killed, one in the vicinity of Hagia Sophia Mosque and the other in

the nearby village of Vatyli prompting a curfew across the city; minor clashes broke out

elsewhere along Hermes Street which resulted in six Greek and two Turkish Cypriots

being injured.538

It is during these early months of 1957 that one sees an intensification of the

political rhetoric, described in Chapter 5 as ethno-national meta-narratives, in which the

Greek Cypriot community leaders such as Archbishop Makarios III and Mayor Derviş

made concerted efforts to establish that the two communities have “peacefully coexisted”

for centuries and the divisions were artificial, while at the same time Dr. Kütchük, with

the backing of the Turkish administration in Ankara, intensified the call for taksim.539

Because the co-existence thesis was largely ignored by the Turkish Cypriots and ran

contrary to the enosis campaign, extremist actors in both communities become more

entrenched in their competing ethno-national narrative of “Cyprus is Greek” and

“Partition is the only solution.” The EOKA rebellion was supported not only by many

537 Cyprus Mail. “Crowds Welcome Dr. Kütchük Back: “Partition the only Solution.” Sunday January
20th. See also Bahcheli (1972) for further discussion on the issue of taksim.
538 See Cyprus Mail articles from Monday January 21st and Wednesday January 23rd 1957.
539 Cyprus Mail. “Turkey Wants Partition” Saturday, February 9th 1957.  In  which  it  is  reports  that  “the
Turkish Prime Minister, Adnan Menderes, says Turkey no longer wants status quo, rather wants partition
of the island”
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Greek  Cypriots,  but  also  by  Greece  itself,  while  the  intensification  of  the  claim  for

partition is rooted in the involvement of Turkey in the Cyprus issue.540

The overt violence within Nicosia did subside during the spring of 1957, but the

hardening of the diametrically opposed communal narratives did facilitate a further

degradation in the rapport between the two communities. Political tensions also arose

within the municipality and on June 3rd 1957 the Turkish Municipal councilors in all of

the six major towns resigned their positions. In Nicosia, specifically, they set up their

own municipal council in the Turkish Cypriot dominated section north of the Mason

Dixon Line. This resignation and subsequent establishment of separate municipalities is

the  first  incident  of  actual  political  separation.  It  signaled  the  first  real  step  in  the

progression toward Horowitz’s “dual authority politics” as it became the first

actualization of communal partition and formed the foundation of the separate

municipalities clause in the 1960 Cyprus Constitution. The issue of separate

municipalities became one of the main points of contention for the post-1960 Makarios

administration  who  issued  his  13  Points  to  amend  the  Constitution  and  remove  the

separate municipalities in 1963.541

Even with the physical and political separation, intercommunal tension and

conflict persisted. Along the interface zones within the Nicosia and its suburbs there was

a persistence of low-level conflict, and at the same time there was an intensification of

partition rhetoric and calls for enosis by high level community leaders. As example of the

continuing conflict, the Cyprus Mail reports that on September 23rd a bomb blast in

Omorphita killed a Turkish Cypriot youth and, though it was not identified if the bomb

540 To demonstrate the intensification of ethno-nationalism, the Cyprus Mail reports that on Wednesday,
April 24th,  1957  there  was  a  Turkish  Cypriot  demonstration  in  Nicosia  in  which  “students  marched  to
Ataturk Square in celebration of the 37th anniversary of the foundation of the Turkish national assembly.”
Similarly, the Cyprus Mail reports on call for calm by Dr. Kütchük during the planned celebration of the
Turkish victory at Smyrna in 1923.
541 The contentious issue of “Separate Municipalities” is discussed in further detail in the next chapter.
Salem (1992 pg 122) points out that  “in 1959, the British Colonial Administration had given de jure
recognition to the separate Turkish-Cypriot Municipalities which had been established following the
EOKA rebellion, by enacting Law No. 33/1959 known as the Turkish Municipal Committees (Temporary
Provision) Law.” It is reported that the Turkish Cypriot Municipality applied for loans from the Turkish
Government to pay for municipal services in its designated area. Cyprus Mail. Monday, October 20th 1958.
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 Figure 8.2: Nicosia and its Suburbs in the Late 1950s.
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exploded accidentally or was planted, the following day thousands marched in his funeral

during which it was reported that Turkish Cypriot youths began roaming the nearby

streets forcing Greek and Turkish shopkeepers to close. In December 1957, two Greek

Cypriots were shot and wounded near the Famagusta Gate, and on December 11th a riot

broke out based on a rumor that two Turkish Cypriots had been shot which prompted

fighting between Turkish and Greek Cypriot youths (who were reported to be shouting

enosis and EOKA slogans) near the Pan-Cyprian Gymnasium and later spilled over into

riots in Atatürk Square where Greek Cypriot shops were attacked and burned.542

One example of the binary political rhetoric of the period includes the instance

when, as the EOKA campaign for the purpose of enosis continued, Dr. Kütchük offered a

counter-plan in which to ensure communal peace the island should be divided along the

35th Parallel. According to his plan, the Turkish Cypriots would be in charge of the

northern  half  of  the  island,  which  included  the  cities  of  Nicosia,  Famagusta,  Morphou,

Polis, and Kyrenia (see Figure 8.5 in Part 2).543 The following month, Kütchük returned

from another trip to Turkey and brought back with him the continued pledge of partition

and reinforcing the idea that Turkey would support the cause.544 It  is  clear  that  the

demands of the Turkish Cypriot community for partition were fueled by the perception

that their ethno-guarantor would support them politically and, if needed, militarily in their

efforts to achieve that end. Therefore, what started out as a reactionary movement in

opposition to the idea of enosis, morphed into an aggrandized desire to establish socio-

territorial control over nearly half of the island emboldened by the belief in the support of

542 See Cyprus Mail. Wednesday, November 29th 1957 and Wednesday, December 11th 1957.
543 See Cyprus Mail. Thursday, July 25th 1957 and December 22nd 1957. See Also Hitchens (1997) pg 10
for further reference and image of the line.
544In the Cyprus Mail article “Kuchuk Pledges ‘Partition’—Banner waving supporters hear his cry: we
will fight to bitter end” from Tuesday, February 4th 1958 he is reported to have said “26 million Turks are
backing us . . .  there is no cause for despair, partition will come one-thousand percent . . . If ever our own
forces in Cyprus prove inadequate, our fatherland is ready to step in to our help.” This statement is also
echoed in the Wednesday, February 5th 1958 article “Taksim, Taksim all the way—Turks won’t consider
any other plans says Kuchuk.”
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their powerful neighbors to the north. It is within this context of ethno-guarantor support

by both regional actors that the conflict on Cyprus entered a new chapter.545

On January 28th 1958, the Turkish Cypriot community rallied once again in

Atatürk Square calling again for taksim. During the rally, a security force jeep was stoned

and the driver refused to stop, killing one man and injuring an old woman. The rally then

spiraled out of control and turned into a riot in which 50 people were injured, one was

killed and 28 police and 12 soldiers injured. Greek Cypriot shops were set on fire and a

curfew was put in place and roadblocks around the area were installed by security forces.

The following day three Turkish Cypriots were shot and killed by security forces at one

of the road blocks.546 This violence, coupled with the political climate of ethno-national

rhetoric and the creation of separate municipal councils, continued the active polarization

of the two communities and by the summer, the death toll from the intercommunal

fighting began to increase dramatically as EOKA and TMT militia members, as well as

clandestine community members, began to carry out targeted attacks on members of the

other community. During the summer of 1958 the violence, hitherto consisting primarily

of the spillover effects of riots, became much more targeted and deadly in its nature.

On Thursday, June 10th 1958, the Cyprus Mail reports that a Turkish Cypriot

auxiliary was killed by masked men in Kaimakli, while a Greek Cypriot was wounded in

an attack carried out by a gang of Turkish Cypriots in Omorphita, and the uptick in

violence soon carried to other towns around the island where four Greek Cypriots and

two Turkish Cypriots were killed in intercommunal clashes in Lefka, Skiroutissa and

Mavrovouni.  The following day violence erupted in Pyroi outside of Nicosia wherein

two Turkish Cypriots were shot and wounded and soon spread into the Old City where

there was another wave of looting, arson and clashes around the municipal market.

Turkish Cypriot youths killed a Greek Cypriot sanitation worker during that riot as well.

545 Attalides (1977 pg 80) states that “during June and July of 1958, perhaps for the first time in the
history of Cyprus, a situation arose where to be an ordinary Turk or Greek going about one's own business,
might involve danger from the other side. In June 1958, twenty-five Greek Cypriots were killed by TMT
attacks. (Four Turkish Cypriots were killed). In July fifty-five Greek Cypriots were killed. But the zenith
had been reached. EOKA started retaliating. Thirty-five Turkish Cypriots were also killed.”
546 Cyprus Mail. January 28th 1958 and Wednesday January 29th 1958.
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The violence continued into the next day (June 12th) and during these clashes four Greek

Cypriots were killed, prompting the statement that this outbreak of communal violence

was “the worst intercommunal clash in the island’s recent history.”547 Similarly, in the

town of Geunyeli, north of Nicosia, three Greek Cypriots were killed and several injured

during a clash between them and the Turkish Cypriot residents. In July violence erupted

in Avgorou in which one Greek Cypriot woman was shot dead by security forces and

across the island more deaths were reported (nine killed across the island on July 19th).548

Across Nicosia, July 1958 saw a continued series of attacks between the two

communities as well as against the security forces. July 5th saw the explosion of four

bombs  within  the  Old  City,  and  on  July  28th the violence claimed five Turkish Cypriot

lives around Famagusta Gate and in the Topkhane quarter. It was also reported that arson

had reached such a level that along the Mason-Dixon Line that the “fires light the sky.”549

In Kaimakli, suspected Turkish Cypriot gunmen attacked a Greek Cypriot coffee-shop in

which one Greek Cypriot was killed and five others wounded and other random acts of

violence occurred around Ledra Street in Nicosia prompting the strengthening of the

Mason-Dixon Line by security forces.

The result in the intensification of this interethnic violence quickly translated into

the demographic dynamic of Nicosia (See Figure 8.3). The Greek Cypriot dominated and

mixed quarters north of the Mason-Dixon Line (Yeni Jami, Ayios Kassianos.

Khrysalinitotisa, and Taht-el-Kala), especially, began to see a rapid movement of

minority families out of the area.550 There was an increase in the southward movement of

547 Cyprus Mail. Friday, June 13th 1958.
548 Cyprus Mail. “A Black Day of Killings—Eight Die and Another Body Found: Ambushes, Knives,
Bombs.” Sunday, July 20th 1958.
549 Cyprus Mail. Sunday, July 6th; Sunday, July 20th; Tuesday, July 29th 1958.
550 Loizides (2007) and Mallinson (2005) mention this movement of population occurring due specifically
to  the  June  6th 1958 riot in Nicosia spurred on by an inflammatory speech given by Rauf Denktash, the
Turkish Cypriot deputy leader, however, as is demonstrated this movement of people to opposite sides of
the Mason-Dixon Line was stimulated by the weight of accumulated conflict and not by any one event.
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Figure 8.3: Route of the Mason-Dixon Line overlaid upon the ethnic quarters (from 1946
Census).

Greek Cypriot families who had hitherto resided north of the line, but with violence,

these mixed areas began to see rapid, voluntary depopulation that inevitably resulted in

the gradual homogenization of the two communities on opposite sides of the Line.551

551 Cyprus Mail. “Another family on its way out” Sunday, June 15th 1958 and Saturday June 21st, “Greeks
evacuate homes—Turks move in.” Though the article does not provide locational details, it does say that
eleven houses were abandoned by Greek Cypriots and then occupied by Turkish Cypriots in the Turkish
section north of the Mason Dixon Line.
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Similarly, Turkish Cypriots who had left their houses in the southern section of the Old

City were housed in temporary “Nissen” huts set up by the municipality in the vacant

areas between the Omorphita and Buyuk Kaimakli suburbs. Another stage in the

solidification of the division between the two communities occurred in late June Turkish

Cypriots took over the Central Municipal Market along Hermes Street and restricted

Greek Cypriot access to the market and shops and the security forces were not able to

regain the market from their control.

ACUTE VIOLENCE IN AN ETHNICALLY MIXED SUBURB: OMORPHITA IN THE LATE

1950S

As described in Chapter 7, the suburban village of Omorphita is situated between

the predominately Greek Cypriot suburb of Buyuk Kaimakli (or simply Kaimakli) and

the predominately Turkish Cypriot suburbs of Neopolis and Trachonas. In the late 1940s,

the Municipality, with the help of the Colonial Development and Welfare Grant (CDW)

constructed the British planned workers housing scheme in which the over 150 houses

would be rented out to members of both communities. As demonstrated in that same

chapter, the project became another medium by which the two communities aired their

grievances concerning unfair access to the units. However, this project was only a small

section  of  the  overall  geography  of  the  suburban  village  of  Omorphita,  and  the

demographics of the village based on the British censuses shows that it was a region

shared by both Greek and Turkish Cypriots. Though the numbers demonstrate a gradual

movement  of  Greek  Cypriots  out  of  the  village,  it  remained  a  place  of  cohabitation  as

well as an “interface zone” between the two communities.

The history of shared proximity in the village should lead one to the conclusion

that this would be an area of social resilience in the face of destabilizing events that were

unfolding between the larger Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities within nearby

Nicosia. However, as mentioned briefly above, and as described in more detail below,

this ethnically mixed “ideal” turned into one of the most contested areas within the

Nicosia region. Because of its preeminence in the eyes of the British and the municipality
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for the possibility of peaceful, working class cohabitation the events that transpired in the

intercommunal conflict that erupted between 1956 and 1958 within Omorphita demands

special attention, especially considering that to-date, no author has investigated the events

that unfolded in this suburb in any detail.552

The first outbreak of communal violence in Omorphita can be dated to Tuesday,

May 29th 1956. As mentioned above, a funeral procession for a Turkish Cypriot

policeman  who  was  killed  in  a  bomb  blast  on  Ledra  Street  turned  into  a  brief  riot  in

which  funeral  goers  attacked  a  Greek  Cypriot  house  in  Omorphita  along  the  route  and

then attacked a nearby bottle factory. One Greek Cypriot was killed in the violence and

six others were wounded.553 The next destabilizing event of note in this mixed

neighborhood was when a bomb exploded in late September 1957 within the village and

four Turkish Cypriots were killed—though there was some uncertainty as to who set the

bomb as some residents said it was an accidental explosion.554 Between the outbreak of

violence in 1956 and its continuation throughout 1957, the intensity of conflict between

the two communities in Omorphita was very limited in number and severity when

compared with the level of violence between Greek and Turkish Cypriots less than half a

mile  to  the  south  of  the  village.  However,  this  relative  peace  was  to  be  shaken  as  the

suburb entered the summer of 1958.

The continued violence within the Nicosia region began to take its psychological

and physical toll on the residents along the interface regions within the city. By late 1957

and early 1958, families began to voluntarily move out of opposing sectors. The vacant

municipal lands along the eastern fringe of Omorphita, adjacent to Kaimakli, became an

impromptu housing (in Quonset or Nissen huts) for displaced Turkish Cypriots. The

introduction and concentration of the marginalized, displaced, and possibly radicalized

group into the interface zone proved to be a problem for the surrounding region and it

was believed that this housing area became an epicenter for Turkish Cypriot militant

552 Soulioti (2006) gives only a brief mention of the events in Omorphita in 1958.
553 Cyprus Mail.  Wednesday, May 30th 1956.
554 Cyprus Mail. Thursday, September 25th 1957.
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activity. On June 9th a Greek Cypriot was attacked by masked men in Omorphita; and on

June 30th an intercommunal clash erupted that injured three when both communities acted

on rumors that the other was attacking them.555 The unrest created by this clash carried

over throughout the rest of the week, culminating in ten families moving out of the

suburb after reporting that Turkish Cypriot youths threatened to kill them if they did not

leave the area.556

The following day it was reported that 50 Greek Cypriots approached the

Municipality asking for protection due to death threats and it was identified that the

Turkish Cypriots in question were believed to come from the Nissen huts in the area. A

general curfew was placed over Omorphita, but that did not stop another outbreak of

violence on July 2nd when it was reported that 60 Greek and Turkish Cypriots fought each

other in the schoolyard of the Municipal housing estate.557 The following day, violence

erupted along the interface zone between Kaimakli and Omorphita in which there were

multiple shootings and bombs thrown. The next day, security forces swept the Turkish

Cypriot houses in the area and found “petrol bombs and homemade weapons, rifle and

pistol bullets found in sweep of Turkish Cypriot houses in Omorphita municipal housing

and Nissen huts.”558 Then, on July 9th, a coffee-shop in Kaimakli was attacked by masked

men who witnesses say drove off in the direction of Omorphita.559

As the violence continued, further Greek Cypriot families fled the area and as

they did, Turkish Cypriots who were also displaced by the violence moved into the

abandoned houses. The movement of the families out, coupled with the establishment of

the temporary housing for displaced Turkish Cypriots in the huts along the interface with

555 Cyprus Mail, Friday, June 10th and Tuesday, July 1st 1958
556 Cyprus Mail.  “Omorphita  Clashes-then Curfew –  Greek families  flee  in  fear.”  Friday July  4th 1958.
The reporter relates that “about 10 Greek families had evacuated their homes saying that they feared for
their lives. Several of the fugitives told me that young Turks had threatened them that if they did not get out
by nightfall their homes would be burned and their throats cut. Some Turks were reported as having told
police that they had acted in self-defense or in retaliation for the carrying of bombs in the two cars stopped
on Wednesday night.”
557 Cyprus Mail. Thursday  July  3rd 1958. The article does not state of any major injuries or casualties
occurring during the violence.
558 Cyprus Mail. Sunday, July 6th 1958.
559 See Cyprus Mail. Thursday, July 10th for further details concerning the shooting.
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Kaimakli, had a dramatic effect on the overall demographic configuration of the village;

it soon became predominately Turkish Cypriot. However, the municipality did not

approve of what they deemed as illegal squatting in the houses of the workers’ estate

(which the municipality officially owned) and they passed a law in August which allowed

a judge to evict the 72 families in question.560 The eviction letters set off a wave of arson

attacks against municipal houses as well as to the nearby Municipal Grain Storage

building and Timber yard.561 As 1958 drew to a close, the violence in Omorphita began

to subside and there were no reported outbreaks of communal fighting in 1959. As an

uneasy peace returned to the area, displaced persons were able to return to their homes,

but as shown in Figure 8.4 the impact of the violence did have a dramatic effect on the

socio-spatial dynamics of the suburb.

Based on the 1956 population count conducted by the British, and as reported in

the official 1960 Census, the population numbers reflect the social change in Omorphita.

The Turkish Cypriot population (counted as Muslims) became the numerically dominant

group in 1956 (over 60 percent with around 2,000 total residents); also, as shown in the

figures, by the 1960 census the Turkish Cypriot population more than doubled (around

5,200 residents) and constituted a super-majority of the population (nearly 80 percent).

As Cyprus gained its independence in 1960, the demographic profile of Omorphita

became the status quo for the suburb, and as is shown in the next chapter, this period of

interethnic violence in Omorphita left a lasting scar on the community and animosities

became suppressed rather than resolved.

As demonstrated above, Omorphita is a prime example of the complexities of the

Cyprus Problem. The suburban village was an ethnically mixed community and was able

to secure a robust municipal workers’ housing estate within its boundaries. The idyllic

peaceful coexistence that proved the norm throughout its history coupled with the fact

that the communities did not, for the most part, succumb to the violence that plagued

560 Cyprus Mail. August 14th 1958.
561 Cyprus Mail Monday, Monday September 22nd 1958. It  was reported that over 14 arson attacks were
carried out in Omorphita at that time.
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Nicosia between 1956 and 1957 should have granted Omorphita a special place in the

purveyance of the “peaceful coexistence” narrative espoused by the Greek Cypriots, but

it was not included in this discussion. In fact, books reflecting on the history of the

Cyprus Problem virtually ignore Omorphita altogether, and those that do mention the

suburb entirely ignore this period outright, with the exception of Soulioti (2006).562 The

significance of the communal tension in Omorphita cannot be overstated as it serves as a

microcosm typifying how the spiraling conflict inspired by ethno-nationalism spurred, in

part, by powerful ethno-guarantors can destabilize a country, even at the neighborhood or

village level.

Omorphita offers a fine resolution analysis at a large scale as to how a mixed

community can devolve into intercommunal distrust and panic followed soon by violence

as trouble begins to spill over from the densely populated epicenter of intercommunal

clashes,  in  this  case  the  walled  city  of  Nicosia.  The  demographic  transformation  of  the

suburb, coupled with the intercommunal tension that consumed the interface zones

around  the  city,  proved  too  much  for  what  little  communal  resilience  there  was  in  the

community and the ethnic tension following in the wake of the EOKA campaign

permanently altered the socio-spatial configuration of the suburban village. This

reconfiguration served as festering wound in the eyes of the Greek Cypriot community in

the  region,  and  though  overt  conflict  abated,  the  stage  was  set  for  even  more  dramatic

strife that broke out in late December 1963.

562 An example of this is Hitchens [1997]; Sant Cassia [2005];Uludag [2005]. Soulioti [2006] mentions
the clashes in Omorphita, but relegates the discussion to only the June 30th clashes and spends more time
describing the lasting repercussions of the Turkish Cypriot take over of the houses in the area. She (2006 pg
58) states “the repercussions of the Turkish Cypriot take-over of Omorphita in 1958 should not be
underestimated; it lit the slow-burning fuse that flared into violence and bloodshed in that area during the
intercommunal conflict in December 1963.”
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Figure 8.4: The population dynamics of Omorphita (1881-1960)
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PART 2: THE POLITICS OF PARTITIONING (1954 TO 1959)

While the events that transpiring on the ground were reshaping the urban social

geography of Nicosia, as well as the other cities and villages of Cyprus, into an ethnically

polarized and partitioned environment, the politics of the day also contributed to the

social  boundarying  process.  As  the  British  began  to  signal  that  they  were  ready  to

devolve colonial control of the island to the Cypriot communities in some form, plans

were put forth to realize this goal. Before the British administration rescinded control of

the island, however, they insisted that three main political issues were to be addressed: 1)

the retention of key areas as sovereign British areas for military purposes on the island; 2)

the insurance of minority rights and self-determination on Cyprus, especially in the wake

of the enosis campaign; 3) the role that the now vested regional ethno-guarantors would

play in the island’s political future. Negotiations concerning the island’s independence

began in earnest as early as 1955. With the uptick in intercommunal violence between

1956 and 1958, the British introduced the idea of possible partition of the island’s

communities, somewhat in the spirit of the division of India/Pakistan in 1947. Each plan

introduced was aimed at constructing the future configuration of Cyprus and was

constructed in such a way to first satisfy the requirements of the three major powers

(Greece,  Turkey,  and  England),  and  second  to  protect  minority  rights  under  a  self-

governing system.

 For the purposes of a thumbnail sketch of each plan discussed in further detail

below,  a  brief  synopsis  of  each  plan  is  presented  here.  To  begin,  the Tripartite

Conference (1955) was the first active involvement by the external ethno-guarantors in

the politics of Cyprus. They discussed self-government on the island, but the ideal of self-

determination was disregarded. This was soon followed by the Radcliffe Commission

Proposal (1956) which set the framework for the shared self-governing system on

Cyprus, which involved a disproportionately high representation for Turkish Cypriots in

the government in order to protect the minority’s rights. Around that same time, two top-

secret memoranda (1956 and 1957) were circulated in which the British administration

proposed the physical and social partition of the island into two ethnically homogeneous
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zones followed by gradual or forced transfer of population to either side of the divide.

This emphasis on partition found its way into the Foot Plan (1957) which proposed the

idea of dual self-determination in which both communities could decide through if they

wanted to unify with their guarantors via separate communal referenda (virtually

ensuring partition of the island). Foot’s plan was followed by the more robust Macmillan

Plan (1958). This plan created a constitutional framework in which the two communities

would be in charge of their own affairs while at the same time working under an umbrella

bicommunal federation. The government would work with the British Governor and he

would consult with representative from Greece and Turkey concerning most internal and

external matters. Though this plan was shelved, it served as the basis of the Zurich-

London Agreement (1959) and the Cyprus Constitution. This agreement signaled the final

phase of the Cyprus settlement process. The associated treaties (Establishment,

Guarantee, and Alliance) created an independent Republic of Cyprus in 1960 and the

Constitution set up a power-sharing government between the two communities, which in

the process of safeguarding the Turkish Cypriot minority actually gave the community a

disproportionate amount of power in the new government-and this would ultimately lead

to the unraveling of the Republic in 1963. The sections below include a detailed analysis

of each plan proposed for the settlement of the Cyprus issue.

Tripartite Conference held in London August 29th through September 7th 1955

This conference constitutes the first formal involvement of the three powers

concerning the future of Cyprus. It was during this conference that Greece furthered its

stance calling for self-government in Cyprus and the formal recognition of the right of

self-determination for the Cypriot people. Turkey’s position was that the government was

not opposed to the principle of self government on Cyprus, but it was against this idea

self determination due to the fervent calls for enosis. Britain declared its position as being

in opposition to self determination due to geographical and strategic considerations.563

563 The exact wording of the British position was "It is not our position that the principle of self-
determination can never be applicable to Cyprus. It is our position that it is not now a practical proposition
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However, the British were favorable to the idea of self-government, though they insisted

that a constitution be written for Cyprus (created by a tripartite committee from Greece,

Turkey and England) with a proportional elected assembly and adequate safeguards for

the Turkish Cypriot community. The conference came to a close and on September 17th

the Greek government officially rejected the British proposal because it did not allow for

self-determination.

Radcliffe Commission Proposal of 1956
Building off the foundation of self-government as proposed during the 1954

Tripartite Conference, the British carried on with developing the parameters fro a Cypriot

Constitution. These parameters were included in the Radcliffe Commission Report

(officially entitled The Constitutional Proposals for Cyprus submitted by Lord Radcliffe)

submitted the British Parliament on December 19th 1956.564 It proposed a tripartite

structure of government (the Legislative, the Executive, and the Judicial) in which the

Cypriots would handle their internal affairs. The proposed Legislative Assembly would

consist of a Speaker, a Deputy Speaker and 36 other members of which six would be

appointed directly by the Governor, six would be elected directly by the Turkish Cypriot

community, and the remainder would be elected by the Greek Cypriot community. This

structure insured that the Greek Cypriots would have an effective majority in the

Assembly  to  direct  their  own  affairs;  however,  the  Commission  included  a  clause  that

matters that affected the Turkish Cypriot community, a two-thirds majority of the Turkish

Cypriot members in the Chamber would have to consent.

Concerning the Executive branch, the commission proposed that there would be a

Greek Cypriot Prime Minister, who would be appointed by the Governor, whose

ministers would also need approval by the Governor. One minister position would be

reserved for a Turkish Cypriot, and this minister would maintain the position as head of

both on account of the present strategic importance of the island and on account of the consequences on
relations between NATO powers in the Eastern Mediterranean." (FCO 51/353)
564 The entire Radcliffe Commission Report can be found in digital form at http://www.cyprus-
conflict.org/materials/radcliffe/index.html . See also FCO 51/353 for a brief summation of the proposal as
well as FO 371/123932 and FO 371/123936 for reactions to the Radcliffe Proposal.
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the office for Turkish Cypriot affairs.  Concerning the Judiciary branch, a Supreme Court

consisting of a president (Chief Justice) and two other judges (one Greek and one

Turkish) would have jurisdiction over all proceedings concerning the constitutional

legality of all laws passed by the General Assembly. The commission stipulated that the

Chief Justice “must not be a Cypriot citizen” and would be appointed by the Governor

who would also appoint the other two judges following a consultation with the Chief

Justice.  The  commission  also  proposed  a  lower  court,  called  the  "Tribunal  of

Guarantees," whose task was to protect individual rights guaranteed by the Constitution

(judges in this court would also be appointed by the Governor).

Though the Radcliffe Commission proposal did provide a framework for self-

governance, the control of Cyprus ultimately remained in the hands of the British. Self-

administration  covered  the  daily  affairs  of  the  Cypriot  people,  but  the  Governor

ultimately remained in charge. The two most powerful positions in the government (the

Prime Minister and the Chief Justice were appointed by the governor, as were the PM’s

ministers). Similarly, six hand picked ministers would ensure a modicum of control in the

legislative  assembly.  In  addition,  no  bill  passed  by  the  Legislative  Assembly  would  be

considered  valid  unless  signed  by  the  Governor.  Similarly,  the  Governor  was  to  be

responsible for internal security, external affairs, including decisions on the defense of

Cyprus. This loose self-governance coupled with the fact that no clause was added for

self-determination led to the near immediate rejection of the proposal by Greece and

Turkey’s position was that it was a reasonable basis for further discussion. Silent,

however, were the voices of the Cypriot people, demonstrating the level of ethno-

guarantor in-filtration into the affairs of Cyprus.

A further important aspect of the Radcliffe Commission proposal was that for the

first time, political separation at the communal level was codified. The proposal would

have ultimately left each community in a position of self-governance under an umbrella

federal system. This high level discourse on the perceived inability of the majority

population to able or willing to safeguard the rights of the minority Turkish Cypriots on



364

the island and thus required special constitutional safeguards.565 Essentially, this first

official proposal concerning the devolution of colonial administrative power to the

Cypriot people in the guise of self-administration could not avoid the notion of a requisite

separation of communal affairs. Essentially a bi-communal federal system was proposed

within this document in 1956 and it is from this basic framework that all future plans for

the solution of the Cyprus Problem revert to in some way.566

Two Top-Secret Documents Pertaining to the Partition of Cyprus (1956 and 1957)

Two recently declassified top-secret documents shed new light onto the British

views concerning Cyprus and its future, namely how best to plan for and actualize the

future partition of the island. The first document on the notion of partition, entitled A

Memorandum on Possible Schemes for the Partition of Cyprus, was issued on November

10th 1956. It was followed soon thereafter in 1957 by the document Cyprus: Report on

the Methods, Costs, and Consequences of Partition. In both these documents, the British

administration outlined a proposal for the division of the island of Cyprus into multiple,

ethnically homogeneous parts. The reports include a range of possibilities on how best to

partition the island so that each community would be given an adequate share of the

water and mineral resources, as well as access to one of the deep water ports (Famagusta

and Limassol) of the island. These documents have never before been published and this

study is the first to bring this document in the mainstream of the discussion on the socio-

political division of Cyprus.567 The high level conversation that this report stimulates is

565 The  exact  wording  of  the  report  was “that, subject to this, the Constitution is to be based on the
principles of liberal democracy and is to confer a wide measure of responsible self-government on elected
representatives of the people of Cyprus, but is at the same time to contain such reservations, provisions and
guarantees as may be necessary to give a just protection to the special interests of the various communities,
religions and races in the island.”
566 The notion of the geographical and political separation proposed in subsequent peace proposals is
discussed in more detail in Chapter 10.
567 These documents have never before been published and this study is the first to bring this document in
the mainstream of the discussion on the socio-political division of Cyprus.
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included in three separate archival files and all are included in the progression of this

section.568

Document 1: A Memorandum on Possible Schemes for the Partition of Cyprus
(1956)569

The stated purpose of this memorandum was to establish schemes for the creation

of a Greek and British-Turkish Zone on the island, or to create separate Greek, Turkish,

and British zones on the island (the latter satisfying the strategic requirements of Britain

and NATO). Before entering into a detailed discussion of the partition schemes (of which

they envisioned both horizontal and vertical lines of partition) the fifth page of the

memoranda outlines eleven basic principles for what they consider a successful partition:

1) The partition ought to be such as to divide both the area and the resources of the
island between the Greeks and Turks (after deducting the British enclave(s)) in
roughly the proportion of 4:1

2) The two zones, Greek and Turkish, ought as far as possible to be self-sufficient.
3) This means, in particular that each should contain its own sufficient water

supplies and its own port access.
4) Since there are only two ports capable (with such expansion as may be necessary)

of serving the two ports of a divided Cyprus, namely Famagusta and Limassol, it
follows that any scheme of partition, if it is to be workable at all, must be such as
to allot one of these ports to the Greek and one to the Turkish zones. This is a
decisive factor.

5) The conditions under which partition may eventually take place must be expected
to be such as to necessitate, for some time at least, the physical separation of the
two zones by means of a barrier or dividing line which can be patrolled and by
which the separation can be enforced.

6) This means that the line of demarcation ought, if possible, to be easily
recognizable and enforceable.

7) Unfortunately, however, there is no natural line of demarcation which could be
used for this purpose

8) But, in general, it is clearly easier to separate the country by a line drawn
through the plains than a line drawn through the mountains.

568 See FO371/123903, FO 371/123909, and FO 317/136362 for discussions surrounding the reactions to
the partition proposal. Information included in all of these files has also never been published in any other
sources on the Cyprus issue.
569 Housed in files CO 926/277 and CO 926/278
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9) Since the two races are so intermingled throughout the inhabited areas of the
island, no partition scheme can be devised which will naturally leave both the
Greeks predominate in the Greek zone and the Turks predominate in the Turkish.

10) It follows that there must be some exchange of population if, as seems necessary,
each race is to be numerically predominate in its own zone.

11) It seems probable that this exchange of population will have to be compulsory. If
not, the Greek in the Turkish Zones might well decide (for all the clamour for
Enosis) stay where they are and then the zone would be incapable of absorbing
satisfactorily the influx of Turks.”

Because it is essential for one community to get Famagusta and the other Limassol, there

are two basic options suggested to partition the landscape of Cyprus. The first suggestion

is a vertical line dividing the island in two east of Limassol whereby Greeks would get

the west and Limassol and the Turks Famagusta. The other suggestion is a horizontal line

giving one community Famagusta and the other Limassol. A horizontal line, as discussed

in the memo, would be difficult to enforce if it ran through the Troodos Massif, while a

vertical line that gave one community Famagusta and the other Limassol and that divided

the resources of the island would equally be challenging to draw. The line the authors

settled  on  runs  through  the  eastern  Messaoria  Plain--but  what  to  do  with  Nicosia?  The

memorandum states that because of the concentrations of communities and the issues of

prestige associated with retaining or losing the capital make it very difficult to place in

any sector, but the report admits that due to the overwhelming number of Greek Cypriots

in the urban area, it should inevitably fall in the Greek Zone.

Pages eight through eleven of the memorandum contain a detailed discussion of

the possible schemes for the Turkish Zones (see Figure 8.5). The first it proposes is a

“Turkish Zone west of line Lefka to Akrotiri;” however the report assumes that this would

be unacceptable to the Turkish Cypriots because although has most of the island’s

mineral wealth, it is too mountainous for agriculture and shepherding. The second

scheme  the  memo  proposes  is  a  “Turkish Zone Western Messaoria,” which would

include all the territory west of the Nicosia Airport (which would include the

predominately Greek Cypriot city of Morphou). The report assumes this scheme would

not be favorable to both communities as the Greek Cypriot in Polis would be isolated and
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the  Turkish  Cypriots  would  not  have  a  deep  water  port.  The  third  scheme  was  to  be  a

“Turkish Zone Limassol and Larnaka Districts,” but the report says the Greek Cypriots of

Pitsillia  and  Athienou would  not  agree  to  the  idea.  Fourth,  it  proposes  a  “Turkish Zone

the north Coast and the hinterland of the Karpas Peninsula” again with the caveat that

the Turkish Cypriots would have no port. Finally, they propose a “Turkish Zone the

Karpas and the Eastern Messaoria.” The authors consider this scheme to be the best fit

for the population dynamics of the region, though they would have to transfer Turks out

of Limassol and Nicosia, and the Turkish Cypriots would receive Kythrea springs but not

the water and mineral wealth of the Troodos range.

The possible schemes for partition of the island were designed to meet the needs

of both communities as best as possible and ensure a modicum of self-sufficiency, but

they show how difficult a task division of a country actually is. The geographical realities

and the issues of interspersed populations compound the complexities of partition,

necessitating the decrease in access to natural wealth by one community or the other as

well as the requisite population transfers to achieve ethnically homogeneous sections on

the island.

Within the file that housed the November 10th memoranda were the various

documents responding to the proposal. The consensus was that the geographical

necessities such as land, mineral wealth and above and below ground water resources

need to be accounted for more accurately. Similarly, officials noted that there needed to

be an analysis of the economic and social  costs of such a partition plan as well  as who

will bear these costs. Another question raised was how to account for the fact that the

majority of Turkish Cypriots lived in urban settings and to transfer them into the cities

and villages in their new zone would probably cause overcrowding. Finally the opinion of

the military (issued in a statement on November 30th 1956) was that it required a unified

Cyprus for at least ten to 15 years due to the importance of the island for strategic

purposes in the region.
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Figure 8.5: Image of Dr. Kütchük's 1957 Proposal for the Division of Cyprus. Also, an
approximation of the vertical (A-C) and horizontal (D-E) territorial divisions
proposed in the “Memorandum on Possible Schemes for the Partition of
Cyprus” in 1956.
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Document 2:  Cyprus: Report on the Methods, Costs, and Consequences of Partition
(1957)570

The first line of the report states “No-one can reasonably maintain that partition

is a good solution to the Cyprus problem.”571 However, the second paragraph

clairvoyantly outlines how partition, if it were to ever happen, would transpire--“the

conclusion reached as a result of' this study is that partition is probably not practicable

unless it is effected in one or other of' two ways, either violently- by fire and sword - or

gradually, by an artificially induced polarization of' the Greek and Turkish Cypriot

communities spread over a period of' ten years or more.” The report states that it is

possible to enact a physical partition of the island as well as move communities from one

side to the other, although it admits that it would require that the Greek and Turkish

Cypriot populations agree to the transfer, which they likely would not. The report also

concludes that if partition plans were to include population transfers, the expected

reduction in the standard of living of those moved by 40 percent (paragraph 3). The

report admits that partition of the island could result in long standing issues involving

chronic intercommunal conflict and animosity (perpetuated by community leaders or

ethno-guarantors), but it also admits that drawing the lines and creating ethnically

homogeneous areas might allow for mainland governments to work solely with their side

and quell any intercommunal conflicts that might embroil both countries (paragraph 4).572

Moving beyond the arguments for and against partition, the report transitions into

outlining two partition schemes (deemed X and Y) for the island (see Figure 8.6).

570 See CO 926/710 for the Report
571 The report continues “The questions that arise are not whether it is desirable but: 1) whether it is
practicable, 2) whether it is a solution at all, 3) whether it is, in fact, the least objectionable of' the sever al
courses open to us.” CO 927/710
572 The report states “On the one hand, it is argued that the process of division and the legacy of bitterness
it would leave behind would perpetuate and exacerbate racial hostility, that hot-heads on either side of' the
line would constantly provoke and irritate the other community, that border incidents would become
chronic and probably lead to a major conflict and that either Greece or Turkey might deliberately upset the
partition in the hope of annexing the whole Island. On the other, it is argued that once the line had been
drawn and the populations separated, both the mainland governments and the communities in the Island
would be intensely anxious not to precipitate a major conflict which would at once spread beyond Cyprus.
Moreover, so long as a third Power retained bases in Cyprus and, perhaps, responsibility under NATO for
its external defense, the Governments of Greece and Turkey would be less inclined to allow border
incidents to get out of control.” CO 926/710.



370

Scheme X included a vertical line drawn through the eastern Messaoria Plain giving the

Turkish Cypriots control of the eastern portion of the Nicosia District (including the

crucial water supply at Kythrea), the section of the Kyrenia District east of the Lefkoniko

Pass, all of the Famagusta District (granting them Famagusta’s valuable deep water port),

and the eastern section of the Larnaca District. The report includes a table outlining the

size and value of the land on either side of the line as well as the number of people who

would have to be moved. The area awarded to the Greeks would be roughly 2,700 square

miles, while the Turkish zone would only be 895 square miles The approximate value of

the agricultural land would be £12 million GBP for the Greek and £4 million GBP for the

Turkish sections and the mining and quarry values were estimated at £8.5 million GBP in

the Greek section and £50 thousand in the Turkish section. It also states that in order to

create an entirely homogeneous division, 69,243 Turkish Cypriots would have to be

moved into the eastern section, while 100,471 Greek Cypriots would have to be moved to

the western section.573 Under this scheme, Nicosia would be entirely in the Greek Section

and the Turkish Cypriots would loose access to their quarters in the city as well as to the

Nicosia International Airport. Concerning Scheme X, the report admits that the economic

distribution in this partition is not equitable, but it does require the least amount of

population transfer.

Scheme “Y” follows a similar vertical partition as Scheme “X,” although it draws

the line in the eastern Messaoria to include the northern half of Nicosia and the Turkish

Cypriot villages to the immediate north of the city. The plan admits that no community

would agree to lose control of the capital, especially considering the 16,000 Turkish

Cypriots  living  in  the  Nicosia  region  represent  the  largest  single  concentration  of  that

community anywhere on the island. The Turkish zone would include Kythrea springs as

well as the city of Famagusta. The report also includes a table accounting for the numbers

in each section. The overall territory in the Greek section would be roughly 2,400 square

miles while the Turkish zone would be 1,150 square miles The approximate value of the

573 It further states that if the British were to aspire to reduce the Greek Cypriot population to 40 percent in
the Turkish sector, it would only require the movement of 64, 939 Greek Cypriots to the western section.
(paragraph 23).
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agricultural land would be £11 million GBP for the Greek and £5 million GBP for the

Turkish sections and the mining and quarry values were estimated at £8.4 million GBP in

the  Greek  section  and  £100  thousand  GBP  in  the  Turkish  section.  It  also  states  that  to

create an entirely homogeneous division, 48,209 Turkish Cypriots would have to be

moved into the eastern section, while 130,530 Greek Cypriots would have to be moved to

the western section.

On Pages 18 and 19 of the report, the estimated costs are given for the outright,

active partitioning under Scheme X and Y. These costs are outlined below:

    Scheme “X”
Administrative Organization £400,000
Removal of 169,714 persons
  (say 42,500 families, at £30 per family) £1,275,000
Resett1emant grant (say £100 per family) £4,250,000
Subsistence for say half the families
  (for 6 months at £25 per month) £3,187,500
Housing for excess Greek families and some Turks
  (say 8,000 families at £800) £6,400,000
Value of' excess Greek land in Turkish zone £1,000,000
Total minimum cost £16,512, 500

    Scheme “Y”
Administrative Organization £400,000
Removal of' 178739 persons say 44,700 families  £1,341,000
Resettlement Grant £4,470,000
Subsistence for half' the families for 6 months £3,352,500
Housing say 20,600 excess Greek families £16,480,000
Value of excess Greek land in Turkish zone £16,000,000
Total minimum cost: £42,043,500

Table 8.1: Cost estimates associated with the British partition schemes.

The report also includes the unknown cost of' troops supporting the police and

unexpected contingencies, but does not give an actual number for these costs. It further

discusses the fact that the costs would be greatly reduced (monetary and social costs) if

the communities would follow a path of gradual partition. Though the report estimates

that the government would have to expend £35 to £37 million GBP on gradual partition
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and  continued  administration  of  the  island,  the  costs  would  be  diffused  over  ten  years,

and much of it could be recovered by land sales. This turns the discussion to the methods

that the British envisioned in actualizing partition—outright partition (Method A) and

gradual polarization (Method B).

The process of outright partition would involve a “compulsory transfer or

population”  because  it  assumes  that  families  would  refuse  to  move  willingly  to  either

zone. This transfer of population would be done quickly (estimated at around four years

to complete) and the British would have to assume the costs of transferring the families

and resettling them “in an environment and with the means of livelihood corresponding

as closely as possible to those to which it had been accustomed before the removal”

(paragraph 36). The compulsory movement would necessitate a willingness to cooperate

by the families to move, otherwise forced movement could incite violence (and

considering that the island was in the initial stages of the EOKA revolt, it would be

difficult to see how that would have happened).

The process of gradual polarization, on the other hand, would be a much longer

process (around ten years) and the benefits of this method purported by the report was

that the costs would be much lower overall for the British administration. Gradual

polarization  as  proposed  by  this  plan  was  not  to  be  passive;  rather,  the  administration

would play an active role in facilitating communal self-segregation including political

and economic pressures.574 Economic  pressure  would  take  the  form  of  enacting

legislation that prohibited Greek Cypriots from selling land to Turkish Cypriots in the

Greek zone and vice versa. A Property Exchange Agency would buy all the immovable

property for sale in each zone and offer it only to Turkish Cypriots in the Turkish zone

and vice versa.  Also,  a Building Society would serve the needs of those who requested

assistance resettling themselves in their proper zone. Political pressure would consist of a

574 The report states, “it would involve subjecting those inhabitants who found themselves on the wrong
side or the partition line to political and economic pressures designed to compel them, however
unwillingly, to take the initiative in uprooting and then resettl1ng themselves on the right side or the line.”
(paragraph 37).
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Figure 8.6: Visualization of the partition of the island Based on Scheme X and Y of the
Cyprus: Report on the Methods, Costs, and Consequences of Partition of
1957. The Numbers of people required to move to their respective sides are
highlighted.
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threefold approach (paragraph 39). First, a legislature in each zone with near complete

autonomy would be established in each zone (all Turkish Cypriot members in the Turkish

Zone, even if only 60 percent of the population and all Greek Cypriot in the Greek Zone).

Second, members of each community who refused to move to their respective zones

would be “disenfranchised,” though the report does not go into detail as to what this

meant exactly. Finally, it said that if self-determination were ever exercised, it could only

be done by the inhabitants of each zone respectively; thus, if Geeks remained in the

Turkish zone and the community voted in favor of being annexed by Turkey, Greek

Cypriots in the zone would also become Turkish citizens.

In general, the report finds that both forms of partition would have negative costs

associated with it, especially in the context of social well-being and capital expenditure.

The  conclusions  drawn are  that  if  partition  was  opted  for,  it  could  be  done.  The  report

emphasizes (in paragraph 62), however, that “partition should be regarded very much as

a solution faute de mieux and should be contemplated only after more sensible solutions

have had to be discarded.” The tone of the report is to be read that active partition should

be regarded as the last resort when all other options have failed and that it will be a slow

and arduous process—that is if outright partition with its corresponding population

transfers was written off.

By means of a general conclusion concerning these early partition plans, the

significance of these two documents cannot be overstated. As early as November 1956,

the British were contemplating the active partitioning of Cyprus into, if possible,

ethnically homogeneous areas. This leads to two important conclusions. First, it may be

argued that partition of the island was at the forefront of the minds of the British political

leadership during the negotiations with Greece, Turkey, and the Cypriot communities.

Second, ethnicity based politics became the rule for any future settlement on Cyprus. It is

also significant to restate that the British had planned for active partitioning either by

means of compulsory population transfers over a short period or through political and

economic maneuverings aimed at alienating those that did not move “willingly” over a

ten year period. In both cases, the administration would not be a passive actor, rather one
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that was overtly polarizing and partitioning the population. The underlying tone of

partition  as  the  solution,  one  may  argue,  became  the  unwritten  policy  of  the  British  as

they planned their egress from the total administrative control over the island. Finally, it

is important to note that the weight of historical context was not brought to bear on the

discussion. The near immediate fighting that erupted during the partitioning of the Indian

colony was not discussed, nor was the costs of moving the millions of people between

India and East and West Pakistan.

The notion that active partitioning done by the British would be far too costly to

be actualized led many of the officials to lean toward the idea of gradual polarization

leading  to  eventual  partition.  The  costs  of  allowing  for  gradual  partition  were  even

considered too great, so with an eye toward inevitable partition of Cyprus, the British as

well as the United States Department of State opted to take a more subtle approach to the

Cyprus Settlement. Officials, as well as the authors of both documents above, admitted

that partition enacted by the administration would be too costly and should only be

considered as a last resort, however the discussion turned more to a hands-off approach in

which the administration would insert a “partition clause” into the settlement plans.575

The idea of this “partition clause” would be that upon independence, both communities

would be free to vote independently for self determination. The idea of this partition by

communal choice was adopted as the underlying theme of the Lennox-Boyd

administration and found its way quickly into the future plans for ending the violence on

Cyprus.

The Foot Plan December 1957- January 1958

Hugh Foot replaced Field Marshall Harding as governor of Cyprus in October

1957 and on January 1st 1958 he presented the British Prim Minister with his proposed

recommendations for Cyprus. Building upon the initial plans for self-governance as

outlined in the Radcliffe Proposal, and the new movement toward self-determination

under Lennox-Boyd, Foot presented his plan to end the Cyprus Problem and if approved,

575 See CO 926/277 for all top-secret communiqués concerning the “partition clause.”
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he would end the state of emergency that the administration had enacted in 1955, as well

as the return of Makarios III, exactly three months after the plan’s approval. The plan

also included a much discussed announcement of the intention to allow self-

determination exactly seven years from the end of the state of emergency. During the

seven year period following the cessation of violence, both EOKA’s campaign and the

intercommunal conflict, the Cypriots had to work with the Governor to form and

maintain a constitution. The controversial adaptation of the self-determination principle

was that under this plan, each community would be granted the right to vote separately

for  self-determination.  The  plan  also  called  for  each  community  to  work  together  with

Greece and Turkey to negotiate the future of the island after the seven year period, and

provided that the areas retained by Britain were unaffected, the British Government

would acquiesce to whatever plan was submitted to them.

Both  the  governments  of  Turkey  an  Greece  rejected  the  proposal,  the  former

being the most vociferous as they were concerned over the return of Makarios and the

quick cessation of the state of emergency as it could open the Turkish Cypriot community

to new, unchecked threats. Though rejected, the Foot Plan was a major shift in the official

British policy toward the solution to the Cyprus issue. It signaled that it was willing to

devolve control of the island to the Cypriots, though with influence from Greece and

Turkey, and, most importantly for this study, introduced the idea of “dual” self-

determination into the official historic record. This separate vote by each community

virtually ensured partition of the island, fulfilling the demands both for enosis and taksim

seven years after the cessation of violence. Though seemingly giving both sides what

they  wanted,  the  Foot  Plan  was  carefully  constructed  to  derail  the enosis campaign by

EOKA and Greece  as  their  demand was  for  the  island  to  be  unified  with  Greece  in  its

entirety; if they voted in favor of self-determination it would be a victory for the Turks

and Turkish Cypriots; if they opposed the plan, then their raison d’etre (enosis via self-

determination) would loose credibility. The plan was vague as to how the actual

partitioning would unfold, and few expected it to be accepted, but it did solidify the
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notion that the only solution to the Cyprus Problem would involve communal separation,

both politically and now geographically.576

The "Macmillan Plan" of June 19, 1958

The Macmillan Plan presented to the House of Commons in 1958 by Prime

Minister Macmillan represents another stage in the continuum of self-administration for

the people of Cyprus.577 The plan consisted of a proposed constitutional framework in

which the Governor would consult with the two communities as well as one

representative from Greece and another from Turkey to create a representative

government over a seven year period. The government under the new constitution would

consist of a separate House of Representatives for both the Greek and Turkish Cypriot

communities, and these Houses would have legislative authority over its own communal

affairs, effectively a bi-communal federation. The overarching governing body in charge

of internal administration, outside of communal affairs, would consist of a Legislative

Council over which the governor would preside. This council would include a

representative from the Greek and Turkish Governments as well as six elected ministers

from the House of Representatives (four of these ministers being Greek Cypriot and two

being Turkish Cypriot). Finally, decisions concerning all external affairs, defense, and

internal security would be left to the Governor who would act only after consulting the

representatives of' the Greek and Turkish Governments.

Paragraph 10 of the plan includes the statement that typifies the belief held by the

British who at the time were investigating all options for gracefully devolving power on

Cyprus. The plan states:

 “A policy based on these principles and proposals will give the people of the
island a specially favoured and protected status. Through representative
institutions they will exercise authority in the management of the Island's internal
affairs, and each community will control its own communal affairs. While the

576 For further discussion of the British pre-planning of the dynamics of this plan see FO 371/123903 and
FO 371/123909.
577 See http://www.cyprus-conflict.org/materials/macmillanplan.html#mp2 for  the  full  text  of  the  plan.
Also see FO 371/123903 for analysis and an appendix that contains the plan.
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people of the Island enjoy these advantages, friendly relations and practical co-
operation between the United Kingdom, Greece and Turkey will be maintained
and strengthened as Cyprus becomes a symbol of co-operation instead of a cause
of conflict between the three Allied Governments.”

Though the wording provides a window into the possibility of all sides working together

and ultimately deciding the fate of the island through negotiation by all vested parties,

three days after the Plan was submitted the Greek Government rejected it on the grounds

that it did not agree with the proportion of Greek and Turkish Cypriot elected officials as

well as the idea of working with Turkey as an equal player on an island that was 80

percent Greek Cypriot. Ker-Lindsay (2011) also says the Greek Government saw the plan

as the first step in the partition of the island. The Turkish Government was favorable to

the plan initially, but ultimately rejected the plan on the grounds that the possible change

in status of Cyprus after the seven year period was not clearly identified and thus

preferred either status quo or partition.

The Macmillan Plan was shelved, but this stage in the evolution of proposals to

end the Cyprus conflict bears special emphasis as it not only lays the foundation for

separate communal politics, but also the now intrinsic role of the regional ethno-

guarantors. Under the plan, representatives from Greece and Turkey would hold

significant posts within the government as well as important consultative roles in the

external  affairs  of  the  island.  This  final  plan  presented  by  the  British  before  the  Zurich

Agreement in 1959, concretized the dual system of 1) communal political, if not physical,

separation, and 2) the direct and continued role of external actors and regional ethno-

guarantors in Cyprus politics. It was this template that carried into the final negotiation

for Cyprus’ independence and has continued to haunt Cyprus ever since.

Zurich-London Agreement (February 19th 1959) and the Cyprus Constitution

In 1959 the British decided to extricate themselves from the control of Cyprus.

The British Administration decided the costs of security coupled with the idea that the

retention of key areas of Cyprus for sovereign military bases would satisfy the strategic

needs of Britain and NATO in the volatile Middle East region. Building off the idea of
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direct involvement by the governments of Greece, Turkey, and Britain in shaping the

future political structure of Cyprus, the three powers met in February 1959 in Zurich—in

what some may consider an extreme example of ethno-guarantorism. During the

conference they formulated the basic constitutional framework of an independent

Republic of Cyprus and it was not until later that month that the three powers met with

representatives from the Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities in London.

Negotiations that included all parties continued between February and August 1959,

when the final agreement was reached. This agreement consisted of a battery of four

main documents, all of which play an important role not only in the structuring of an

independent Cyprus in August 1960, but also in internationalizing the politics of Cyprus

from the outset.

The first document was the 'Treaty of Establishment' which was signed by Britain,

Greece, Turkey and the Republic of Cyprus. It not only defined the legal boundaries of

the Republic, but also delimited the 99 square miles of British sovereign base areas

(SBAs) which included the Akrotiri peninsula, and the coastal base of Dhekelia situated

between Larnaca and Famagusta. The next document was the “Treaty of Alliance” which

was signed by Cyprus, Greece and Turkey which legally bound them to cooperate in the

common defense of the island from direct or indirect attacks against the independence or

the territorial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus. It also included the provision that 950

Greek and 650 Turkish soldiers would be stationed on the island. The third document was

the “Treaty of Guarantee” which was signed by Britain, Greece, Turkey and the Republic

of Cyprus which bound Cyprus to adhere the Treaties of Alliance and Establishment, and

the other three to guarantee that it continued to do so. Under this treaty it was mandated

that if there was a breach of the settlement, Greece, Turkey and Britain should consult

each  other,  but  in  the  event  that  common action  could  not  be  agreed  upon,  each  power

reserved the right to take the measures necessary to “ensure the provisions of the

settlement” and to return the island to status quo ante. Essentially, continued ethno-

guarantor  involvement  was  ensured  in  this  settlement  plan,  but  in  the  eyes  of  those

involved one may argue that it was better to directly involve the regional actors and
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provide adequate checks and balances, rather than ignore the possibility of involvement

and/or manipulation behind the scenes.

The Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus

The Constitution incorporated the framework ratified during the Zurich-London

Agreement as unalterable basic articles. It was drafted by a committee consisting of

representatives from the Greek and Turkish Governments as well as from the Greek

Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots; however, the British Government was not involved in any

meaningful way. As is demonstrated in the brief synopsis of the constitution below, the

culmination of the involvement both communities and their guarantors of power created a

heavily bi-communal document that many feel over represents the Turkish Cypriot

community as they are given a disproportionately high number of seats and positions

when compared with their relative population ratio of 18 to 20 percent of the Cypriot

population of Cyprus according to the 1960 census.

The first article of the Constitution states that Cyprus was to be an independent

and sovereign Republic with a Greek Cypriot President and a Turkish Cypriot Vice-

President, both of whom are elected by their respective communities by a separate vote.

The Executive Branch also included a Council of Ministers consisting of seven Greek

Cypriot Ministers and three Turkish Cypriot Ministers.578 The President and Vice-

President are could only appoint the ministers of their own ethnic group and both the

President and Vice-President could veto council decisions and any laws passed by the

House of Representatives.579 It also states that the provisions of the constitution cannot be

altered.

The Legislative Branch consisted  of  a  House  of  Representatives  whose  required

ratio was fixed at 70 percent Greek Cypriot and 30 percent Turkish Cypriot, elected by

separate communal votes. Although many of the decisions of the House of

578 It was stipulated that a Turkish Cypriot Minister would hold the position of Minister of Foreign Affairs,
Defense, or Finance).
579 Salem (1992 pg 119) states that “the veto provisions imply a dual Executive, again reflecting strongly
the bi-communal nature of the Constitution.”
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Representatives requires only a simple majority to pass, key issues that affected both

communities (including amendments to electoral law, municipalities, and taxation), had

to pass by majority vote in both the Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot chambers (article

72). The chambers served as the legislative authority in all matters regarding religious,

cultural, and educational, matters, including imposing taxes, for their respective

communities.

Concerning the Judicial Branch, The Supreme Court which was the authority on

constitutional matters was to be composed of three judges: one Greek Cypriot, one

Turkish Cypriot, and one non-Cypriot, the president, or Chief Justice of the Court. These

judges were to be appointed jointly by the President and the Vice-President. The lower

courts were tasked with covering the affairs of each community independently (Article

159),  creating  a  judicial  system  that  closely  resembled  the  aforementioned  dhimi  court

structure of the Ottoman millet system (see chapter 5).

The Constitution also outlines the requirements for the composition of the public

service and armed forces sectors for the Republic.580 Concerning the public sector, the

constitution mandated that public service jobs consist of 70 percent Greek Cypriot and 30

percent Turkish Cypriot positions. Similarly, the Public Service Commission was

required to consist of six Greek Cypriots and four Turkish Cypriots. Concerning the

military, the required composition of the army was to be 60 percent Greek Cypriot and 40

percent Turkish Cypriot and the security forces (the police and the gendarmerie) were to

consist of a ratio of 70:30.581

Section XI outlines the creation of separate Communal Chambers who could

establish the taxation rates for their individual communities. Within this same section

(articles 173 - 178) allows for the continuation of separate municipalities in Nicosia,

Limassol,  Famagusta,  Larnaca  and  Paphos  with  the  caveat  that  the  President  and  the

580 Sections VI, VII and VIII (articles 123 and 129).
581 According to Salem (1992 pg 121),  “President Makarios favored complete integration of the two ethnic
communities at all levels of the military but Vice-President Kütchük preferred separate units in elements as
small as a company (approximately 150 men). When they could not agree on any compromise, President
Makarios then declared that the Republic should make no further effort to implement the Constitutional
provision for a national army.”
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Vice-President would "within four years - examine the question of whether or not this

separation of municipalities in the aforesaid towns shall continue."582 Article 173

solidified the socio-political separation in the major towns born from the violence of

1956 through 1958. The separate municipalities issue became one of the major points of

contention for the Makarios administration and played heavily into his issuance of his 13

Points proposal to amend the un-alterable constitution.

CONCLUSION

The gradual polarization of the population of Cyprus during the British Colonial

period created a social geography that had very few connective attributes signaling a

intercommunal resilience dynamic strong enough to withstand the destabilizing events of

1955 through late 1958. Across the island the number of mixed villages had decreased

dramatically and communal separation became the norm. Following the events of World

War II, Nicosia saw increased economic growth and investment by the British and thus

became a magnet for rural populations displaced by a failing agriculture sector. Attalides

(1981) hints at the idea that the in-migrants brought with them a sense of that rural

separateness when they settled into their respective ethnic quarters within the city.

Nicosia not only saw a growth in population numbers, but also an increased concentration

of people within their ethnic quarters.

As intercommunal tensions mounted during the EOKA campaign, spilling over

into conflict in January 1956, the quarters within the city that had a mixed population

(such as Ayias Loukas) as well as the homogeneous quarters that abutted the quarters of

the “other” created a series of tense interface zones within which a majority of the

intercommunal fighting occurred. Similar to Belfast, these regions saw the creation of

micro-partitions (such as temporary road blocks and checkpoints manned by TMT or

EOKA or security forces respectively). However, unlike Belfast, the British security

forces established a fixed line (the Mason-Dixon Line) separating the two communities

within the Old City. The result of this exercise in boundary creation was two fold. First,

582 See Salem (1992) pg 120 for further discussion, as well as Markides (2001).
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the line cut-off residents from their larger ethnic group either north or south of the line,

forcing  them to  move  out  of  the  area  over  time.  Second,  it  can  be  argued  that  this  line

exacerbated the movement of the fighting outside the Old City walls and into the nearby

mixed suburbs of Omorphita and Trakhonas.

The conflict that erupted during this period quickened the pace not only of the

Greek and Turkish Communities within the capital, but also ushered in a separation of the

communities at the political level. The latter separation was concretized by the creation of

separate  municipalities  in  Nicosia  and  in  the  four  other  major  towns  of  Cyprus,

essentially creating an atmosphere of independent communal functioning and further

degrading any possibilities of social equilibrium and resilience. At the national level, the

politics of separation were also solidifying. The British, in the campaign to defeat EOKA

and its calls for enosis, followed the policy of creating a political system based on ethnic

separation, whether it be the self-governing system as proposed by the Radcliffe

Commission  or  the  dual  self-determination  of  the  Foot  Plan  (inspired  by  the  top-secret

partition discussion of late 1956 and early 1957) or the ethno-guarantor laden Macmillan

Plan. The common denominator of all these plans is the politicizing of ethnicity in order

to bring about some form of settlement satisfying all actors in the early Cyprus issue. The

results if this politicizing ethnicity culminated in the Zurich-London Agreement (1959)

and the Constitution of Cyprus which was an aggregate of communal separation (at  the

municipal  level)  with  a  representative  government  and  civil  service  sector  with  more

positions allotted to the Turkish Cypriots than their proportion of the overall demographic

realities on the island.

As the conflict on Cyprus began to wane in 1959, especially after Grivas officially

ordered an EOKA ceasefire on March 9th 1959, the results of the violence had become

clear  on  the  ground.  The  communities  which  had  been  self-segregating  over  time  now

saw an even further increase in communal separation. As the Cypriots entered the first

years of the Independent Republic Period (August 1960), the long-term realities of

intercommunal fighting became apparent. Municipal and Federal government structures

were essentially bi-communal and at the federal level the Turkish Cypriot vice-president
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had virtually the same power as the Greek Cypriot President. Separate communal

chambers regulated their own ethnic constituency, but now the difference was that there

was no longer the umbrella control by the British colonial administration. If the social-

political structure proved unworkable, it was the Cypriots who would have to deal with

the resulting issues. Communal cooperation and resilience in this bi-communal

atmosphere alone may have proven to be something attainable with some effort, but two

hurdles were left in place that quickly challenged the survivability of the fledgling state.

First, the regional powers (Greece and Turkey) were deeply vested in Cypriot politics and

had soldiers stationed in the Nicosia region, allowing for continued ethno-guarantorism

behind the scenes. Second, the Cyprus settlement of 1959-1960 did not call for any form

of demobilization or disarming of the militias on the island. The cause was gone, but the

guns and infrastructure remained.
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Chapter 9: The Entrenchment of Socio-Spatial Divisions--the Enclave
Period (1963-1974)

FRAMING THE ERUPTION OF ETHNIC VIOLENCE IN THE EARLY 1960S

When Cyprus became an independent Republic in August 1960, the social and

political structure was replete with the “unfinished business” of the late 1950s. As the

British planned their colonial egress from the island, they offered a general amnesty to all

parties guilty of crimes against the administration. Former EOKA members were able to

return to normal life, and with the violence over, they and the TMT put away their guns.

However, not every issue was solved as the Cypriots took the reigns of their political

future. Though amnesty was offered by the British, those who were guilty of

intercommunal crimes went unpunished and this fostered the continuation of latent

intercommunal distrust and resentment.

This latent communal animosity was also fueled by the fact that a majority of the

members of the new government were former high ranking EOKA members.  The same

ethnic provocateurs who sanctioned violence against the British and the Turkish Cypriots

were now in positions of political power in the new Republic. Another outstanding issue

centered on the presence of dual municipalities in the five major towns. Greek Cypriots

viewed this as an unacceptable form of the socio-spatial manifestation of taksim

(partition) on the part of the Turkish Cypriot minority. Finally, in the eyes of the Greek

Cypriot majority the bicommunal structure of the Cyprus government framed by the

Constitution over-privileged the Turkish Cypriot minority. These latent animosities and

communal suspicions did not allow for the development of any intercommunal bonds

within a shared Cypriot identity; thus, one may argue that the social fabric of the new

Republic was in no way resilient when faced with the social and political stress that

erupted in 1963. In November 1963, President Makarios submitted his proposal to change

the constitution, which essentially took away many of the rights of the Turkish Cypriot

minority. Within one month, the two communities devolved into what can be classified as

a civil war, which ended with the majority of the Turkish Cypriot community retreating

into armed enclaves.
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Therefore, it is the purpose of this chapter to investigate the causes and

consequences of the island’s degeneration, once again, into ethnic conflict. The major

questions that are asked include:

1) in what ways did the intercommunal conflict translate into the physical and social
geography of Nicosia?

2) what was the socio-spatial impact of the island’s division into armed enclaves?
3) what role did the island’s ethno-guarantors play in the “up-scaling” of the

violence?
4) In what ways did the intercommunal violence manifest itself into settlement plans

tabled by both internal and external actors?

In order to answer these questions concerning the evolution of the Cyprus intercommunal

conflict and its role in the divisioning of Nicosia, this chapter is divided into two main

parts. Part 1 is designed to situate the events of the early Republic within the continuum

of latent hostilities that carried over from the 1950s conflict and describe how these

events fueled the outbreak of acute communal violence in Nicosia and across the island.

Section  1  investigates  the  political  atmosphere  of  the  first  three  years  of  the  Republic

with an eye toward identifying the key issues that proved difficult to overcome in the

inherited bi-communal democracy. The political tensions and seemingly unavoidable and

constant deadlock on major issues stymied a reflexive and adaptive government in the

early years of the Republic. The tense political climate reignited old passions and

suspicions, so that when President Archbishop Makarios III issued his proposed

amendments to the constitution (the “13 Points” which is discussed below), he did so in

an atmosphere of heightened distrust. This distrust quickly over-boiled into open conflict

between the two communities within Nicosia and across the island.

Section 2 carries the discussion of the political events and the catalyzing impact

they had on the devolution of the two communities into yet another round of overt

violence. This section outlines the sequence of events as they transpired within Nicosia

and its environs and addresses the cumulative impact that this violence had on the social

and physical geography of the city. The Section3 returns the analysis to the neighborhood

of Omorphita, which once again serves as the model for not only the degeneration of a

mixed neighborhood into violence, but also the significant role this specific outbreak of
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violence had on the events of 1974. The Section 4 investigates the significance of the

retreat of a majority of the Turkish Cypriot community into armed enclaves in 1964.

During the enclave period, Nicosia loses some of its significance as the epicenter of

communal violence; instead, the violence radiates outward into the enclaves and small

regions across Cyprus become flashpoints that nearly twice provoke an invasion of the

island by Turkey.

Part 2 of this chapter investigates the significant settlement plans that were tabled

during  the  enclave  period  to  secure  some  form  of  peace.  These  plans,  similar  to  those

discussed in Chapter 8, were drawn up during the height of the intercommunal conflict on

the island and reflect the intensity and scale of the Cyprus conflict. These plans reflect the

continuing role of ethno-guarantors on the island and are useful for placing Cyprus in the

larger global dynamic of the Cold War Period. In the end, similar to the plans of the late

1950s, the proposals do not seek to mitigate any of the longstanding social issues on the

island, rather they actually serves to strengthen the crystallization of the ethnic division

on the island. Before one can fully understand the international significance the Cyprus

Problem achieves during the enclave period, it is first necessary to frame the outbreak of

violence in late 1963.

PART 1: PRECURSOR TO CONFLICT--BI-COMMUNALITY AND POLITICAL DEADLOCK

As Cyprus became an independent Republic in August 1960, it carried with it the

baggage of an anti-colonial struggle and four years of interethnic tension. The Cyprus

settlement of 1959 (Zurich–London Agreement) solidified ethnic identity as the basic

tenant of the Constitutional framework of the new country. Representatives were elected

solely by their own ethnic constituency, Civil Service and Military positions had a

stipulated proportional quota of (70:30 in the case of the two former bodies and 60:40 in

the latter) and the Turkish Cypriot Vice-President had veto powers equal to that of the

Greek Cypriot President. The bi-communal dynamic of this political structure, waxing of

the ethno-political structure of the 1943 National Pact of Lebanon, was an experiment in

post-colonial nation building in which three external actors (Greece, Turkey, and Britain)
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played a significant role in the creation of an independent nation whose territory was

shared by two communities who were unaccustomed to working outside the shadow of

colonial control. Any euphoria that followed independence faded quickly when the

realities  of  a  post-conflict  power-sharing  dynamic  began  to  become  painfully  apparent.

During the first years of the Republic’s existence, the stability and resilience of the

society was challenged beyond the breaking point. Three years after the founding of the

Republic, it began to crumble. Though this period has garnered some attention from

works  on  the  Cyprus  Problem,  it  has  not  been  given  its  due  place  as  one  of  the  most

crucial periods in the long-term the division of Cyprus.583

The political realities of the early republic were less of a reflection of the Cypriot

demographic profile (roughly 80 percent Greek Cypriot, 18 percent Turkish Cypriot, and

two percent “Others”) and more of a reflection of cold-war politics and post-World War

II British colonial retraction and/or de-colonization. The deep involvement of Greece and

Turkey demonstrates from the outset that the future of Cyprus would involve regional

actors in their affairs. One may argue as well that the resulting favorable position attained

by the Turkish Cypriots was a reflection of the influence of Turkey which garnered more

power due to its importance to NATO. The bi-communality of the Cyprus Constitution,

with its requisite proportions of 70:30 for politics and civil service and 60:40 for the

police and military as well as the formation of communal chambers that regulated each

communities own affairs, was poorly received by the Greek Cypriot population.584

The Greek Cypriots viewed the separation introduced by the communal chambers,

the constitutionality of separate municipalities, and a Vice President (Dr. Kütchük) with

equal veto powers as the solidification taksim,  or  at  least  the  first  step  toward  the

geographical realization of such separation. To make matters seemingly worse, the

Turkish Cypriot municipalities were receiving loans not only from Turkey, but were also

receiving grants of money from the British government to satisfy the needs for capital to

583 See Ker-Lindsay (2004) pg. 11.
584 See Salem (1992); Reiterer (2003); Salih (2004),
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keep the systems running.585 While the bi-communality of the constitutional structure was

a continued point of contention, it must be stated that it was the same document and

structure that the two communities agreed upon in London in August 1959. Uneasiness

was to be expected, but one can assume that the idea was that political expediency and

negotiation would in the end prevail and the Republic of Cyprus would survive.

There were, however, a few issues that were not considered carefully in the

creation of the Republic: 1) that of the continued role of “sectarian political

entrepreneurs;”  and  2)  that  of  the  continued,  albeit  dormant,  presence  of  communal

militias. Considering the first point, the President that the Greek Cypriots elected by an

overwhelming majority was Archbishop Makarios III—the political and religious voice

for enosis. Similarly, the Turkish Cypriots elected Dr. Kütchük by overwhelming

majority—the  main  voice  for taksim.  Occupying the top positions were two men whose

ideas for the future of Cyprus were diametrically opposed. Next, as mentioned by

Markides (1977) and Kaufmann (2007), the majority of the President’s cabinet was made

up of former EOKA members, who also occupied top positions within the civil service,

police, and gendarmerie. Similarly, the vocal nationalist, Rauf Denktash, was elected as

the president of the Turkish Cypriot Communal Chamber.

The realities of the newly formed government were that the actors who facilitated,

exacerbated, and/or carried out the intercommunal violence were now in positions of

elected authority. That is not to say that former militia members could not move beyond

old animosities for the purposes of good governance, but considering the magnitude of

the conflict on Cyprus in the late 1950s, as well as the continued support from their

ethno-guarantors, the reality is that during the first three years of existence there was no

real  attempt  made  to  forge  a  common  Cypriot  identity.  Ethnicity  and  identity  were

entrenched in politics and the legislature became the arena within which identity and

access were contested. As intercommunal tensions mounted within the government, the

585 See DO 156/8. See also Markides (1998) and (2001) for a discussion of the issues associated with the
existence of separate municipalities.
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atmosphere became charged and rhetoric soon filtered into the general public and to the

waiting ears of the dormant militias.

The latter point above is of great importance to the Cyprus Crisis in the 1960s, yet

few have investigated the continued presence of militias.586 After the general cease-fire

ordered by Grivas in March 9th 1959 and the signing of the Zurich-London Agreement

(August 1959), military engagements came to an end and a general amnesty was issued

by  the  British  administration.  However,  the  settlement  plan  did  not  call  for  an  official

disbandment and disarming of militias on the island and members of EOKA and the TMT

filtered back into the general population with impunity while at the same time stockpiling

their weapons.587 It is unclear if the assumption was that the trained fighters would join

the military or the ranks of the police, or if they would simply lay down their arms and

return  to  a  normal  life,  but  either  way  the  assumption  proved  a  fatal  flaw  for  the  new

Republic.

As the bicommunal gridlock in the government percolated down into each

constituency, both communities experienced heightened tensions and the militias on each

side prepared for conflict. Patrick (1976), who remains the most important and influential

source on this period in Cypriot history, states that “in the Greek-Cypriot community  . . .

clandestine military preparations were under the direct control of the President and his

ministers.  TMT  planning  was  based  on  the  assumption  that  a  constitutional  deadlock

would probably lead to inter-communal fighting in 1964.”588 He states that the TMT

preparations were centered on planning for the immediate sealing off of the Turkish

Cypriot  quarters  from  Greek  Cypriot  rioters,  snipers,  and  militia  attacks  and  fortifying

586 See Stephens 1(1966); Patrick (1976) and Ker-Lindsay (2004 and 2011).
587 Patrick (1976) pg 38 states, “Although the EOKA organization of the 1955 - 1959 campaign had been
disbanded, many of its weapons had never been handed over to the Cyprus police and the loyalties and
obligations of its cells remained intact. These cells became the cadres of the new force. In 1962, weapons
training for company-sized units was being conducted in the Troodos Mountains under the guidance of
Greek-Cypriot officer-cadets of the Cyprus Army and using arms 'borrowed' from government armories.”
588 Patrick (1976) pg 38.
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outlying villages against police patrols. He also alludes to the fact that the Greek Cypriots

were planning for a different set of tactics, namely the “AKRITAS Plan.”589

The bi-communal political system, coupled with the increased rhetoric and the

knowledge that both communities were possibly reactivating their dormant militias,

heightened the uneasiness of both communities, thus reintroducing the idea of the “zone

of tension” discussed in Chapter 4. The fragile, bi-communal state failed to develop any

social mechanisms to cope with a political or social crisis of any magnitude; at the same

time, the Makarios government believed that the status quo of the early 1960s could not

remain as all major legislation stalled in the House of Representatives or was vetoed by

the vice-president. High level politics notwithstanding, the main point of contention for

the Greek Cypriot administration was the issue of the separate municipalities within the

five major cities. Markides (1998 and 2001) states that the official reason behind the

adamant stance against the presence of separate municipalities was that some of the

services provided to the Turkish Cypriot municipalities such as water, sewer, and

electricity were being done so at a loss by the greater Greek Cypriot municipal system.

However, another reason behind the resistance to the separate municipalities was that in

the mind of the Greek Cypriots, the urban separation was tantamount to taksim.

Because of the constitutional clause allowing for separate municipalities, the

Makarios administration was stymied in its legal abilities to do away with their existence.

On January 2nd 1963, however, the administration did attempt to circumvent the issue by

declaring that the entire regions of the five main towns were to be designated as

“improvement areas.” This was a British Period law in which the administration could do

away with the municipal councils and appoint their own planning boards to administer

social services such as health, sanitation, and so on.590 The Greek Cypriot municipal

council members stepped down in all five cities, but the Turkish Cypriot members did not

and took the issue to the Constitutional court. It was ruled that the improvement boards

were unconstitutional, but it also ruled that the demarcation of ethnic municipalities

589 The AKRITAS Plan is discussed in greater detail later in Part 2 of this chapter.
590 See Stephens (1966) pg 177 and Patrick (1976) pg 39.
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violated the parameters of the constitution.591 This ruling, coupled with the deadlock in

the legislature, emboldened President Makarios to issue his “Suggested Measures for

Facilitating the Smooth Functioning of the State and for the Removal for Certain Causes

of Inter-communal Friction”  known  also  as  his  “13  Points”  proposal  to  amend  the

constitution on November 30th 1963. His 13 proposed amendments are included here in

an abbreviated form:

1) the removal of the right of veto of the President and the Vice-President of the
Republic
2) to allow for the Vice-President of the Republic to stand-in for the President of
the Republic in case of his temporary absence or incapability to perform his
duties;
3) the Greek-Cypriot President of the House of Representatives and the Turkish-
Cypriot Vice-President of the House to be elected by the House as a whole rather
than by communal chamber
4) the Vice-President of the House of Representatives to stand-in for the President
of the House
5) the removal of the separate majorities for the enactment of certain laws by the
House of Representatives
6) the establishment of unified municipalities
7) the judicial body to be unified
8) the removal of the division of security forces into police and gendarmerie to be
9) the numerical strength of the security forces and the army to be determined by
a law rather than by the constitution
10) the revision of the proportion of Greek-Cypriots and Turkish-Cypriots in the
civil  service,  security  forces,  and  the  army  to  be  changed  to  reflect  the  actual
ethnic ratio of the Cypriot population
11) the reduction of the number Public Services Commission members from ten
to five
12) all decisions of the Public Service Commission made by a simple majority
vote
13) the Greek-Cypriot Communal Chamber to be abolished

As one can see from the above proposal, the administration did factor in some limits on

Greek Cypriot political power, though the most dramatic proposals (such as the removal

of the right of veto by the vice-president, the removal of the separate municipalities, the

removal of the protectionist clause of majority votes in each communal chamber on the

issues of municipalities, taxation and electoral laws, and the reduction in the positions

591 Salem (1992) pg 122.
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available in the civil service, police, and military sectors from 70:30 and 60:40 to

something closer to 80:20) took away much of the political/representational power of the

Turkish Cypriot community. As discussed in Chapter 4, one of the main issues that serve

as the tipping point during a society’s devolution into civil conflict is to remove, or in this

case threaten to remove, political “access.” This is exactly what the 13 Points proposal

did. Regardless of any discussion concerning the strengths and weaknesses of the 13

Points, the effect was a direct challenge to the political rights of the Turkish Cypriot

minority community, though arguably bloated due to the involvement of the powerful

ethno-guarantor. On December 7th Vice-President Kütchük, as well as the Turkish

Government, rejected the proposal.

OUTBREAK OF COMMUNAL VIOLENCE (DECEMBER 1963)

From the inception of the independent Republic, there continued a sense of

intercommunal hostility and distrust. The wounds of the previous four years of conflict

were not immediate to heal, but even considering the level of violence that occurred

between 1956 until its peak in 1958, the two communities were able to return to a state of

relative peace and normalcy, albeit in an atmosphere of much more acute social

polarization. Within the city of Nicosia, many families had moved to opposite sides of the

Mason Dixon Line to escape real or perceived violence and few returned to their original

homes after the violence subsided. Thus, Nicosia of the early 1960s already had a de

facto communal  partition,  though  no  overt  symbols  of  division  such  as  armed  check

points or barbed-wire fences existed during this early period. The realities of this

separation, combined with relatively autonomous communal political control, maintained

a surprising level of intercommunal peace during the early years of the republic.

Though the political environment was polarized, actual violence between the two

communities  was  almost  non-existent.  Outside  of  the  two  separate  incidents  of  the

bombing of the Bayraktar Mosque (the Mosque of the Flag-bearer) in 1962 and 1963 (the
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latter of which destroyed the minaret, no kidnappings, killings or riots took place.592

However, as the ethnically charged political stalemate began to filter down into the

individual constituencies, the atmosphere became much tenser across the island, and

especially in the capital. Both communities began to re-equip their dissolved militias and,

as mentioned above, prepared for the onset of intercommunal violence at some point in

1964. It was within this heavily charged “zone of tension” that Makarios issued his 13

Points, and it came as no surprise that this action stimulated a hyperinflation of

communal tension to the point that any event could be magnified into catastrophic

proportions.593

Following close behind the issuance of the 13 Points, incidents aimed at

stimulating an outbreak of intercommunal violence became more frequent. On December

3rd the statue of Markos Drakos, an EOKA leader killed by the British, was damaged by a

bomb and soon thereafter Greeks and Turkish Cypriots began patrolling their respective

quarters in Nicosia.594 The police force, which was composed almost entirely of Greek-

Cypriots, began a policy of stopping suspicious Turkish Cypriots and asking them for

identification  all  across  the  city.  On  December  20th the Cyprus Mail headline reads

“Atmosphere of Tension Being Built Up” and in the report it mentions how a Turkish

Cypriot newspaper reported that Greek Cypriot police and former ex-EOKA members

were meeting to put in place a plan to cordon off the Turkish Cypriot quarters in Nicosia.

Considering the up-scaling of tensions during the first half of December, the

British had become especially concerned that there would be an outbreak of communal

hostility and discussions began on how this might affect the settlement treaties.595 A

Foreign Office file from the period includes a description of how the communication

lines were established with the two communal chambers, and in a December 20th 1963

telegram from the British embassy to the Foreign Office, the official stated that both sides

592 See Volkan (1979 pg 17 for further discussion.
593 The fact that the 13 Points proposal violated the parameters of the Zurich-London Agreement would
have allowed for Turkey or Britain to take action under the Treaty of Guarantee to return the island to
status quo ante following its adoption if they chose to do so.
594 Soulioti (2006) pg 335.
595 See FO 371/168977
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had reassured him that there was no danger of trouble. It was in the early hours of the

next day that the complexities of a divided society truly become apparent as a seemingly

minor event can singlehandedly cause a nation to spiral out of control into chaos and

deadly intercommunal fighting.

At 2:10 a.m. on Saturday the 21st of December, 1963, two Greek Cypriot

policemen stopped two Turkish Cypriots within the Old City of Nicosia along Hermes

Street near the Olympia Club and asked for their identification papers. They refused and

soon a large crowd of Turkish Cypriots surrounded the police. Soon shots were fired

leaving one male (named Zakki Halil) and one Female Turkish Cypriot (Zalihe Hassan)

dead (the latter died in the hospital from the wounds) and one policeman seriously

wounded.596 It is this single event that one may argue was the “tipping point” or

“catastrophe” that brought the island of Cyprus to its knees and initiated a chain of events

that culminated nearly ten years later with the final military division of the island. The

reason behind the magnitude of this shooting was not the scale of the loss of life, rather

the ambiguity of whom was at fault. Turkish Cypriot sources interviewed by the Cyprus

Mail said the police open-fired on the crowd (signaling an egregious abuse of power) and

the Greek Cypriot sources say someone from the crowd fired first on the police. The

official report sent to the Foreign Office from officials in Nicosia states that “a member

of the crowd opened fire with an automatic weapon. The policemen responded with

return fire.”597 It  is  also  reported  that  at  2:20  am  a  car  opened-fire  with  automatic

weapons at the police who remained at the scene, injuring one.598 Regardless of who fired

first, both communities used the incident for propaganda purposes and the events of the

early morning on December 21st served as the catalyst for a new, more tenacious, chapter

in intercommunal conflict across Cyprus.

Between 5:00 am and 10:30 am on the 21st a number of vehicles were fired upon

indiscriminately around Nicosia and it was reported by the Cyprus Mail on the 22nd that

596 The Cyprus Mail. Sunday December 22nd 1963 reports that the Turkish Cypriot crowd numbered at
least 150 and that someone from the crowd fired first.
597 See telegram enclosed in FO 371/168978.
598 Cyprus Mail. Sunday December 22nd.
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plain clothed Greek Cypriot policemen fired upon the statue of Atatürk in Atatürk Square

as well as on the office of the President of the Communal Chamber. Two Greek Cypriots

were beaten near Atatürk Square and two schoolboys were shot and wounded by police.

That  day  the  shops  on  the  border  between the  Greek  and  Turkish  quarters  were  closed

and it was reported that a taxi full of Turkish Cypriots was fired upon in Lakatamia, to

the  south  of  Nicosia.  The  violence  during  the  day  on  the  21st caused Makarios and

Kütchük to issue a joint appeal for calm and an end to the violence, but the shootings had

ignited a wave of violence that was beyond their control.

The December 23rd issue of the Cyprus Mail recounts the events that transpired on

the 22nd. It reports on gunfire across Nicosia in which one was killed and eight wounded.

There was “open combat” outside the Vice-Presidents Office and near Ledra Palace as

well  as  in  Trachonas  along  the  Kyrenia  Road  two  miles  north  of  Nicosia.  In  a  brazen

attack, the Turkish Embassy was fired upon and within the Old City a police patrol was

fired upon. They returned fire and in the ensuing gun battle, one Turkish Cypriot was

killed and another wounded and three Greek Cypriots were wounded. It is also reported

that at 5:00 am fighting broke out in Larnaca. Reports also tell of the thousands of

Turkish Cypriots who took part in the funeral procession for the two who died on the 21st

and how after the procession the city devolved further into chaos.599

Heavy fighting continued into December 23rd in which ten more people were

killed and 20 wounded. Reports from the Cyprus Mail indicate that Turkish Cypriot

fighters were firing from minarets and that the city was seemingly deserted with all shops

closed. A situation report from the British High Commission to the Foreign Office reports

on how Nicosia had become a “divided city” with each sector having fortified their

positions with barricades and machine gun nests at key intersections.600 The report also

599 Cyprus Mail “Gunfights rage in frightened city. Bloodshed on Nicosia battles—Greeks and Turks meet
in bitter clashed.” Monday, December 23rd 1963.  See also Stephens (1966) for a detailed account of the
violence.
600 FO 371/168979. The report states that “Nicosia is divided into two sectors with no movement across
the ceasefire line. Division runs right down the center of town and that key barricades are manned by
machine gun nests and in-between is patrolled by trigger-happy TC and GC irregulars on both sides of the
divide.”
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states how the Greek Cypriots had surrounded all Turkish Cypriot areas and that the

postal service, municipal services, and telephone services had been cut off in the Turkish

Cypriot areas—essentially cutting them off from any outside help. Ironically, Soulioti

(2006), who was a member of President Makarios administration and wrote and extensive

memoir covering the period, states that the situation could have returned to normal, but

the Turkish Cypriots unleashed a vigorous attack which provoked a resurgence of

fighting.601 She also states that the TMT was better organized, better trained and better

armed that the Greek Cypriots, painting them as the aggressors and those to blame for the

continued violence. Though contradicting the situation report from the British official and

Foley and Scobie, it is important to note this fact because even in recent scholarship,

sectarian versions of history of this period abound, often justifying retribution, and cloud

the realities of the events.

Sectarian histories aside, the morning of the 23rd through the evening of

December 24th saw an intensification of the fighting beyond anything experienced in

Cyprus’ intercommunal conflict(s) to date. On December 23rd Turkish Cypriot members

of the police and gendarme seized the police stations in Omorphita/Kaimakli and the

Kyrenia Road police station, and heavy fighting continued across Nicosia and around the

rest of the island. Roadblocks were established along Victoria and Tenzimat Streets and

the route of the 1950s Mason Dixon Line once again became the de facto boundary

between the two communities; this time, however, the division was enforced by sectarian

fighters rather than British security forces. On December 23rd President Makarios

negotiated with members of the Turkish Cypriot police at the Paphos Gate station for a

ceasefire, but it was largely ignored. During the early morning hours of the 24th heavy

fighting broke out near the British High Commission and heavy fighting occurred

“throughout the areas in Nicosia where Greeks and Turks adjoin” and that by 3:00 pm

601 In contrast to what Soulioti (2006) states, Foley and Scobie (1975 pg 162) state that “. . . both sides
were spoiling for a fight. The Turks had been for months secretly training men. The Greeks, besides
controlling the police, had their own clandestine army, trained by EOKA veterans and divided into
companies with scouts, radio operators, and medical teams. They were thus stronger and better organized
than were their opponent.”
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around 40 Turkish Cypriots had been killed and by 4:00 pm it was reported that 125

Greek Cypriot irregulars had attacked in the vicinity of the High Commission using anti-

tank weapons, mortars, and light automatics and rifles.602 It  was  also  reported  that  the

Greek Cypriot forces were making a determined attack against the Kermia area and

heavy fighting was occurring west of the city near Yerolakko. The December 25th edition

of the Cyprus Mail reports that two Turkish Cypriots were killed in Kaimakli and that

fighting had broken out across the island.603

By the close of December 24th the official  number of Turkish Cypriot dead was

117, and 583 were wounded with 136 missing.604 This number was announced at the

same time as  news  of  the  attack  on  the  village  of  Ayios  Vassilios,  west  of  Famagusta,

was also reverberating around the Turkish Cypriot Communities.  These reports became

the fodder for a newly intensified propaganda campaign. In Ayios Vassilios, Greek

Cypriot fighters attacked the Turkish Cypriot community and reports stated that 21

bodies were found in what was deemed one of the first “Greek Atrocities.”605 This

incident, coupled with the fighting that was raging in Nicosia and across the rest of the

island, hardened the Turkish Cypriot ethno-national narrative position that “partition was

the only solution.” However, it would be the events in Omorphita that started that same

day that would have even longer lasting repercussions on the Cyprus Problem.

A RETURN TO OMORPHITA (DECEMBER 23RD AND 24TH 1963)

The suburb of Omorphita saw a massive demographic shift in the late 1950s due

to the uptick of violence within the area due to its location as a mixed interface zone

between Turkish Cypriots to the west in Trachonas and Neapolis and to the south in the

Turkish  Cypriot  sections  of  the  Old  City  of  Nicosia  and  the  Greek  Cypriot  sections  of

602 See FO 371/168979 for further discussion of the situation report.
603 It reports of Fighting in Klavdia near Limassol, shootings in Larnaca, roadblocks set up by Turkish
Cypriot Gendarmerie at Kophinou village, police patrols being fired at in Kaimakli, roadblocks being
erected with machine guns along Nicosia-Kyrenia road near Aghrida, fighting in Pergamos, and shots being
fired at Tymbou.
604 See WO 305/3130.
605 See WO 305/3130.
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Kaimakli  to  the  east.  As  discussed  in  Chapter  8,  though  there  were  occurrences  of

intercommunal conflict starting as early as 1956, the violence reached its peak in 1958

when riots and death threats forced as many as 700 Greek Cypriots from their homes.606

This out-migration was followed by subsequent settling of refugees and squatters into the

houses transformed the region into a predominately Turkish Cypriot dominated area—to

the lasting chagrin of the Greek Cypriot population as well as to the municipality who

owned a majority of the workers housing units in the area. The demographic

transformation  of  the  area  was  to  remain  a  lasting  issue  and  a  festering  wound  for  the

Greek Cypriot population of the area and Omorphita remained a tense interface zone

between the Turkish and Greek Cypriot communities.

It  is  within  this  tense  atmosphere  that  the  events  of  December  23rd 1963

compounded into one of the most notorious attacks carried out on a Turkish Cypriot area

in the history of the Cyprus conflict—and it is because of this notoriety that many

versions of the events, often conflicting, are given in the historic record. The events that

transpired in Omorphita began around 7:00 am on December 23rd 1963. Oberling (1982)

says  that  the  day  began  with  Greek  forces  firing  into  the  Turkish  Cypriot  areas  of

Omorphita from nearby rooftop positions, in response to this firing, the Turkish Cypriot

militia, the TMT, “gathered together Greek Cypriot families that had been left behind in

Omorphita and escorted them out of harm’s way telling them that ‘this was a gesture to

unarmed civilians.’”607 Next,  the  Turkish  Cypriot  police  and  gendarmerie  seized  the

gendarme station in Omorphita, supposedly attacking nearby flats during the raid.608

Later that day, Turkish Cypriots attacked a few of the Greek Cypriot owned

workers homes in the area, killing one Greek Cypriot before being driven back by

606 See Soulioti (2006)
607 Oberling (1982) pg 90.  See also Feyzioglu and Ertekun 1987.
608 Soulioti (2006) does not discuss the aforementioned shooting and the subsequent escorting the
remaining  Greek  Cypriots  out  of  the  area  and  rather  starts  the  chain  of  events  with  the  take  over  of  the
police station.
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police.609 The next day, the Greek Cypriots felt that they were being surrounded by armed

Turkish  Cypriots  and  therefore  sent  out  a  call  for  assistance.  Soon  Greek  Cypriot

“security forces,” which consisted of a heavily armed militia nearly 125 strong and led by

Nikos Sampson, a former EOKA gunman, moved into the neighborhood. The attack was

deemed a “mopping up” operation after the gendarmerie post was relieved, but it was

also considered retaliation for the attacks the previous day on the Greek Cypriot families

in the housing estate. The militia attacked the area with armored bulldozers, machine

guns, mortars, anti-tank weapons, rifles and automatic weapons. The Turkish Cypriot

defenders were able to repulse the first attack allowing for the evacuation of 3,000 of the

5,000 Turkish Cypriots left in Omorphita into the Turkish sector of Nicosia on the night

of the 24th.610

The following day the TMT defenders began running out of ammunition and

Sampson’s all out charge breached the defenses and the by midday they had achieved full

control over the suburb. Necatagil (1993) writes that “Mr. Nikos Sampson . . . declared

that ‘Omorphita has been conquered by Greek arms; conquered lands can never be

returned.”611 Sampson was also photographed waving a Greek flag on one of the ruins of

a house in the suburb. It was not the attack on Omorphita itself that attracted international

attention as much as it was the violence in the aftermath of the fighting that shocked

everyone. During the breach of the fortifications and the subsequent take-over of the

suburb, around 20 Turkish Cypriots were killed and hundreds wounded. 550 Turkish

Cypriots who remained during the fighting were pulled from their homes and sent to a

holding facility in Kykkos School in Enkomi, a western suburb of Nicosia.

Following the take over, Sampson’s irregulars ran rampant around the suburb

looting, killing indiscriminately, and burning down Turkish Cypriot buildings. During the

chaos that followed the victory in Omorphita, Sampson’s forces shot and killed a blind

609 The Cyprus Mail. Wednesday, December 25th reports that “the Cyprus radio statement about the
Omorphita mopping up operation said throughout the whole day, Greek houses at Omorphita came under
heavy fire from Turkish armed gangs, who attacked with heavy guns, unarmed Greek families.
610 Oberling (1982 pg 90) states, “that evening Sampson’s force was strengthened by units from the
mainland Greek contingent.” This is not verified by any other source.
611 Necatagil (1993) pg. 37.
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Imam and his crippled son in their  home, the wife and two children of a Turkish Army

officer who lived in the area were shot and killed (images of their dead bodies lying in a

bathtub circulated in all the major international news outlets and caused an international

outcry), and  Feyzioglu and Ertekun (1987) cite British journalist H Scott Gibbons who

reported on seeing a 70 year old Turk, his two sons and his ten year old granddaughter

being lined up and shot and another 13 year old boy who was bond and later shot in his

home.612 As Hitchens (1997) summarizes, “it remains the case that disgusting acts of

arson, sadism and vengeance were committed, unpunished. Nicos Sampson’s group was

especially culpable.”613

The violence in Omorphita exemplifies the acute issue persistent in many ethnic

conflict zones, the problem of uncontrolled militias charged with feelings of predatory

animosity towards the other. Sampson’s irregulars consisted primarily of Greek Cypriots

who were trained and armed for such a battle in advance and were seemingly uninhibited

in their desire to exact some form or revenge or punishment against the Turkish Cypriot

community in the Nicosia region. The unfortunate events of Omorphita played out in

countless other villages around Cyprus where destruction by overwhelming force was

meted out against Turkish Cypriot populations outside the immediate preview of the

Greek Cypriot police and gendarmerie.614

Another impact of the acute violence in Omorphita was the use of the atrocities by

Turkish Cypriot propagandists to further solidify their ethno-national narrative of the

inability of the two communities to live together and that the only way to peace and

safety is partition. Nikos Sampson was nicknamed by the Turkish Cypriot community as

the  “Butcher  of  Omorphita”  and  they  developed  a  deep  suspicion  and  fear  of  him.

Similarly, as Borowiec (2000) states, “to this day, the massacre of Omorphita is

considered by the Turkish Cypriots as a reminder of the depth of ethnic hatred, a symbol

of  their  “martyrdom   .  .  .  The  Turkish  Community  is  unable  to  forget  that  massacre,

612 Feyzioglu and Ertekun (1987) pg 13.
613 Hitchens (1997) pg 55.
614 See DO 201/50 for a chilling recount of the violence in the rural areas in the Nicosia District.
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whereas the Greek side rarely mentions it.”615 Rauf Denktash, who during his tenure as

President of the yet unrecognized Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, took foreigners

to the ruins of the houses and as of 2010 at least one structure from the Workers Housing

Schemes destroyed in the fighting remained at the northeastern entrance to the

neighborhood.616

The violence in Omorphita helped to create and sustain a cultural memory of the

violence and fear of Greek Cypriot extremism. Reports of unchecked militias running

rampant through Turkish Cypriot areas further polarized the communities and solidified a

geography of fear that helped quicken the pace of Turkish Cypriots leaving their homes

in mixed regions and evacuating into armed enclaves. Persistent symbols of destruction

such  as  from  Omorphita  are  difficult  for  an  embattled  community  to  forget,  especially

when their leaders continue to use the incident to further the ethno-national narrative. So

when, as is discussed in more detail in Chapter 10, the Greek Junta inspired coup

overthrew President Makarios in July 1974 and installed Nikos Sampson as president, it

is no wonder the Turkish Cypriot community feared the worst—the cultural memory of

the Turkish Cypriots either persisted longer than the Greeks assumed, or it was done

specifically  to  play  off  their  fears.  Regardless,  the  lasting  impact  of  the  violence  in

Omorphita, which stemmed from the violence and demographic transition of the area in

1958, played an instrumental role in the Turkish decision to invade the week following

the coup. The immediate impact of the violence in Nicosia, and especially in Omorphita,

was that many Turkish Cypriot residents in the region, and across the island, left

everything and evacuated into armed enclaves to protect themselves from the Greek

Cypriot armed forces. It is to the enclave period of 1964 to 1974 that this study now

turns.

615 Boroweic (2000) pg 57.
616 Hitchens (1997 pg 40) states, “and I have toured the Burned out ruin of Omorphita, A Turkish Cypriot
suburb that was devastated by Nikos Sampson’s gang of terrorists in 1963.”
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THE ENCLAVE PERIOD 1964 TO 1974

On December 25th 1963 the Turkish Contingent left its barracks west of Ayios

Dhemetrios and took up defensive position at Orta Kuey along the Nicosia-Kyrenia

Road; at the same time British officials reported that the Greek Contingent was supplying

Greek Cypriot irregulars and there was talk of Turks assisting in the defense of Turkish

Cypriot position in the Old City.617 That same day, three Turkish warplanes flew low

over the city of Nicosia and Turkish warships were seen in Cypriot waters.618 With that

flight and the announcement that the contingents have left their barracks, the fighting

ceased in Nicosia. On December 26th Makarios and Kütchük agreed to a British plan to

enforce the ceasefire in the form of joint patrols, or “Truce Force,” conducted by

members of the British security force and the Greek and Turkish Army contingents. A

few sporadic shootings aside, the truce established on the 26th held and the Joint Patrols

assisted in keeping the tenuous peace.

A Liaison Committee was formed with the British High Commissioner as chair

and on December 30th 1963, an agreement was reached that there would be a neutral zone

established along the whole length of the ceasefire line in Nicosia and Greek and Turkish

fighters would evacuate their posts.619 This agreement became known as the “Green Line

Agreement” due to the color of the wax pencil used to draw the line of demarcation.

Figure 9.1 represents the route of the Green Line that divided Nicosia into two ethnically

homogeneous zones, and it is immediately recognizable how the Mason-Dixon Line,

following the route of the Venetian central canal, became the template for the 1963 Green

Line.

617 FO 371/168980. The situation report insisted that much of this was speculation and reinforced the idea
that the Greek and Turkish contingents never engaged each other.
618 FO 371/168983. The Cyprus Mail. Friday, December 27thquotes the Turkish Minister Erkin as saying
“they sent greetings to the public asking for a ceasefire.”
619 FO 371/168979. The agreement contains three main points: 1) all Greek and Turkish Cypriot  posts in
the vicinity of the ceasefire line designated by the joint force  commander are to be evacuated; these posts
will be occupied by British troops as necessary; 2) the joint force commander will take special steps to
create conditions of security in areas north of city, arrangements being made to enable the Turkish Cypriot
population to return to their homes in the eastern parts of this area; and 3) the Joint Force commander can
send out patrols anywhere in Nicosia and surrounding area without any consultation.
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Figure 9.1: Nicosia and its environs with the route of the 'Green Line.'
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That same day, Duncan Sandys made public a seven point plan to secure the truce

even further. In it he called for (in an abbreviated from here): 1) freedom of movement

for the British patrols in both sectors of the town; 2) withdrawal of Greek and Turkish

Cypriot  fighters  from  their  positions  and  a  replacement  of  them  by  British  forces;  3)

arrangements to be made for the funeral for the dead Turks at Omorphita; 4) the return of

refugees from both sides; 5) fixing and replacing of telephone lines; 6) the

reestablishment of the postal service in and out of the Turkish sector; and 7) the restoring

of Turkish broadcasts from the Cyprus Broadcasting Station.620 This  plan  was  well

received by all parties and by January 1st 1964 the Cyprus Mail reported that in Nicosia

there ware no outbreaks of fighting and all but two Greek Cypriot positions had been

evacuated  along  the  Green  Line.  Along  similar  lines,  the  hostages  taken  by  either  side

(545 Turkish Cypriots and 26 Greek Cypriots) had been, for the most part, returned to

their respective communities.621

Within Nicosia all remained quiet and the Joint Force patrols (and after March 4th

the UNFCYP) kept the peace between the Greek and Turkish Cypriot sectors (the latter

consisting of the dense Turkish Cypriot quarters within the Old City and the corridor

northward along the Nicosia-Kyrenia Road which included Trachonas and Orta Kuey.622

Along the Nicosia interface zone, positions were being surrendered to the British security

forces and roadblocks were being slowly removed.623 However, outside the immediate

vicinity of the capital another sequence of events was unfolding across the island as

ethnic violence continued often unabated in the rural areas. It was reported that irregulars

still had roadblocks at key positions leading into many villages and many villages

620 See Ker-Lindsay (2004) for further discussion.
621 Those released were the 470 Turkish Cypriots from Omorphita who were being held at the Kykko
Gymnasium were released.
622 On February 15th 1964 Britain raised the issues of a UN presence on Cyprus an on March 4th Security
Council Resolution 186 was passed creating the United Nations Peace Keeping Force on Cyprus
(UNFCYP) and it became operational on March 27th 1964. See DO 194/46 and Mandell (1993) pg 210.
623 The Cyprus Mail of Friday, January 16th 1964 reports that nearly 75 percent of the roadblocks had been
removed.
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remained cut off from outside help.624 The  restrictions  on  movement,  coupled  with  the

continued violence, or threat of violence, began to dramatically change the overall social

geography of Cyprus. The violence had created a massive shift in the population dynamic

as across the island. Turkish Cypriots, fearing reprisals, were beginning to move into

armed enclaves (see Figure 9.2). The reasons vary as to why a large number of Turkish

Cypriots moved hastily into the enclaves. Some moved due to outright intercommunal

fighting which forced their displacement, others feared that their minority status within

larger  Greek  Cypriot  communities  put  them  at  greater  risk,  others  heard  rumors  of

indiscriminate violence against those that remained in their homes, others were coerced

into leaving by the Turkish Cypriot administration, and others followed the suggestion

made by the Turkish officer on the Joint Patrol in which he stated that it would be safest

for them to move as there was no way to adequately protect them from violence scattered

all over the island.625

Whatever the motivation, the socio-political geography of Cyprus had been

irreparably altered, leaving a landscape of segmented communities serving as refugee

centers and armed enclaves. These enclaves were surrounded by Greek Cypriot police,

gendarmerie, and armed irregulars and nothing was allowed in or out of them. Later,

these forces were replaced with troops from the National Guard which was formed in the

absence of the Turkish Cypriot parliamentary veto. The Greek Cypriot dominated

Parliament  placed  Grivas  as  commanding  general  of  the  National  Guard  and  its  ranks

were filled by Greek Cypriot irregulars and former EOKA members. Grivas brought over

624 Cyprus Mail.  “Urgent moves to clear roads. Free Passage talks begin: Food operation in villages.”
Sunday,  January  5th. The report tells of how some  9,000 Turkish Cypriots in 18 villages were being
supplied with food and medical aid including Lefka, Orounda, Elia, Peristerona, Dhyorine, and Gazivera in
Northwest  because they were cut off during the fighting)
625 Joint Patrol Report: Nicosia Zone (DO 201/50,; also see Cyprus Mail.  “Turks forced to leave their
village.” Wednesday, January 8th 1964 and Cyprus Mail.  “Exodus from mixed villages. Turks move into
secure areas: ‘refugee problem’ created.” Monday, January 13th in which it is reported that evacuation is
Now being done in an organized fashion. Reports that the Turkish Cypriots of the mixed villages of Dali,
Koshi, Nissou, Pyroi and some Paphos villages have already moved out. They also moved from Dali to
Louroudjina. Reports are that they were coerced “when they appeared reluctant to do so, armed Turkish
Cypriots appeared and threatened to execute them if they did not comply with the orders.”
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Figure 9.2: Map of the Turkish Cypriot Enclaves (approximate) with regions mentioned
in the text.
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Greek  mainland  troops  to  serve  as  the  officers  and  by  the  end  of  1967  there  were

anywhere between 10,000 and 15,000 Greek soldiers on the island.626

As the Turkish Cypriot communities were clustering into densely packed and

under-equipped enclaves, the potential for a crisis quickly emerged.627 Turkish Cypriot

elected officials could did not leave their sector which left the Greek Cypriot

representatives to pass any law in Parliament and negotiations to supply the enclaves

were often unsuccessful.628 The  Turkish  Cypriots  that  chose  to  remain  in  place  were

closely monitored by the Joint Patrol, but even the Joint Patrol and the other British

security forces could not curtail all forms of conflict across the island. On January 23rd

1964, the Cyprus Mail reports  that  there  was  a  large  gun  battle  near  Paphos  and  on

February 6th, a major intercommunal incident occurred on in the mixed village of Ayios

Sozomonos  on  the  outskirts  of  Dhali,  east  of  Nicosia.  Here  a  patrol  of  Greek  Cypriot

gendarmeries was attacked by Turkish Cypriots from the village, killing one and

wounding another. The gendarmeries retaliated by entering the Turkish Cypriot sector

and burning down houses and taking 15 women and children hostages.  The British

security forces arrived and the fighting ended with a total of six Greek Cypriots killed

and 15 wounded and five Turkish Cypriots killed and three wounded. The Cyprus Mail

on February 8th reported that the day following the violence, 170 Turkish Cypriots and 30

Greek Cypriots left their homes an the Turkish Cypriots moved to the nearby enclave.

Violence erupted in Limassol on February 12th leaving four injured, and on

February 16th a Greek Cypriot was killed in the mixed village of Ayios Theodoros

between Limassol and Larnaca. On March 10th the Cyprus Mail reports on a large battle

erupted in Ktima, adjacent to Paphos, in which the Turkish Cypriots were forced to

626 The Greek Cypriot Parliament, without the Turkish Cypriot representatives being present to vote,
passed a law creating the National Guard with General Grivas as its leader. It is unclear how long it took
for the Greeks to reach such high numbers, but many probably came to the island soon after the Turkish
raid on Kokkina in 1964. Volkan (1979) gives the high estimate of 15,000, but news stories of the time
palace the number at 10,000—both an exceptionally large number of foreign troops on a small island.
627 Volkan (1979) states that during this period 25,000 Turkish Cypriots were displaced and that the
enclaves constituted only around 3 percent of the island’s landmass. See also Boroweic (2000) for a similar
discussion.
628 The  leaving of  government  posts  by  Turkish  Cypriots  began as  early  as  December  22nd according to
Ker-Lindsay (2004)
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defend their fortified positions from an attack by Greek Cypriot forces who were using

armored bulldozers.  Fighting also broke out in the enclave of Malia on March 19th and at

least five were killed in fighting around the Turkish Cypriot village of Gaziveran and

Kalochorio, both near Lefka.629 On Monday April 6th the Cyprus Mail reported on how

20 UN soldiers were taken as hostages by Greek Cypriots during a battle that erupted in

the Turkish Cypriot regions of Kokkina (including fighting in Ayios Theodoros,

Mansoura, Pakhyammos, and Piyenia).  Fighting was to continue here intensely until

August.

News of this early fighting in the western villages sparked a new wave of violence

in Nicosia along the Green Line which had not seen fighting since January. On April 14th,

two Greek Cypriots were killed and two were wounded and another Greek Cypriot was

killed on Paphos Street. One Greek Cypriot was killed near the Alhamba Municipal

market and another was killed in Trachonas. There were reports of Turkish Cypriots

firing indiscriminately at Greek Cypriots on Ledra Street. Similarly, there was firing from

St. Sophia minaret into the Ayios Cassianos quarter in Nicosia as well as an exchange of

fire between Greek and Turkish Cypriot positions in Omorphita.630

This  eruption  of  fighting  demonstrates  just  how  tenuous  the  cease-fire  was  in

Nicosia. The proximity of armed militias, who were separated only by a few hundred feet

in places and only with few British security forces in between, and the continued

bombardment of news stories concerning fighting and dying by both communities across

the island, created a pressure-cooker effect which finally reached critical mass in April.

Sporadic shootings continued into July though the UNFCYP were able to keep the

situation from devolving further into a much larger conflict. Compared to the rest of the

island, Nicosia remained relatively calm and this is probably due to the ethno-

geographical restructuring and the fortification of the Nicosia sector.

Outside of Nicosia fighting over key positions in the Kyrenia Range overlooking

the capital were centered on the control of the St. Hillarion castle, but the intercommunal

629 Cyprus Mail. Friday, March 20th 1964.
630 Cyprus Mail. Wednesday, April 15th 1964.
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conflict zone of note was the western villages to the north of the Paphos Forest, known as

the Tylliria Region—with special emphasis being placed on the Kokkina, Mansoura,

Ayios Theodoros region. In this area, periodic, yet sustained, violence forced the Greek

Cypriot government to send a large contingent of security forces to quell any further

outbreaks. The Greek Cypriot security forces under the direct command of Grivas

surrounded Kokkina and on August 7th 1964 heavy fighting broke out within the

Mansoura area. The Greek Cypriots used a government patrol boat to shell Turkish

Cypriot positions and rockets, mortars, and light artillery were used against Turkish

Cypriot positions in Kokkina, Alefka, and Selain-tu-Appi. As the fighting intensified, the

Turkish government authorized its air-force to fly reconnaissance sorties over the area.

On Saturday, August 8th and Sunday, 9th Turkish jets attacked Greek Cypriot forces

around Kokkina (using a total of 30 aircraft on the 8th and 64 aircraft on the 9th) and the

aerial assault not only sunk the Government patrol boat but also left 25 Greek Cypriot

military and 26 Greek Cypriot civilians dead and 69 military and 56 civilians wounded.631

One Turkish pilot was shot down near Xeros and was captured.

On Sunday the 9th and into Monday the 10th two  Turkish  Destroyers  were

anchored  four  miles  off  the  coast  of  Mansoura  in  an  unbridled  show  of  force.  An

interesting and telling twist then appears in this saga. In response to the show of force,

Greece threatens to intervene and Cyprus began preparing for an island wide attack.

However, the official response by the Greek Cypriot government to the bombardment

was not aimed at Turkey, but rather at the Turkish Cypriots—they threatened that if the

aerial assault continued “every Turkish Cypriot village would be attacked.”632 The threat

of possible “genocide”—state sponsored extermination of a minority group per the UN

Charter, did not slow Turkish military preparations, in fact it sped them up to the point of

631 See DO 194/46 for the official report. Newspaper reports offer a range of alternative facts such as the
Cyprus Mail which reported that on Friday night (August 7th) four Turkish Sabre jets attacked and that 24
were killed and 200 people were wounded in the attack in which the jets strafed villages and used napalm
bombs. It also reports that Turkish warships were sighted sailing toward Cyprus. On Monday August 10th

the newspaper reports that several hundred were killed and wounded, that whole villages were destroyed,
and reports one claim put the number of dead at 500. Boroweic (2000) says that 300 Greek Cypriots were
killed
632 See also Reiterer (2003) pg 61.
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imminent invasion. Cyprus averted war at this point only because President Johnson

called the Turkish Prime Minister and said that if he persisted with the military

preparations and actually invaded, the United States would not offer support in the wake

of a Soviet response.

This  call  for  restraint  resonated  with  the  Turkish  administration  and  they

deescalated the preparations. The interethnic fighting in the western villages brings

forward two issues: 1)  it is impossible to predict which event, and in what context, can

thrust a country into war—as Cyprus came closer to being invaded by Turkey than it ever

had, even considering the violence that occurred in Nicosia in late December 1963; and

2) the continued presence of ethno-guarantors continued to embolden both communities

during the enclave period and without their external support neither side would have been

able to sustain the conflict of the 1960s. The result of the Kokkina incident did translate

into  a  removing  of  many  of  the  restrictions  on  the  Turkish  Cypriot  enclaves.  By

September 1964, the government forces had removed many of their blockades on the

enclaves and food and medicine. Though the blockades had been lifted and free

movement was ensured, a general feeling of distrust permeated the Turkish Cypriots and

few ventured out of their enclaves. By the end of 1964, Necatigil (1993) reports that 364

Turkish Cypriots and 174 Greek Cypriots had been killed and around 103 Turkish

villages had been destroyed.633

As Cyprus entered 1965, large scale interethnic conflict on the scale of Ayios

Sozomonos and Kokkina became almost non-existent. Rather, during this year of the

enclave period only sporadic fighting broke out in Cyprus—such as when on March 14th

the Cyprus Mail reported on shooting in Ambelikou near Lefka and along the Green Line

in Nicosia.634 During April 1965, negotiations between the UNFCYP and the Turkish and

Greek Cypriot leaders were aimed at the removal of roadblocks within Nicosia as well as

633 DEFE 11/458 reports that the Turkish Cypriot administration said that 40 villages had been razed and
50 partially razed and states that the UNFCYP reports that 468 Turkish Cypriot homes were destroyed in
the violence of 1963 and 1964.
634 such as when on March 14th the Cyprus Mail reported on shooting in Ambelikou near Lefka as well as
fighting in  Limnitis in October and heavy fighting in Famagusta in November, or in Nicosia such as the
shooting along the line on April 15th.
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the eventual removal of the Green Line. The official stance of the Government was that

they wanted the line removed all together and the official Turkish Cypriot stance was that

they wanted the line more rigid on the ground to give them better protection.635 By late

September 1965 there was a shift in the political stance of the Greek Cypriot government.

Building off the ethno-national narrative that became the official stance of the Makarios

administration, namely the idea of “peaceful-coexistence,” Makarios announced on

September 24th that it was launching a “peace offensive” in which he said the government

was willing to pay whatever was necessary to end the enclaving and solve the refugee

problem, this included providing funds to rebuild houses and provide food for those that

return home.636

Even with this overture, the Turkish Cypriots did not return to their homes,

though the proposal did signal that tensions surrounding the possibility of overt

intercommunal conflict were somewhat diminishing on both sides. Incidents of

communal clashes between the Turkish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriot National Guard

became infrequent, but the possibility of violence never fully disappeared. Tensions

increased every time there was a shooting, but the UNFCYP would normally arrive on

the scene and the hostilities would abate.637 Trouble spots such as the mixed regions

around Lefka and near the major cities did persist, and sporadic outbreaks of violence

demonstrate just how volatile the entirety of the enclave period was.638 Similarly, in late

1965 and early 1966 Nicosia saw only intermittent bombings and a few shootings in the

vicinity of Ledra Streets and Paphos Streets. Though the Greek Cypriot government’s

policy was to allow for free movement, the partition of Nicosia remained in place and

635 See report in Cyprus Mail. Wednesday, April 28th 1965.
636 See Cyprus Mail. Friday, September 24th 1965 and Friday, October 1st 1965 for more details on this
peace proposal.
637 Such as when a Greek car was ambushed by Turkish Cypriots along the Nicosia Famagusta Road on
June 21st 1966; see Cyprus Mail Wednesday June 22nd 1966 for further discussion.
638 Cyprus Mail. August 19th 1966 reports on fighting in Lefka when Greek Cypriot National Guard posts
were attacked, as well as an ambush of a Greek Cypriot coffee sot where one Greek Cypriot was killed and
two others wounded.
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every time there was a bomb explosion or shooting, the National Guard and security

forces would seal off the sector.639

1967 started out as a quiet year for intercommunal strife in Cyprus. Few incidents

were reported until July, owing in many respects to the presence of the non-aligned

UNFCYP observation force. However, this lack of widespread violence did not mean that

the island had returned to any form of normalcy. The National Guard continued to keep a

close eye on the enclaves, and frequently sealed them off during the first signs of trouble.

Food relief was allowed into the enclaves and the Red Crescent provided medical

supplies with UN escorts. During the summer months, low-intensity fighting resumed in

hotspots around the island.640 On  July  21st, however, the silence was broken when

Turkish Cypriots guarding their sector in Ayios Theodoros, west of Larnaca, shot at a

National Guard patrol. The ensuing gun battle lasted three hours with no announcement

of casualties.641 Though the fighting subsided, it was restarted on July 29th when two

Greek Cypriots were seriously wounded in a morning shooting in nearby Kophinou. The

UNFCYP  was  able  to  curtail  any  further  violence  and  established  a  peace  plan  for  the

region that included the suspension of police and National Guard patrols in the area.

The presence of the UNFCYP maintained the calm until three months later Grivas

himself went on patrol in the Ayios Theodoros region on November 14th 1967, possibly

as  a  show  of  force  in  response  to  Rauf  Denktash’s  return  to  Cyprus  earlier  that  month

after being exiled by the government in January 1964. The build-up of National Guard

forces in the area under the command of Grivas heightened tensions and by the next day

the Greek Cypriot forces had attacked and occupied the armed enclave of Ayios

Theodoros-Kophinou after Turkish Cypriot guards fired on the patrols.642 The Cyprus

Mail from the next day reports that the National Guard units used heavy weapons

639 Such was  the  case  on  June  3rd 1966 when the Cyprus Mail reports on the sealing off of the Turkish
Sector due to a bomb explosion as well as between June 20th and 23rd

640 These included a murder of a Turkish Cypriot in Paphos in August, and fighting in Limassol on August
25th

641 Cyprus Mail Saturday, July 22nd 1967.
642 Cyprus Mail. Thursday, November 16th. It was reported that the National Guard also disarmed the
UNFCYP observers and seized their equipment during the battle.
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including light artillery, armored cars, machine guns and anti-tank weapons to route the

Turkish  Cypriot  resistance  from  its  positions  along  the  heights  surrounding  the  two

villages as well as in the villages themselves.

The attack on the Ayios Theodoros-Kophinou enclave once again ignited fighting

across the island, including Nicosia, and it brought Cyprus close to the brink of war with

Turkey. On November 16th the Turkish Government ordered planes to be loaded for an

aerial bombing campaign against the National Guard positions in the region in a similar

fashion to the 1964 assault on Kokkina. Before they were able to take off, word was

received that the Greek Cypriot Government had ordered a cease-fire—thus averting a

possible war. This event, which ended with 26 Turkish Cypriots dead, intimates how

interlocked the ethno-guarantors remained in Cyprus’ social affairs and how one event

can bring two countries close to war and the destabilization of NATO simultaneously.

Over the next few days, Turkish reconnaissance and fighter jets were seen flying

over Cyprus and though any threat of attack had waned, the Turkish Government released

a set of five demands and continued the preparations for war in the event they were not

met: 1) the removal of General Grivas from the command of Cyprus’ National Guard

Forces; 2) the withdrawal of Greek troops beyond the 950 number allowed by the Treaty

of  Guarantee;  3)  compensation  to  be  given  to  the  Turkish  Cypriots  affected  by  the

fighting; 4) the disarming of Greek militias on the island; and 5) the removal of pressures

on the Turkish Cypriot community These demands became the basis for a sustained effort

by U Thant, Secretary General of the United Nations at the time, who was later joined by

Cyrus Vance, the lead US negotiator who enacted a policy of “shuttle diplomacy”

between Ankara, Athens, and Nicosia until the final agreement was signed On December

2nd 1967.643 In the end, Turkey did not get everything it wanted, but restrictions were

lifted on the enclaves and the government of Cyprus did agree to demobilize its National

Guard and Grivas was forced to leave the island with what was estimated at 10,000

mainland Greek soldiers/volunteers.644

643 See Mandell (1992) pg 211.
644 Cyprus Mail. Sunday, December 3rd 1967.
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The events that unfolded based on the Ayios Theodoros-Kophinou violence

brought Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus to the brink of war. Across the island violence

erupted in response to the attack and the UNFCYP, though stretched thin, was able to

keep the relative peace. The Kophinou incident demonstrates how closely interlinked the

enclaves,  as  well  as  the  Greek  Cypriot  National  Guard,  were  with  their  regional

guarantors. From November through December both powers prepared for war n Cyprus

and further hostility may have broken out had not the 1967 coup occurred in Greece

which ousted the King. From the climax of Kophinou, the violence associated with the

enclave period entered a phase of steep decline across the island.645 During the height of

tensions the Cyprus Mail reports on a number of bombings and shootings along the Green

Line in Nicosia, but by early 1968 the atmosphere had cooled to the point that many of

the roadblocks that remained were removed.

The pattern of violence, then, mirrors a dynamic whereby there is a ratcheting up

of smaller incidents which crescendo into one large event such as Omorphita, Kokkina,

and Kophinou; and from this height of violence, political maneuverings consistently pulls

the country back from the brink. However, it must be noted that the political negotiation

was often instigated and sustained by external actors in the case of Cyprus. The British

and the United Nations, and even the United States, acted as mediators during talks for

peace as the two regional guarantors consistently sided with their respective communities

in Cyprus—often being get swept up in their own politics at home which normally called

for action on the island. It is within this context of the important role political

negotiations play in the Cyprus Problem during the enclave period that this chapter now

turns.

645 Attalides (1977 pg 86) states that “by 1971, 2,000 Turkish Cypriots had returned to 22 villages, which
were under Government control. By the beginning of 1971 government sources were estimating that by the
end of the year 6,000 Turkish Cypriots would be returning to their homes, and were taking measures to
repair houses in 21 villages.”
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PART 2: THE POLITICS OF PARTITION (1964-1968)

The political atmosphere of Cyprus during the early phase of the enclave had

become as divided as the landscape. The issuance of Makarios’ 13 Points proposal

threatened  the  political  rights  of  the  Turkish  Cypriot  community  and  this  proved  to  be

overly destabilizing for the weak socio-political structure of the new Republic. As

addressed above, the island erupted into intercommunal fighting in less than a month and

soon Turkish Cypriots were retreating into autonomous armed enclaves with supplies

coming  form  the  International  Red  Cross  and  Red  Crescent  as  well  as  from  Turkey.646

The division permeated quickly into the national government and following the outbreak

of fighting in December 1963, the Turkish Cypriot legislators did not appear in

parliament.647 Soon the Turkish Cypriots had set up their own de facto governing bodies

in the Turkish sectors and Nicosia began to take on the role as dual capital. The lack of

political dialogue hindered any attempts to bring about a quick solution to the conflict,

even with Makarios and Kütchük offering joint appeals for calm. The conflict had

spiraled out of control and, as was the pattern for Cyprus politics to-date, discussions

soon involved the regional powers.

By means of a brief synopsis of the plans that are discussed in more detail below,

the first plan of this period was the 1963 AKRITAS Plan which outlined the process that

the Greek Cypriots would have to follow to achieve enosis. The plan called for the quick

subjugation of the Turkish Cypriots by force of arms and then the unilateral declaration

of enosis before the world could react.  While the AKRITAS Plan was drawn up before

the intercommunal fighting broke out, the other plans of the period are reactions to the

violence. The London Conference of 1964 proposed a return to the status quo ante with a

stronger bi-communal structure, but its plan was rejected. The Acheson Plan of 1964

which was developed by the US, Turkey, and Greece, called for the annexation of Cyprus

by Greece with Turkey receiving a portion of the Karpas Peninsula for the establishment

646 WO 305/3130 reports by the Red Crescent had brought in 430 tons of food by early 1964.
647 As Volkan (1979 pg 19) states the Turkish Cypriots chose not to or were unable to attend the
government sessions as the Government buildings were in the Greek sector of Nicosia.
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of a permanent military base. Finally, the Galo Plaza Report of 1965 suggested the

demilitarization of the island and the return to the status quo ante, though with less

representation for the Turkish Cypriot minority. The AKRITAS plan never came to

fruition and the later plans were all rejected. As is shown below, the persistent issues of

territorial separation and political representation remained the focus of attention through

out the period.

AKRITAS Plan 1963

Any discussion  of  the  politics  of  partition  on  Cyprus  needs  to  address  all  plans,

for  better  or  for  worse.  One  such  plan,  known  as  the  AKRITAS  Plan,  was  created  in

secret by a small number of high ranking Greek Cypriots (including President Makarios,

Glafkos Clerides, Tassos Papadopulous, Polycarpou Yeorgadjis, and Nikos Sampson—

all former EOKA Members) and according to Patrick (1976) it became the foundation of

Greek-Cypriot policy during this period. At its core were four tenets to achieve enosis: 648

1) amend the 1960 constitution to remove the 'negative' parts
2) abrogate the Treaties of Guarantee and Alliance
3) gain strong international support for the Greek Cypriot right to self-
determination
4) legitimize enosis via a plebiscite election based on self-determination

The treaties of Alliance and Guarantee forbade any alterations to the constitution as well

as  removed  the  possibility  of enosis because it left Cyprus vulnerable to armed

intervention by Turkey or Britain to return the island to the status quo ante. Though the

basic tenets of the plan seem benign, the spirit was to remove the political and social

hindrance to enosis by  any  means  necessary.  In  amending  the  constitution,  exemplified

by Makarios’ 13 Points proposal, the authors knew there would have been a severe

curtailment of Turkish Cypriot political access, and so the other part of the plan involved

a coordinated military action to quickly silence the Turkish Cypriot community.

These Greek Cypriot leaders accepted, however, that an armed struggle would

probably be necessary to overcome Turkish Cypriot opposition to such political

648 Akritas was the name of the Byzantine knights who lived on the edge of the empire near the interface
with its “barbarian” neighbors. See Patrick (1976) pp 35-36. See also Hakki (2007).
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restructuring.649 In order to achieve enosis,  the  plan  outlined  how after  the  inception  of

intercommunal violence the well armed and secretly trained Greek Cypriot forces would

start in Nicosia and move swiftly into the Turkish Cypriot quarters and pacify them. After

securing the Turkish Cypriot population in Nicosia, the plan then called for a movement

outside the city to neutralize other Turkish Cypriot villages or blockade them until a

larger force could arrive and disarm them. The basic premise was a strategy of quick,

unimpeded victory and once the Turkish Cypriot population had been contained, the

announcement of enosis would be made and Britain and Turkey would not be able to act.

As Patrick states “the whole operation was to be completed within a few days.”650 For

example, the attack by Nikos Sampson on Omorphita may have been part of the plan.

The Turkish Cypriot community received partial intelligence concerning the plan and

made defensive preparation accordingly which stymied the progress sought by the Greek

Cypriot administration and turned what was to be a quick campaign into a low-level war

of attrition.

The AKRITAS Plan was published in the 1966 in the Greek newspaper “Patris”

and was confirmed as genuine later by Glafkos Clerides in his personal memoir. The very

existence of such a plan returns this study to the idea of “predatory identities” in which

one community’s identity forms a group dynamic “whose social construction and

mobilization  require  the  extinction  of  the  other,  proximate  social  categories,  defined  as

threats to the very existence of some group defined as we.”651 To  achieve enosis, the

Greek Cypriot administration planned to pacify the minority group and carry them

unwillingly into the union with, and ultimate political control of mainland Greece. The

ultimate irony is when one considers that throughout this period Makarios and other

Greek Cypriot leaders had been calling for a return to the forgone “peaceful coexistence.”

649 As Patrick (1976 pp 35-36) states “Archbishop Makarios, President of the Republic, entrusted Greek-
Cypriot military preparations for the future conflict to a triumvirate composed of Glafkos Clerides,
President of the House of Representatives, Tassos Papadopoulous, Minister of Labour, and Polycarpos
Yeorgadjis, the Minister of Interior.”
650 Patrick (1976) pg 36.
651 Appadurai (2006) p. 51.
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The failure of the military strategy has been attributed to the fact that the conflict

between the two communities erupted earlier than expected and full preparations had not

been fully realized; similarly, Turkish Cypriot preparations were also not fully developed

as many of its community remained in unprotected areas when fighting broke out in

1963.652 The long term result of the failed AKRITAS Plan was how engrained it became

in the Turkish Cypriot collective consciousness. Political entrepreneurs within the

Turkish Cypriot community used the spirit of the plan as justification for their idea that

the Greek and Turkish Cypriot community could not live together peacefully and that

partition was the only solution.

The London Conference January 1964

The first attempt to find a solution to the constitutional breakdown, known as the

London Conference, began in January 1964 with representatives from Greece, Turkey,

the Greek and Turkish Cypriots, and Britain with Duncan Sandys as chair.653 The

discussions centered on how to return the island to a functioning, independent country

and the conference immediately became as polarized as the situation on the ground back

in  Cyprus.  The  Greek  Cypriots  demanded  that  the  only  way  they  could  truly  be  a  free

country was the abrogation of the Treaties of Guarantee and Alliance and that the

Constitution be amended so that the safeguards written into the document better

represented their actual demographic proportion. The Turkish Cypriots demanded that the

Treaties remain in place and that all safeguards be bolstered in excess of what the

Constitution stated. They suggested, in the context of the recent fighting, the idea of

creating a stronger bi-communal federal system, but this waxed too much like partition

for the Greek Cypriot delegation. The talks broke down and the violence continued on the

island.

652 See Stephens (1966) and Erlich (1974); Volkan (1979).
653 See Mandell (1992); FCO  51/353 for further discussions and summations.
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The Acheson Plan, July 1964

As intercommunal tensions continued to over-boil into outright conflict across the

island, part of the March 4th 1964 establishment of the UN peacekeeping force

(UNFCYP) laid out by the Secretary General was that of the appointment of a mediator

for the purpose of creating a peace plan for Cyprus. Though the first mediator, Mr.

Tuomioja, did not achieve much during early negotiations in July and August 1964 in

Geneva,  Switzerland,  his  mediation  provided  a  window for  the  U.S.  Secretary  of  State,

Dean Acheson, to begin direct negotiations with representatives of Greece and Turkey.

The plan the representatives were given, Called the Acheson Plan, outlined six proposals

for discussion (summarized below):654

1) Cyprus would become part of' Greece (enosis).
2) Greece would permit Turkey to establish a military base in Cyprus within the
Karpas Peninsula.
3) Greece would cede the small island of Castellorizo to Turkey
4) Two "cantons" under Turkish Cypriot administration would be created.
5) Greece would guarantee the minority rights of the Turkish Cypriots and, if
required, would permit United Nations to guarantee and/or supervise those rights.
6) Compensation would be paid to Turkish Cypriots who chose to leave Cyprus.

This plan was, at its core, a geographical solution to the Cyprus Problem as it called for

the creation of essentially two sovereign territories (the Greeks getting the entirety of the

island, less the British sovereign base areas, and the Turks getting a portion of the Karpas

for a sovereign military base). It also proposed a solution for the issues of

intercommunality by calling for minority rights ensured by external forces and two

politically separate Turkish Cypriot cantons. The plan is also an exercise in the political

geography of ethno-guarantorism as during the talks in Geneva, neither the Greek nor

Turkish Cypriots were consulted during the proceedings. The US, Turkey, and Greece

were attempting to shape the physical and social geography of the island without the

consent of, or consultation with, the inhabitants.

654 See Mandell (1992); Ker-Lindsay (2004, 2011), Hakki (2007) FCO  51/353 for further discussions and
summations
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The Turkish government signaled that it would consider the plan, but needed

clarification as to how much territory it would receive in the Karpas Peninsula (they

requested 75 percent of it), but Greece said it would only consider leasing them the land

for 50 years. This issue of territorial control signaled the end of the talks, especially

considering that Greece admitted that it could not convince the Cypriots to go along with

the plan. Further negotiations were halted by the Kokkina attack on August 5th 1964.

Though  the  Acheson  Plan  was  not  accepted,  it  played  an  important  role  in  future  high

level talks between Greece and Turkey between 1966 and 1967. These talks, known as

the “dialogues,” centered on the Turkish willingness to allow for enosis—provided there

was some form of territorial exchange with Turkey. The talks, however, were cut short by

the rise in tensions surrounding the Kophinou attack in November 1967.

The Galo Plaza Report, March 26th 1965

Galo  Plaza,  who succeeded  Mr.  Tuomioja  as  the  United  Nations  mediator,  held

three rounds of talks with all parties involved in the Cyprus dispute in early 1965.  On

March 26th he submitted his report to U Thant in which he outlined his views concerning

the  Cyprus  Situation.  In  his  report  he  outlined  six  proposals  that,  in  his  opinion,  would

help stop the conflict (described briefly below):

1) Cyprus' should remain a sovereign, independent state
2) The Cyprus government should refrain from discussing enosis until there was
no danger of hostilities from such a decision.
3) A demilitarization of the island
4) Cyprus should neither be separated into two ethnic groups, nor should
autonomous Greek and Turkish Cypriot states be created. The Turkish Cypriot
minority should be protected by guarantees and a United Nations Commission in
Cyprus.
5) The Turkish Cypriots should retain special rights in Cypriot institutions, but the
proportions should be revised from the 1960 Constitution
6) The United Nations would guarantee the settlement

The report attempted to take a balanced approach that attempted to remove the causes of

the current conflict on the island, namely the bi-communal political structure, the

presence of militias and army contingents, the fact that calls for enosis only exacerbated
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the conflict, as well as outlining how the proportional representation issues of the

Constitution were also problematic. While seemingly in favor of the Greek and Greek

Cypriot  position,  both  rejected  the  plan  as  it  did  away  with  the  possibility  of enosis.

Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots rejected it immediately as it proposed a decrease in their

constitutional rights.

Following  the  issuance  of  the  Galo  Plaza  Report,  the  remainder  of  the  enclave

period saw no further, concerted involvement in forging a settlement plan by the external

actors or the United Nations. This is not to say that there were no peace negotiations

occurring, rather that the transformed into talks only between the Greek and Turkish

Cypriot leaders. Following the events of August 1967, the Greek and Turkish Cypriot

negotiations began to make small strides towards stability and a settlement of the Cyprus

Problem. Negotiations centered on roadblocks, provisions, and many others oriented

around the freedom of movement around the enclaves. With the National Guard presence

diminished and the presence of UN peace keepers, the tense atmosphere began to

subside, though most of the Turkish Cypriots who retreated into enclaves remained

within them until 1974.

CONCLUSION

The ethnic violence that occurred on Cyprus starting on December 21st 1963

introduced a dramatic disequilibrium in the social fabric of the island. The preparations

for armed confrontation made by extremists in both communities were precipitated by

ethnically charged, arguably predatory, politics in which the weaknesses in the structure

of a bicommunal constitutional experiment were stretched beyond the breaking point by

partisan politics that were bolstered by ethno-guarantor support—or the assumption of

support. Armed militias, identity structures that required the exclusion and/or eradication

of  the  other  to  achieve  polarized  political  aspirations  (taksim and enosis), and ethno-

guarantor support created a recipe for a rapid devolution into intercommunal violence.

The intercommunal violence of the 1960s, with its flashpoint being the killing of two

unarmed Turkish Cypriots by police on the streets of Nicosia, unraveled the tenuous
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social fabric of Cypriot society and bicommunalism transformed into a fractured, dual

community structure. Nicosia was divided by a fortified line of broken buildings, barbed-

wire, and machinegun posts at key intersections running through the center of town and

north along the edge of the Turkish sector along the Nicosia-Kyrenia road. The violence

in Nicosia transformed the social geography of the city as Turkish Cypriots left willingly,

as well as being forced out of mixed areas of the city, and moved into the densely

populated Turkish sector. In Omorphita, the site of the most notorious fighting within the

city and its environs, displaced the Turkish Cypriots who were legal residents of the

housing estates as well as those who had moved into vacant Greek Cypriot houses during

the outbreak of fighting in the late 1950s.

The alterations to the social geography of the capital remained status quo

throughout the enclave period as few residents left the sector to move back into their

original  housing  to  the  south  of  the  Green  Line.  The  political  geography  was  also

irreparably altered as Turkish Cypriot ministers could not (as the sector was sealed) or

would not (favoring taksim) return to Parliament and instead set up their own institutions

in the north of Nicosia. Nicosia became the de facto command and control (both

politically and militarily as it became the operations center for the TMT) for the not only

the immediate sector but also the Turkish Cypriot enclaves around the island.655

However, as Nicosia retained its position of political power, the violence that had started

in the city and ignited intercommunal clashes around the island, remained relatively

peaceful throughout the enclave period. This may be a result of a concerted effort by the

Truce Force and later the UNFCYP, or it may be the product of the near hermetic sealing

of the Turkish Cypriots into their own ethnically homogeneous sector, or maybe both.

Though the fighting subsided in the capital, it raged across the island and events

in the western villages (Kokkina—Mansoura) and to the south and west (Kophinou-

Ayios Theodoros) nearly resulted in a Turkish invasion. The protectionism of Turkey was

in part a reflection to its dedication to the Turkish Cypriots, but also, in part, a reflection

of strategic issues associated with a Greek island only 60 miles off its southern shores. As

655 See the Report of the Joint Patrol: Nicosia Zone, DO 201/50
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with the events of the 1950s, the presence and active engagement of the regional ethno-

guarantors arguably emboldened both communities to refuse to accept any status quo that

was to their own detriment. The minority Turkish Cypriots had achieved disproportionate

representation in the new government as a safeguard, and the Greek Cypriots, being the

overwhelming majority on the island, felt they should be allowed to determine the

country’s fate even if the calls were for the devolvement of political independence to the

control of another country. Greece’s actions during this period were, in part, determined

by its dedication to the Greek Cypriots, but it also had strategic aspirations on the island

as well. Both sides were culpable of supplying weapons, training, and even sending

fighters to their respective communities; however, both countries also had a vested

interest in maintaining peace within the region.

The involvement of Greece and Turkey in the politics of Cyprus was not only

reflected in the country’s constitutional framework, but both were actively engaged in the

settlement plans proposed by the British, the United Nations, and the United States. The

London Conference (1964), the Acheson Plan (1965), and the “Dialogues” between

Greece and Turkey (1965-1967) reflect how Cyprus was embedded in the regional and

international political matrices. Peace and stability on Cyprus was to everyone’s

advantage, but the negative aspects of ethno-national guarantorism (such as being unable

to extricate oneself from an intractable communal conflict such as was occurring in

Cyprus at the time) also meant that the Greece and Turkey would continue to be at odds

over Cyprus and war could erupt at any time.

Though the conflict on Cyprus waned in its intensity after Kophinou, the enclaves

remained. The destabilizing political and social events unraveled the fragile

intercommunal fabric of the early Republic period. Attacks and reprisals became the

norm and the country fractured into armed enclaves. The geography of fear during the

enclave period was the status quo until Cyprus was shaken by an even larger event, the

overthrow of Makarios in July 1974 and the subsequent military action taken by the

Turkish military during the following month. The geography of fear on the 1960s

transformed into a geography of permanent division following the ethnic cleansing of the
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island in the wake of August 1974. It is to this sequence of events that this study now

turns.
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Chapter 10: The Final Division of Cyprus (July through August 1974)

It is now appropriate to examine the causes and consequences of the final division

of Nicosia and Cyprus which occurred between July 20th and August 16th 1974. As is

described below, the Makarois administration was overthrown by a Greek junta inspired

coup on July 15th 1974. Five days later the Turkish military invaded under the auspices of

its right as a guarantor of power. The tumultuous month that followed included numerous

attacks carried out by the Greek National Guard and irregulars on the Turkish Cypriot

enclaves that remained scattered around the island, while the incremental expansion of

Turkish forces sought to establish a security zone around the corridor they had conquered

between Nicosia and Kyrenia. Finally a full military offensive by the Turks that seized

nearly 40 percent of the island and necessitated the creation of the United Nations Buffer

Zone that runs across the center of the island. Building from the division of the island in

1974, this chapter analyzes the physical and social impacts of the 1974 division, as well

as the various political and humanitarian endeavors that have taken place on Cyprus since

the division in a hitherto unsuccessful attempt to reunify the island.

Section 1 of this chapter explores the reasons behind the invasion which are

framed within the historical context of the late enclave period. Included in this section is

the discussion of the 1974 coup that instigated the final division of the island. Section 2

outlines the events of the invasion in an attempt to not only describe the process of the

island’s division, but also to emphasize the social and physical totality of the

“divisioning” process following the August 16th cease-fire agreement. In this section the

events of the invasion serve as the backdrop for the impacts that the division had on the

general  Cypriot  society  as  well  as  the  impacts  on  the  physical  space  of  the  island,

especially  in  its  divided  capital,  Nicosia.  One  of  the  most  significant  results  of  the

division discussed in this section is the post-invasion population exchange of around

200,000 Cypriots between their respective ethnic zones. Section 3 outlines the post-1974

efforts aimed at bi-communal rapprochement and the rebuilding of the shattered Cypriot

society. This section focuses on the evolution of the efforts to foster peace through bi-
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communal rehabilitation projects as wells as offering an assessment of the successes and

failures of these efforts.

Finally, Section 4 outlines the political activities aimed at reunifying the island

and its people. This section focuses on two major political events, the Summit Talks of

1977 and the Annan Plan of 2004.  The  goal  of  this  section  is  not  to  cover  every  peace

negotiation since 1974, rather to focus the attention back on to the significance of

territorial control, an issue that has consistently stymied all reunification efforts to date.

The significance of the territorial issue becomes the entry point into the next chapter’s

analysis of the socio-spatial dynamics of territorial control, both actual and symbolic, on

both sides of the Cypriot divide. This evolution of the Cyprus Problem from a physical to

symbolic conflict requires an understanding the root causes of the final division, and it is

to this historical context that this chapter now turns.

FRAMING THE 1974 TURKISH MILITARY ACTION

As described in Chapter 9, the “enclave period” on Cyprus (1964-1974) was a

tumultuous one. The acute hostilities that erupted within Nicosia on December 21st 1963

ushered in a decade of violence and sustained communal separation. Attacks on the

Turkish Cypriot community by Greek Cypriot irregulars and the National Guard under

Grivas, nearly thrice brought about a Turkish invasion of the island (the events of

December and January 1963-1964 in Nicosia, the attack on Kokkina-Mansoura in 1964,

and the attack on Kophinou-Ayios Theodoros in 1967), and this action would have

inevitably thrust Greece and Turkey into open conflict and destabilized NATO during a

crucial time in the Cold War with the Soviet Union. As with the December 1956 killing

of a Turkish Cypriot policeman by EOKA in Paphos, which ushered in over two years of

intercommunal conflict in Nicosia and around the island, the killing of the two Turkish

Cypriots in Nicosia on December 21st 1963 ushered in a sequence of violent events that

turned the landscape of Cyprus into one dotted with armed enclaves surrounded by Greek

Cypriot forces, with the UNFCYP situated between the two.
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These enclaves, housing nearly 60,000 Turkish Cypriots, occupied only around

three percent of the total area of Cyprus, though the population of many of the ethnically

homogeneous Turkish Cypriot villages remained in place.656 Intermittent violence in and

around the enclaves and along the Green Line in Nicosia became the norm of this period

leading to the death of hundreds of people in both communities across the island.657 The

attack on Kophinou resulted in a powerful ultimatum issued by the Government of

Turkey which led to the removal of Grivas and a majority of the 10,000 Greek solders

who had permeated the ranks of the National Guard.658  This demobilization actually

introduced a period of calm across the island.

Though the enclaves remained in place up to 1974, most associated violence

ended in early 1968. It was within this period of calm that President Makarios entered

into  direct  talks  with  the  Turkish  Cypriot  representatives  (especially  Denktash)

concerning a return to normalcy. The discussions, however, failed to bring about any

substantive socio-political rapprochement, especially with the continued position of the

Turkish Cypriot community involving the desire for a bi-communal state.659 Essentially,

each community continued the long-standing process of divergent economic, political

and social development. However, the continued strain of the enclave period began to

manifest itself in both communities. The per-capita economic levels in the Turkish

Cypriot  communities  were  half  those  of  the  Greek  Cypriot  community  and  the  costs  of

defense were mounting.660 In a March 1974 telegram to the British Colonial Office, it is

reported that the Turkish Cypriot community was experiencing severe economic

hardships and that Denktash was rapidly loosing communal support due to the fact that a

majority  of  the  budget  from  Turkish  aid  was  going  to  military/protection,  including

656 Volkan (1979)
657 Kaufmann (2007) estimates that the intercommunal violence between 1965 and July 1974 resulted in
the death of  nearly 3,000 Greek and Turkish Cypriots.
658 It is estimated by Volkan (1979) that around 2,000 Greek officers remained on the island within the
ranks of the National Guard..
659 FCO 9/1884
660 King and Ladbury (1982) pg 4.
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paying Turkish fighters.661 Despite the unsustainable nature of geographical and social

separation  was  weighing  on  the  Turkish  Cypriots,  however,  there  were  no  calls  to

abandon the enclave system.

In the Greek Cypriot community, the political situation was also tenuous. The

Makarios administration had begun to move away from the traditional enosis stance,

instead moving more toward developing some solution for an autonomous Cyprus free of

external interference. Though he maintained a high level of support within the Greek

Cypriot population, hard-line Greek nationalists did not approve of his change in tone. In

1970 Grivas secretly returned to the island and established EOKA B, which waged a

propaganda war against the administration; that same year the Greek officers attempted to

assassinate Makarios.662 Rather  than  ordering  an  overhaul  of  the  National  Guard,

however, Makarios acquiesced to the demands of the hard-liners and delivered numerous

pro enosis speeches over the next four years, thus sustaining the Turkish Cypriot reactive

calls for partition.663 Also,  the  vociferous  presence  of  EOKA  B  remained  a  foil  to  the

Makarios administration, though they neither engaged in open combat with the

administration, nor in any intense way with the Turkish Cypriot community.

This, however, changed with the death of Grivas on January 7th 1974. On April

23rd 1974, EOKA B conducted a raid on the village of Kalopsidha (10 miles west of

Famagusta) in a blatant attempt to reignite the communal conflict on Cyprus.664 On April

25th 1974, Makarios reacted to the incident by declaring EOKA B an “unlawful entity”

and from this point on, EOKA B and the Greek mainlanders that remained in the officers

corps of the National Guard began planning for the overthrow of the Makarios

government. Word of this plan found its way to Makarios and on July 2nd 1974 he

661 FCO 9/1887.
662 See Volkan (1979) pg 23.
663 For example, on March 14th 1971Makarios states, as discussed in Chapter 5, ‘‘Cyprus is a Greek island.
It was Greek from the dawn of history and it  shall remain Greek forever .  .  .  .  We shall preserve it  as an
undivided Greek island until we hand it over to mother Greece’’ (Kaufmann (2007) pg 212 and as quoted
in Patrick (1976) pg174–175; Attalides (1979) pg 126–127; and Borowiec (2000) pg 77).
664 See WO 386/12. In the report sources stated that the coup was scheduled to occur in October of 1974,
but Makarios’ move to remove the junta from the National Guard precipitated events sooner than planed.
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ordered the Greek officers to leave the island.665 Instead of leaving, the Greek Junta,

under the control of Dimitrios Ioannides, ordered the officers to work with the National

Guard and EOKA B to orchestrate a coup d’état, which was carried out on the morning of

Monday, July 15th 1974. Makarios escaped with the help of the British, but in his place

the Junta installed the ultra-nationalist, pro-enosis, Nikos Sampson as president.666 The

new government named itself the “Government of National Salvation” and, as Kaufmann

(2007) and others state, began to purge moderates and leftists from the ranks of the

National Guard and the government “giving the enosists a near monopoly of force in the

Greek Cypriot community.”667

When the news of the coup and the instillation of Nikos Sampson, the “butcher of

Omorphita”  and  co-author  of  the  AKRITAS  Plan,  as  president  reached  the  Turkish

Cypriot community, panic descended and fears of a concerted ethnic cleansing campaign

intensified. On the day after the coup, hundreds of Turkish Cypriots fled to the Turkish

Zone in Nicosia and around 10,000 Turkish Cypriots sought refuge in the British

Sovereign Base Areas.668 At  the  same  time,  Turkey  mobilized  its  military  and  on  the

morning of July 20th 1974 the Turks, acting under their authority as a guarantor of power

under the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee, landed forces on the island in what was referred to

as a “Peace Operation.”669 The first few days of this campaign saw only limited success

and the Turkish military was able to only secure a corridor from Kyrenia to the enclave in

Nicosia.670

665 Kaufmann (2007) pg 212.
666 The British, in what was known as “Operation Skylark,” flew Makarios out from the Akrotiri SBA to
Malta where he stayed until his return to the island. See WO 386/12
667 Kaufmann (2007) pg 212. No accurate count of how many were killed in the violence in the wake of the
coup, and often the numbers are added into the total number of dead following the Turkish Military action
that began five days later. Kaufmann estimates around 500 Greeks and Greek Cypriots were killed (pg
216).
668 See WO 386/21 for a full report. See also Hitchens (1997) and Kaufmann (2007).
669 It was estimated that they landed 6,000 troops and 40 tanks during the first two days. These were
supported by numerous aircraft sorties from Turkish bases. See WO 386/21 pg 31. By August 8th it  was
estimated that the Turks had a total force of 36,000 soldiers and 200 tanks (pg 46).
670 For a comprehensive account of the events of July 20th through August 16th 1974 see Birand (1985) and
the WO 386/21 report on the Cyprus Emergency which includes a detailed discussion of the role of the
British during the crisis.
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While the Greek Cypriot National Guard was able to mount a limited defense of

the island, much of their attention on July 20th was aimed at attacking the remaining

enclaves in the Greek Cypriot held areas and this continued intermittently until August

15th 1974. 671 At 7:30 am on July 20th the National Guard and Greek Cypriot irregulars

launched an attack on the Turkish sector of Nicosia using artillery and simultaneously the

Turkish Cypriot stronghold in Paphos was attacked.672 Smaller villages such as Episkopi

and  Evdihmou  were  attacked  and  in  both  villages  houses  were  set  on  fire  while  in  the

latter the city’s mosque was destroyed. The Greek Cypriot forces kept the attacks low-

key, logically fearing that a visible island wide assault would provoke a Turkish

response; however, they did send in EOKA B and National Guard irregulars into Turkish

Cypriot areas.

The results of the coordinated National Guard attack was that many of the smaller

enclaves around the island surrendered to the Greek Cypriot forces, though no numbers

were given as to how many people were captured and/or killed during the engagements.

Kaufmann (2007) emphatically considers this sustained attack to be “ethnic cleansing”

and estimates that around 1,000 Turkish Cypriots were killed, though it is difficult to

corroborate this number from other published or archival literature. Regardless of the

numbers killed, when faced with an invasion from numerically superior force, Greek

Cypriots turned their guns on the Turkish Cypriots, in what can no doubt be considered

an  attempt  to  cleanse  the  region  of  the  other  community  in  a  quintessential  form  of

“predatory” ethno-national identification.

Events following the invasion quickly unfolded. On the 21st the Greeks, who used

the airspace of the sovereign base areas, flew in 14 airplanes full of troops and weapons

to resupply the Greek Cypriot forces. Seven were shot down or destroyed on the runway

of  the  Nicosia  Airport  by  the  Greek  Cypriot  National  Guard  who  was  not  informed  of

their arrival and assumed they were Turkish.673 By July 23rd Nikos Sampson had resigned

671 Kaufmann (2007) pp 215 and 216.
672 See WO 386/21 pp 20 and 26. See also pp 59-61.
673 WO 386/21 pg 29. A cemetery and memorial for those Greeks killed has been erected on the outskirts
of Nicosia along the fringe of the UN Buffer Zone at the eastern edge of the airport.
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from his position and the Greek Junta on the mainland fell apart (thus muting any further

Greek military response). That same day a ceasefire was announced, but neither side

stringently held to the agreement. Over the next few days, the Turkish forces made

incremental gains, citing that their advance was a result of security concerns over hostile

action by nearby Greek Cypriot positions.674 Talks were held in Geneva between the

British, Greeks, Turks and the Greek and Turkish Cypriots and between July 26th and

August 10th there was a de-escalation of hostilities (though with the massive build-up of

forces in their small corridor, few expected the Turkish advance to be over).  During the

Geneva Talks, it was proposed the demarcation of the Turkish controlled areas would be

mapped and codified with a UN Buffer Zone separating the two sides. The Turks agreed,

but insisted the Buffer Zone be ten miles wide form their front lines (when one considers

that Cyprus is only around 40 miles wide at its largest extent, this demand seemed

implausible).675 The issues surrounding the demarcation of the Turkish zone proved to be

an irresolvable issue, and soon the talks broke down.

THE FINAL DIVISION OF CYPRUS AND ITS CAPITAL

On August 10th, the Geneva Talks broke down and the Turkish military continued

its advance up until the final ceasefire was announced on August 16th 1974. By the end of

the day on the 16th, the Turkish military had captured nearly 40 percent of the island.676

The Turkish controlled areas consisted of the major towns of Kyrenia, Morphou, Lefka,

and Famagusta, and Turkish forces advanced into the northern section of Nicosia.

Similarly, the Turks advanced to Lourounjina which was a major Turkish Cypriot

enclave to the southeast of Nicosia (the enclave that since 1964 housed refugees from

674 See Birand (1985).
675 WO 386/21 pg 67. Calotychos (1998) puts the percentage at 37 percent.
676 Depending on the source, the amount of territory seized by the Turks ranges from 30 to as much as 40
percent of the island. Hitchens (1997 pp 104-105) furthers this by stating “the fertile agricultural plain of
the Messoria also cam under Turkish control. These towns, ports and districts represented more than just
one third of Cypriot territory and population. They contained two-thirds of Cypriot tourism, two thirds of
cultivated land, sixty percent of water resources, sixty percent of mining and quarrying and almost the same
proportion of industrial plant.”
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Ayios Sozomenos and Dalhi).677  Figure 10.1 visualizes the Turkish expansion between

July 20th and August 16th 1974. As the final Turkish advance came to a stop, the social

and physical geography of Cyprus would henceforth be permanently altered. The Attila

Line, as the frontline of the Turkish advance has been named, became the de facto border

for the administration in North Cyprus and along its extent are numerous forward military

positions. On the opposite side of the line are the Greek Cypriot forces, which are

bolstered by mainland Greek military forces as well. Between the two sides runs a 220

kilometer long United Nations Buffer Zone which is monitored and patrolled by the

UNFCYP (see figure 10.2).678 The changes to the social and physical geography of the

island were severe and both warrant discussion. The next section briefly discusses the

human costs and then transitions into a discussion of the physical costs, with special

emphasis placed on the division of Nicosia.

The Social Costs of the 1974 Division

The final human costs of the Turkish Military action were steep. Roughly 6,000

people were killed (2,000 Turkish soldiers and nearly 4,000 Greek soldiers and Greek

Cypriots according to Kaufmann [2007]). Reminiscent of the transfer of population

following the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923 between the Greek and Turkish nationalists, the

Greek and Turkish Cypriots, both by choice and coercion, were escorted to opposite sides

of the UN Buffer Zone. In late August 1974 and into 1975, there was a mass exodus of

Turkish Cypriots to the northern section of the island (who were escorted by the

UNFCYP) as well as large scale population exchanges between the two communities that

led to the transfer of anywhere from an estimated 40,000 to 65,000 Turkish Cypriots

677 To better understand the manipulation of historic realities, upon his first visit to Cyprus in 1998 (and in
successive visits) this author was frequently told that the Turkish expansion into this area was the result of
the Turkish commander having a girlfriend in that village and not that it was a Turkish Cypriot enclave that
had been virtually cut off between 1964 and 1974.
678 See Bose (2007) among others. This Buffer Zone ranges from a width of three miles in parts to less than
100 feet in others (specifically within the Old City of Nicosia.
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Figure 10.1: The sequence of Turkish military advances July-August 1974.

Figure 10.2: The division of Cyprus following the 1974 Turkish military action
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to the north and 150,000 to 200,000 Greek Cypriots to the south.679 Though the numbers

vary drastically between sources (as well as between authors promoting one ethnic

narrative or another), the end result is the same—the military action of 1974 thoroughly

“ethnically cleansed” the social landscape of Cyprus. After 1975 around 100 Turkish

Cypriots remained in the south and a few hundred remained in the north (specifically

around the village of Rizokarpaso).680

The question remains, why was there a concerted effort made to exchange

populations? One possibility may be that in late August interim President Glafkos

Clerides hinted at the possibility of a guerilla campaign by members of EOKA B against

Turkish forces in the north.681  The  issues  of  being  bogged  down  in  a  costly  guerrilla

campaign might have caused the Turkish Government to consider the removal of all

Greek Cypriots from the north as the “path of least resistance.” Another motivation may

have been more in line with the “predatory identity” dynamic in which the existence of

the other is a direct challenge to one’s own identity; therefore, the forcible removal was

done to secure a homogeneous geographical space. It may also have been driven by less

nefarious designs in which the exercise of social and physical partition was seen as

unpalatable to the Greek Cypriots who would have been under Turkish Cypriot political

control in the north; therefore, rather than formulating a power-sharing dynamic, the path

of least resistance was to facilitate their movement southward. More than likely it was a

combination of all three. The resultant social-political division and transfer of population,

did leave Cyprus split across the Messaoria Plain with two virtually ethno-

religious/ethno-nationalist homogeneous areas with a dividing line that became an

impenetrable frontier that few were able to cross.

As a result of this exchange of population, the Republic of Cyprus administration

was quickly overwhelmed by the influx of refugees and set up makeshift tent-camps

679 See Oberling (1982) and Calotychos (1998) who reports that an additional 1,190 Greek Cypriots and
600 to 900 Turkish Cypriots were classified as “missing.” Volkan (1979) states that the number of Greek
Cypriots that moved south numbered 160,000 and 65,000 Turkish Cypriots moved north. Reiterer (2003)
says there was a total of 200,0000 people exchanged.
680 Volkan (1979) pg 120 says the official count was 100 Turkish Cypriots remaining in the south by 1977.
681 Cyprus Mail. Sunday, August 23rd 1974.
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supported  by  the  UN  High  Commission  on  Refugees  (UNHCR).  Later  the  government

erected “refugee housing estates” around the major cities of southern Cyprus and in the

eastern and southern neighborhoods of Nicosia. In the end, they constructed units for

27,000 people while simultaneously giving loans and grants to refugees to build their

own homes on government owned land reserved for such construction (compensating

around 26,500 people). Finally, they allowed around 40,0000 Greek Cypriots to live in

abandoned Turkish Cypriot homes.682 The official view to this day is that this housing

arrangement is temporary in nature and that the refugees of Cyprus must be allowed to

exercise their freedom to return to their homes following the United Nation and the

European  Union  Court  of  Human  Rights  (EUCHR)  policy  of  “Right  of  Return”  for

refugees displaced by warfare, specifically outlined in UN Security Council Resolution

361 (issued August 30th 1974) and UN General Assembly Resolution 3212 (November 1st

1974).683

  In the north, the Federated State of Northern Cyprus, as it began calling itself in

1975, with Rauf Denktash as its leader, maintained a policy of housing all refugees in

abandoned Greek Cypriot houses.684 However, due to the overabundance of vacant

properties, and in a move to strengthen the northern economy, the Turkish government

began a controversial policy of allowing settlers to move to north Cyprus. Even if it

wanted to protest, the northern administration could not as their primary source of income

following the 1974 invasion was a 300 million dollar annual aid package from Turkey.

Initially,  the  settlement  policy  centered  on  allowing  soldiers  who  fought  in  the  war  to

move to Cyprus with their families, as well as giving a free house to families of soldiers

682 King and Ladbury (1982) pg s7-8. See also Loizos (1985 and 2008).
683 http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/738/14/IMG/NR073814.pdf?OpenElement
See also UN General Assembly Resolution 194 (issued on December 11th 1948) for general statements
concerning the right of refugees to return to their homes if they so desired as well as Article 12 paragraph 4
of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) (issued on March 23rd 1976), which
states "no one shall be arbitrarily deprived of the right to enter his own country.”
http://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/ccpr.aspx
684 On  November  15th 1983, Rauf Denktash’s administration unilaterally declared itself the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus. It was declared as an unlawful international entity by UN Security Council
Resolution 541 of that same year.
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who died during the conflict; in total it is estimated that a majority of the 10,000 initial

settlers were the result of this policy.685

The immigration from the mainland continued into the north of Cyprus and, as

with any aspect of the Cyprus Problem, the numbers vary widely. In the first decade after

the conflict, the Republic of Cyprus stated that there were an estimated 50,000 Turkish

settlers in the north, but the Turkish Cypriot administration officially stated that there

were only 4,000 seasonal workers (unofficially they admitted to 10,000 to 20,000

settlers).686 In 1998, Calotychos stated that there were between 45,000 to 75,000 Turkish

nationals, while in 2003, Reiterer claims that estimates place the number closer to 70,000.

He follows that number with the statement that the Turkish Cypriots have been reduced

to less than half of the total population number in the north. In an even larger estimation,

the Greek Cypriot Press and Information Office’s official publication entitled The Cyprus

Question says that as of 2003 there were an estimated 115,000 settlers in the north. To

complicate matters, over the near 40 years since the invasion, the settlers have, as Ker-

Lindsay (2011) points out, have lived with, married and had children—and potentially

grandchildren, and therefore consider Cyprus their home.687 Regardless of the numbers,

the presence of the settlers has “drastically altered the ethnic and cultural demography of

the Turkish Cypriot north.”688 The presence of Turkish settlers has proven to be one of

the most antagonist aspects of the Cyprus Problem, and successive reunification plans

have failed because the issue is not addressed adequately in the eyes of the Greek Cypriot

population.

685 Volkan (1979 pg 124) states, “it is estimated that at least 10,000 Turks from the mainland—mostly
those of Cypriot origin—went to live in the Turkish sections of Cyprus to increase the Turkish strength and
to promote the economy.”
686 See King and Ladbury (1982).
687 Ker-Lindsay (2001) states that the Grek Cypriot President, Christofias, stated that the ROC would allow
50,000 settlers to stay in the event of reunification.
688 Calotychos (1998) pg 11. Reiterer (2003) pg 16 also states, “In the Turkish part settlers from Anatolia
poured in and completely changed the political and social landscape. It is estimated that they today count
about 70,000 persons. The northern part, thus, became a colony of Turkey. . . ” and that “’Legal people’
(considered by the south) have been reduced to less than half of the de facto population in the north.”
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By means of a general conclusion concerning the social costs of division,

following the 1974 coup and Turkish intervention and the subsequent transfer of

population across the UN Buffer Zone, the island became a hermetically sealed,

ethnically homogeneous, and militarily divided island. Although the process of gradual

population polarization occurred over a number of decades on the island, especially

active during the enclave period, the early 1970s social geography still reflected a degree

of interspersal of populations around the island. Two general conclusions can be deduced

from this partitioning of the island. The first conclusion is that, though the communities

were historically polarized, the division of Cyprus that occurred during the 1974

operation does not reflect the realities of the social geography of Cyprus up to 1974. The

Turkish Cypriot community, even in enclaves, was interspersed around the island and the

margins of the boundary of Northern Cyprus do not reflect the historic population

patterns. Therefore, the line of demarcation is an arbitrary boundary that is not a

historically rooted entity (except in Nicosia, as is shown below), which could/should be

emphasized more effectively during reunification talks. The second conclusion is that

when one considers that only 14 people have been killed in cross-border incidents since

August 1974, and no guerrilla campaign manifested itself in the north, both communities

seem to have accepted the status quo division. Although political rhetoric concerning the

division remain ever-present in Cypriot politics in both communities, neither side is

overly aggressive in their aspirations to change the status quo through force of arms.689

The Physical and Social Division of Nicosia and Cyprus

The maximum extent of the military advance created an impermeable border

separating the Turkish Cypriot north from the Greek Cypriot south. Within Nicosia, the

border includes parallel fortified military positions, barbed wire, and land mines

separated by the thin blue line of UNFCYP patrolled Buffer Zone that follows the

interrupted contours of the urban neighborhood dynamic of the central Old City (see

689 Kaufmann (20007). The border was opened for the first time in April 2003 two allow for movement
between the north and south for Greek and Turkish Cypriots. Further discussion of this border opening is
treated below.
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Figures 10.3 through 10.5). The border that divides Nicosia is ominous and highly

visible. The course of the boundary in Nicosia follows the northern fringe of the Ayios

Dhemetios suburb to the west of the walled city,  then moves south to the Ledra Palace

Hotel (which now houses the UNFCYP contingent in Nicosia), as it approaches the

Venetian walls. The Paphos gate serves as the northern boundary of the Greek Cypriot

forces and from here the Buffer-Zone follows the Paphos and Hermes Street corridor east

of the Municipal Market and then it moves northward toward the Kaimakli gate. The

Buffer Zone then exits the Old City Walls and travels up through the region between

Omorphita and Kaimakli, the latter being enveloped on its west, north and eastern extent.

The  line  of  demarcation  then  follows  the  eastern  extent  of  Nicosia’s  suburbs

(Paliouroutissa and Englangya) before it moves further eastward toward Athienou and

later Famagusta. Between the two lines, the Buffer Zone is essentially a “no-man’s land”

in which the extant structures are abandoned and rotting away. As one can see from the

Google Earth image of Nicosia in 2011 (Figure 10.6), the route of the UN Buffer Zone is

easily visible as the lack of human development in this area has allowed for the foliage to

grow and, in a similar pattern to Beirut’s divide, the line becomes “green” from the

unchecked vegetation growth along the border.

When one closely examines the route of the division of Nicosia, two significant

aspects become apparent. First, the division of Nicosia is far from being the unplanned

end result of the military offensive in July and August 1974. Second, the impact of the

military division has numerous consequences for the urban geography of the capital. In

reference to the first aspect, as Popescu (2012) states, not only should borders be viewed

as “multi-dimensional,” but also as a deeply contextualized entities that are “historically

contingent processes.”690 With this quote in mind, the line of the physical division of

Nicosia follows the boundary of the Turkish sector that developed as a fortified enclave

in Nicosia during the violence between 1963 and 1974. The only difference is that the

suburb of Omorphita falls within the Turkish zone following 1974 rather than falling

within the territory of the Republic of Cyprus (as visualized in Figure 9.1).

690 Popescu (2012) pg .22.
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Figure 10.3: Images of the areas adjacent to the UN Buffer-Zone in the Old City of
Nicosia. (Photographs by the author)
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Figure 10.4: General Outline of Nicosia's UN Buffer Zone.

Figure 10.5: Route of the UN Buffer Zone through the Old City of Nicosia.
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Figure 10.6: Google Earth images from 2011 showing the visibility of the UN Buffer
Zone.
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To take this historical depth of the border further, the current division of Nicosia

also follows the first half of the 1956-1958 Mason Dixon Line (Figure 8.1) which was

erected as a line of demarcation between the Greek and Turkish Cypriots by the British

following the outbreak of violence in 1956. This line followed the Paphos-Hermes Street

corridor which was built over the route of the central canal, which served as the

“boundary” between the physical placement of the Ottoman administration (the Konak)

and the Orthodox Church (the Archbishopric). While it may be argued that the

demarcation  of  the  UN  Buffer  Zone  across  the  entirety  of  the  island  represents  the

unpredictable outcome of the Turkish advances as of August 16th 1974, the line that

divides Nicosia follows the pre-established route of intercommunal partitioning nearly

exactly.

As one walks through the crooked streets of the walled city or through the more

modern road network of the suburban villages on both sides of the divide, inevitability

one approaches a forward operating position of either the Greek and Turkish military.

The street pattern has been completely interrupted by walled fortifications meant to

prohibit movement into either section as well as to keep residents away from the Buffer

Zone. Warning signs prohibiting photographs and indicating that ahead is a military zone

are erected all over the city as one approaches the border. Thus the urban geography of

the border area is not only highly charged with combat troops and heavy weapons, but it

also is highly interrupted. Streets end abruptly, within the Old City especially, forming

numerous “dead ends.”

The totality of the military division creates a geography of fear associated with

the presence of hostile forces less than a hundred meters away. This fear has permeated

the social fabric of the Cypriots, especially in the south, and as Petridou (1998) surmises,

has  stimulated  the  outward  growth  of  the  city  away  from  the  Buffer  Zone.  While  this

assessment overlooks the historical patterning of the city’s expansion westward and

southward from the onset of the British period, the large military presence in the north

has been cited as the impetus for many Greek Cypriots who have chosen to locate in the
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suburbs south of Strovolos and into Lakatamia. In the early stages following the division

of the city,  the UN Buffer Zone formed a frontier that  few chose to live near,  on either

side. This arguably led to further decay of the Old City either through the process of

abandonment or through the rental of units to poorer residents and/or temporary workers

or Turkish settlers in the north.

Outside of the immediate vicinity of Nicosia, the UN Buffer Zone reflects the

rural expanse of the island. No longer is the divide held to a street-width as it is in the Old

City; now the topography of the open farmland of the western and eastern Messaoria

Plain allows for the Buffer-Zone to expand, thus creating a larger separation of the forces.

Across the landscape of Cyprus the boundary is enforced by easily identifiable military

forward observation posts and entrenched and hidden military equipment. The border,

however,  is  not  lined  by  a  wall  or  constant  fortification,  rather  it  is  simply  a  loosely

defended military line with sporadic posts between which regular patrols are run and

bases and encampments are situated. Many of the larger military bases in both the north

and south are situated further inland from the border and often the immediate vicinity of

the UN Buffer Zone, especially in the western Messaoria region, are classified as military

zones and are used for training and exercises. The thinly defined border region in the

plains areas makes it difficult to see the line of demarcation clearly and often large gaps

between outposts make the uncertainty of line actually creates a larger sense of fear when

traveling to the rural areas because often the unpaved rural roads are left unmarked (see

Figure 10.7 as an example). Therefore the expanded width of the Buffer Zone in the rural

areas, coupled with the perception of uncertainty as to where the line actually runs on the

ground, creates an even larger frontier geography dynamic in which little to no

development occurs.

The end result of the physical division of Cyprus, then, is a sealed military border

that was the result of the 1974 Turkish military action. This border is an impenetrable

physical boundary that runs the length of the entire island--in some areas only a few

meters wide, while in other sections the buffer zone is miles wide between the two
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Figure 10.7: Landmine field along the southern fringe of the UN Buffer Zone near the
village Athienou.

armies. The impervious line created two exclusionary zones on the island and serves as

the “container” for physical and social space of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus

and the Republic of Cyprus. In its early stages, the boundary became the de facto

separation that was only crossed by those who were being sent to their opposing sides of

the island. Therefore, the boundary line between the TRNC and the Republic of Cyprus

serves as not only the axis of physical separation, but also the axis of social separation

This hermetic sealing of the two Cypriot geographical entities was the rule for

nearly 30 years until the Denktash administration opened the Ledra Palace Hotel crossing

in April 2003.691 During the first weeks tens of thousands of Cypriots crossed the line and

since the initial opening was announced in 2003, two more crossings have been opened in

the Nicosia region--one in Ayios Dhometios for passenger vehicles and the other at the

691 See Bose (2007)
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northern  end  Ledra  Street  in  the  center  of  the  Old  City  of  Nicosia;  five  other  crossings

have been opened in other areas of the island as well.692

POST-1974 PEACE-BUILDING AND BICOMMUNAL DEVELOPMENT IN NICOSIA AND

CYPRUS

In the years following the division of Cyprus in 1974, the international

community, especially the United States Agency for International Development (USAID)

and the United Nations through the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

(UNHCR) and the United Nations Development Programme, provided hundreds of

millions of dollars for humanitarian assistance and funding for economic and social

stabilization projects.693 Building  upon  the  success  of  the  initial  projects  of  the  UNDP

and UNHCR, as described below, the two entities began a targeted redevelopment project

in divided Nicosia. On October 24th 1979,  the  Greek  Cypriot  Mayor  of  Nicosia,  Lelos

Demetriades, and the Turkish Cypriot Mayor of north Nicosia, Mustapha Akinci, met

with representatives of the UNDP in their offices in Ledra Palace to put together a project

that was bi-communal in nature and one that had direct benefits for all residents on both

sides of the divide. The result was the Nicosia Master Plan. The spirit of the Nicosia

Master Plan was to ensure that the views of both communities were to be taken into

account in the early stages of the project as well as to diagnose the condition of the city

and propose measures for projects that would be compatible with both cultural

sensitivities and with the general socio-economic pattern of the city as a whole. This was

done to curtail the fears that one side would transform the urban landscape of Nicosia

into a zone of conflicting use (either due to lack of planning or out of spite—such as a

factory across from a neighborhood development).694

692 Today there are crossings outside of Nicosia at Astromeritis/Zodia (near Morphou), Plya, Pergamos
(near Famagusta), Ayios Nicolaos/Strovilia/Akyar (through the Dhekelia SBA), and Limnitis.
693 Following the division of the island and the transfer of populations, the UNHCR through the support of
the USAID assisted in the building of housing estates, schools, hospitals for the refugees. The UNDP took
on the task of structural rehabilitation of the built environment, especially in Nicosia.
694 See UNDP (1988), Petridou (1998) as wells as the Master Plan itself (1983, 1984).



447

The Nicosia  Master  Plan  was  divided  into  three  “phases,”  each  of  which  would

build upon the other. Phase 1, begun in December 1980 and lasting until July 1984,

involved a detailed assessment of the impact of the division of the city, the condition of

its built environment and infrastructure, but little attention was paid to the historical

patterning of the urban growth, nor were data collected concerning the demography of the

city. Phase 1 ended with a long range plan for Nicosia (up to the year 2000) with an

interesting format. It planned for the city’s growth both as a united and as a divided city.

The maps and plans included in the Master Plan are dual natured in that one shows the

city in its entirety, while the next shows the same plans with each side of the divided city

highlighted separately. This dual nature of the initial stages of the plan demonstrates that

even though this was a ground-breaking project involving both communities for the first

time since the division, the planners were realistic as to the gravity of the division.695

Phase 2 focused specifically on the Old City of Nicosia (the Central Area

Scheme) which mapped out the business districts, residential patterning, landmarks and

public buildings and infrastructure. The goal of this phase was to identify potential “hot-

spots” within the city and target projects to bolster the structural and economic

redevelopment of these areas (what the plan termed “Special Projects”).696 These special

projects focused on achieving a certain balance between both sides of the divided city.

For example, the first “brick and mortar” project, as they call it, undertaken by the NMP

team focused on the Chrysaliniotissa Area Improvement Project in the Greek Cypriot

south and then moved on to a similar neighborhood improvement project in the Arab

695 Concerning the general principles of the NMP, the UNDP NMP (1983 pg 5) authors state that “a
flexible plan has been prepared, adaptable to changing circumstances, containing policies and proposals
capable of addressing the planning problems of Nicosia as a whole as well as problems relating to the
existing situation and to different parts of the NMP area under existing circumstances. “
696 UNDP NMP (1984) pg 23; tthese special projects were considered “the vehicles for concrete activities
to be undertake by the authorities to improve the residential and working environment on selected parts of
the Old town.” The special projects included the Chrysaliniotissa Area Improvement Project, the Ledras-
Onassagorou Pedestiran Project, the Selimiye Improvement Project, the Open Air Theatre at the Caraffa
and Mula Bastions, the Phaneromeni Square rehabilitation, an underground parking lot at Tripoli Bastion,
and the transformation of the buffer-zone into open spaces, squares, and the site for a university, among
others
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Ahmet neighborhood in the Turkish Cypriot north. This dual approach to Nicosia’

redevelopment became the standard process as the NMP entered its third phase.

Phase 3 of the Nicosia Master Plan focused on implementation of the special

projects  identified  in  the  Master  Plan  as  well  as  others  that  were  brought  to  the

municipality during the period between 1986 and 2000. The Nicosia Master Plan team

received funds from the UNDP and the USAID, and since the implementation phase

began it has undertaken nearly 100 projects on both sides of the divide as described in the

various sources of public information provided by each of the above. These projects

initially focused on the Special Projects areas, but have expanded to include the

renovation of many of the historic and monumental buildings around the city (Hagia

Sophia, the Bedestan, the Buyuk Khan, the Baths, Markets, and so on) and have focused

on creating arts centers and installing cosmetic upgrades around the city such as

streetscapes and fixing the Venetian walls. The overarching goal was to not only create a

better living and working environment in Nicosia, but also reverse the depopulation of

the urban core and increase tourism to the areas.

The question remains—was the Nicosia Master Plan successful in meeting its

goals? The answer is a reserved yes. The NMP was the first bi-communal project

undertaken of any magnitude on Cyprus and serves as the model for all other bi-

communal projects on Cyprus. The rehabilitation projects did stabilize a rapidly decaying

core and the tourism did certainly increase into the area, but the limiting factor against its

resounding success is that many of the projects were cosmetic upgrades. They did not

plan for long term maintenance in the rehabilitated areas, rather leaving the maintenance

up to the private sector or the municipalities. The reality of many of the projects

undertaken at the early stages of Phase 3 is that the facades of the buildings are beginning

to crumble (especially in the Arab Ahmet area) as the municipalities have allocated funds

elsewhere. While the rehabilitation projects do initially infuse an area with vitality, when

one examines the areas today, it is possible to see that many of these areas (especially in

the north) have experienced a slow degeneration of their facades only a few years after

the project is complete.
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In the 1980s and into the mid 1990s the focus of the internationally funded

redevelopment activities on Cyprus tended to revolve around large infrastructure projects

such as those undertaken by the UNDP in Nicosia. The backbone of the NMP was

essentially to rehabilitate the city’s built environment to reinvigorate its economy. It even

funded the five million dollar revamping of Nicosia’s sewer system which had been

severely interrupted by the division as the treatment plant fell in the northern section of

the city. Though the UNDP and USAID did fund projects outside of Nicosia, the capital

received the largest share of the rehabilitation focus. One can interpret this as a reflection

of the capitals “visibility.” The divided capital was the most recognized entity of Cyprus’

division (not to mention the locations of both governments as well  as the offices of the

international  agencies)  and  the  idea  was  that  if  a  project  to  foster  bi-communal

rapprochement was successful here, the idea of working together would spread around

the island.

As the international community continued the process of bi-communal

rapprochement into the later 1990s, there was a shift away from large infrastructure

projects to smaller social and cultural exchange projects. As part of the 15 million dollar

annual budget, the USAID on Cyprus began to push for a more diversified bi-communal

program that would focus on smaller peace building and cooperation based projects that

would benefit Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots in areas of “common concern.” This

push translated into the USAID funded Bi-communal Development Programme run by

the United Nations Office for Project Services (UNOPS). Between 1998 and 20005 over

180 different projects were undertaken around the island with a focus on building

community ties.697 Though  infrastructure  projects  were  still  undertaken,  they  were

smaller  in  scope  than  the  Nicosia  Sewerage  Project,  and  new  focus  was  placed  on

education and culture, the environment and public health projects. The BDP also

patterned with the UNPFF (United Nations Partnership for the Future) which was funded

through grants from the European Union. It also funds many Non-Governmental

Organizations (NGOs) who worked on projects in line with the mission statement of the

697 See http://mirror.undp.org/cyprus/projects/search.asp for a searchable database of projects.
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BDP. Though the BDP undertook projects across the island, it too succumbed to focusing

much of its attention in the Nicosia area.698

In  the  early  stages  of  this  author’s  fieldwork,  the  goal  was  to  gain  access  to  the

various  projects  and  their  final  reports  and  attempt  make  a  rough  assessment  as  to  the

success and failure of the BDP. Though many attempts were made to acquire information

concerning  the  projects,  no  access  was  given  beyond  the  cursory  data  provided  on  the

program’s website. However, the BDP program did undergo a final review in 2005 and in

the report the agency concluded that it was impossible to measure the success and failure

of the BDP because often there was little oversight of projects, not strict requirements for

final write-ups, and no requirements for maintenance of the URLs of the project

websites.699 The project did foster bi-communal contact and exposed both sides to the

other, but in actuality, any success it could claim for bringing the two sides closer

together was rendered moot by the opening of the border in 2003. Now Cypriots could

communicate freely if they so choose.

The final stage of the peace building effort on Cyprus to-date began in 2000 when

the United States Embassy established the Bicommunal Support Program (BSP) to

provide “theme-based and target group-based bicommunal programs, focusing on

professional development, education and leadership.”700 Thus the BDP transformed into

the BSP and since 2005, UNDP's Action for Cooperation and Trust (ACT) has replaced

UNOPS. The ACT program, funded by USAID, worked with both communities to design

and implement projects to “help build the foundations for lasting relationships island-

wide” and “the creation of a strong vibrant network advocating for reconciliation in

Cyprus.”701 In a complete shift away from infrastructure and rehabilitation projects, the

698 See http://mirror.undp.org/cyprus/projects/sectorsubsector.pdf for a full list of each project by
subsector.  In general the BDP funded projects included Infrastructure ($26,096,501); Education and
Culture ($5,531,695);  Animal Health ($4,979,626), Environment ($4,325,830); Humanitarian Relief
($3,766,552); Governance and Civil Society Development ($3,034,953); Economic Development
($1,846,318); Public Health ($1,709,620); Information and Communication ($1,188,161); Dissemination of
the Annan Plan ($515,057); Special Initiative Grants ($315,833).
699 See http://www.makarios.eu/upload/20041102/1099351622-02594.pdf for the full report.
700 http://cyprus.usembassy.gov/theembassy/pasbicom.html
701 http://www.undp-act.org/default.aspx?tabid=147&it=0&mid=0&itemid=0&langid=1
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focus of ACT centered on multicultural education projects, projects that promoted civil

engagement, projects designed to support to environmental protection, and 4) projects

that preserved and promoted Cyprus's cultural heritage.

Over the past 40 years there have been countless activities undertaken by the UN,

EU, and USAID to foster bi-communal rapprochement at the social level. These projects,

while initially aimed at stabilization and economic recovery, moved to involving

communities in an attempt to mitigate the top-down settlement process that had been the

norm on the island. As the politicians attempted to negotiate a settlement that would

essentially continue the divided social dynamic on the island, these humanitarian

programs aimed at fostering the ideas that intercommunal communication was viable,

even on this divided island. Projects like the Nicosia Master Plan demonstrated that

politicians and planners could work together and the BDP and ACT programs carried that

notion to the individuals around the island.

Critically, however, the programs had no real measurable success and this is the

fault of the program administrators. Accountability and assessment could have helped

create a more effective process that did create a sustained bi-communal project. As it

stands,  the  only  assessment  that  can  be  garnered  from  over  300  million  dollars  and  40

years of effort is encapsulated in single sentence on the US Embassy in Nicosia’s

website: “tens of thousands of Cypriots have made contacts, connections and friends with

members of the "other" community as a result of U.S.-funded programs.”702 While  the

goal of these programs was never to solve the Cyprus Problem, the incremental steps that

it made in fostering rapprochement are commendable, but impossible to measure

accurately.

Recently the USAID announced that as of September 30th 2013 it would no longer

be lending support to the peace building programs. This decision, one may assume, is in

part because of this uncertainty over results as well as the fact that the USAID was

spending 15 million dollars annually to support development in an EU country with a

high GDP. Any sustained bicommunal development projects in the future require new

702 http://cyprus.usembassy.gov/theembassy/bicom.html
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sources of revenue or be forced to stop their activities, leaving the peace process to the

politicians and negotiators. In the final section below, a brief assessment of the various

political proposals aimed at solving the Cyprus Problem are discussed.

POLITICAL NEGOTIATIONS FOLLOWING THE DIVISION

In the years following the Turkish military action in 1974, there were many multi-

lateral talks held with the goal of finding a solution to the Cyprus Problem.703 Although

the conflict remains unsolved after nearly 40 years of effort, it is important to understand

the key issues that were tabled during the numerous negotiations. At the core of the talks

were three main issues:  1) territorial  control,  2) bi-communality,  3) and security.  These

three issues have proven to be intractable and entrenched and have stymied all peace

efforts to-date. The political maneuverings on the island since 1974 is one of the most

heavily researched and well known aspects of the Cyprus Problem, and therefore this

section does not require a comprehensive analysis of all the settlement talks. The only

aspect  of  the  various  settlement  plans  that  deserves  mention  for  this  section  is  the  role

geopolitical “territoriality” plays in the on-going peace process.

 Therefore, only two settlement proposals are discussed in detail below, the initial

Denktash-Makarios talks held in 1977 and the Annan Plan of 2004. The talks between

these two poles built upon the agreed framework of the 1977 talks and served as the basis

for all failed talks ever since. The Annan Plan encapsulates a number of issues that have

been discussed over the course of this work and was the most comprehensive settlement

plan ever produced. Its failure in 2004 marked the steady decline in intercommunal

dialogue aimed at solving the Cyprus Problem, and at the time of writing this work the

1974 status quo remains in place. Below, this section focuses on the geographic/territorial

aspect of the talks and the settlement plans, as this aspect is the least covered in the

general analyses on the political history of Cyprus.

703 The political talks relevant to the Cyprus Problem have been exhaustively covered in the current
literature on Cyprus. For a list and analysis of talks held between 1974 and through the Annan Plan see:
Mandell (1992); Dodd (1999); Boroweic (2000); Attalides (2003); Salih (2004); Hannay (2005);
Coufoudakis (2006); Mallinson (2006); Hakki (2007); Ker Lindsay (2011), among many others.
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Summit Meetings January 27th and February 12th 1977

During the first high level talks between the Cypriot administrations since the

1974 division, called the “Summit Meetings January 27th and February 12th 1977,” the

issue of the political and territorial future of the now divided Republic of Cyprus served

as the starting point of the discussions. How would the Republic look now that the

militarized line held each population within its respective homogenous areas? The gravity

of the division was apparent and during the talks a politically expedient Makarios came

out in favor of the idea of a bi-zonal federation, provided that there were Turkish Cypriot

territorial concessions.704 This was considerably different from his historical stance that

Cyprus was a unified island that some day would be linked with Greece. This territorial

concession involved the Turkish military giving up anywhere from ten to 15 percent of

the land they captured.  He demanded 80 percent of the territory of the island be under

Greek Cypriot control (reflecting the proportion of the Greek Cypriot population), but

also indicated that he was open to the idea of accepting 75 percent of the territory only if

it included Varosha (a prosperous tourist area of Famagusta with around  35,000 Greek

Cypriot residents prior to the division).

An emboldened Denktash, backed by the Turkish military presence, said he

would only consider a 68:32 percent territorial division; Varosha, however, remained

something to be included in further negotiations. While political separation on the island

seemed like a foregone conclusion, the issue of territorial control remained the main point

of contention. During the 1974 August offensive the Turks had acquired nearly 40

percent of the island’s territory and thus the Makarios proposal would entail a significant

withdrawal, while the Denktash proposal would entail a significant and permanent loss

by  the  Greek  Cypriots.  The  main  point,  however,  is  that  geographical  control  of  the

physical space was open for negotiation, but at the same time hotly contested.

In a second round of talks (February 12th 1977) the two agreed to what would

serve as the basis for all future negotiations; these have henceforth been called the “Four

704 See Mandell (1992) for a complete list of all talks that were held concerning the Cyprus problem up to
that date.
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Guidelines.” The first was that Cyprus would be an independent, nonaligned,

bicommunal federal republic. The second was that the territory of each community was to

be discussed in light of economic viability, productivity, and property rights. The third

was that the principles of “freedom of movement and settlement” and rights of ownership

were to be open for discussion, provided the fundamental decision for a bicommunal

federal system was adhered to. The fourth guideline was that the powers and functions of

a central government were to be strong enough to safeguard the unity of the country. The

four guidelines outlined the main issues of the Cyprus Problem, the fact that the political

separation was inevitable, that each side controlled territory that had its own advantages

and disadvantages (such as the majority of the tourist areas and grain producing regions

were in the north, while the majority of the island’s mineral wealth and infrastructural

resources such as electricity were located in the south), but these boundaries were

negotiable, and finally that there should be freedom of movement and settlement for all

Cypriots—the right of return.

These four guidelines were reiterated during talks in 1979, but very little progress

toward a solution was being made. Talks were renewed in earnest when the Denktash

administration unilaterally declared the north to be a sovereign state named the Turkish

Republic on Northern Cyprus (TRNC).  Between August 7th and 8th 1984, talks were held

in Vienna in which the representatives of both communities reaffirmed their acceptance

of a bi-communal, bi-constitutional, bi-zonal federation. Building upon the Vienna talks

of 1984 on March 26th 1986 a draft framework agreement was presented by the United

Nations representative, Perez de Cuellar, which outlined the principles of bi-communal

federalism on Cyprus.705 The framework also included a territorial adjustment that

granted  the  Turkish  Cypriot  north  29  percent  of  the  island  and  called  for  the  city  of

Varosha  to  be  set  up  as  a  “special  status  area”  under  UN  administration.  The  issue  of

territorial exchange ultimately led to the rejection of the plan by the Greek Cypriots

because it did not safeguard the right of return or adequately define the issue of property

ownership. Ultimately, control over the territory remained the point of contention and so

705 See Wolfe (1992) pp 237-238. See also Ker Lindsay (2011).
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the status quo remained throughout the late 1980s and into the 1990s when the European

Union announced that it was going to grant the Republic of Cyprus full membership.

As the island’s politics entered the late 1990s and early 2000s, the idea of EU

ascension was seen as a way to ensure that a united Cyprus would enter the union. The

thought was that this decision would force a settlement and end the division. From the

outset, the EU’s policy was that it would only allow a united Cyprus into the union;

however,  it  changed  the  requirements  in  the  early  2000s  to  say  that  if  no  deal  was

reached, the south could enter the union. It is within this context that the Annan plan, in

its multiple derivations, evolved.

The Annan Plan (IV and V) of 2004

A final attempt was made to bring about an end to the military division of Cyprus

following n the heals of the opening of the border in 2003 and the impending ascension

of Cyprus into the European Union in May 1st 2004. In 2004 the Secretary General of the

United Nations, Kofi Annan, championed the fourth derivation of his peace plan, known

as the Annan IV/V Plan, and turned the plan over to the Cypriots on March 31st to vote

on its ratification via separate referendums on April 24th.706 It was a robust plan that

tweaked and/or reconfigured nearly every aspect of Cyprus’ political, economic, and

social system (from trade and exchange to rewriting a national anthem and designing a

new  flag).  The  two  most  critical  aspects  of  this  plan  concern  the  reformulation  of  the

Cypriot  political  system  and  the  transfer  of  territory  back  to  Greek  Cypriot  control.

Below is a brief analysis of the political and geographical reconfigurations presented in

the plan.

The political reconfiguration of Cyprus presented in the Annan Plan is a reflection

of the high-level talks that took place between Denktash and Makarios in 1977 and

between Denktash and Kyprianou in 1979 in which the political spectrum of post-Annan

Cyprus would be a “bizonal, bicommunal, federal republic.” The Greek and Turkish

Cypriot zones would be transformed into two states, modeled after the Swiss “cantonal”

706 The text of the plan can be found at http://www.hri.org/docs/annan/
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system, which would be politically equal federal units. The umbrella United Cyprus

Republic government would govern common issues such international trade, but anything

directly related to each community would be handled by the component federal units.

The umbrella Cyprus government would consist of a bicameral parliamentary

system  that  would  include  a  Senate  and  a  Chamber  of  Deputies.  Each  of  these  would

consist of 48 members, but while the senate would have an equal number from each state

(24 each), the proportion of the Chamber of Deputies would reflect the population

numbers of the separate units and all parliamentary decisions would be made via simple

majority. The executive branch would consist of a president and vice-president and six

council members—all elected by both houses of the parliament. These positions would

rotate every ten months and no group could hold the presidency for more than two

consecutive terms.707 The judicial branch would consist of a Supreme Court with an equal

number of Greek and Turkish Cypriot judges, along with three international judges. Also,

all three treaties from 1960 (Establishment, Guarantee, and Alliance) would remain in

effect, ensuring that Cyprus would remain a sovereign state and would not join with

another (in an indirect recognition of the continued presence of the ideas of enosis and

taksim). It must be noted that, though the Turkish Cypriots lacked a Vice-President

position  with  equal  veto  power  as  that  of  the  President,  the  Annan Plan  provided  them

with nearly as much political privilege as the 1960 constitutional arrangement of the

independent Republic.

Some of the other provisions of the Annan Plan included a number of

controversial clauses including the fact that Cyprus would be constitutionally bound to

support  Turkish  ascension  to  the  EU as  well  as  the  slow demobilization  of  the  military

presence on both sides of the divide. According to the plan, both Greece and Turkey were

allowed to keep up to 6,000 troops on the island for seven years (a move to dispel

security concerns of the two communities, though a UN peacekeeping force would also

remain on the island as well) with the goal of eventual full demilitarization of the island,

707 As Ker-Lindsay (2011) states, for the first three years there would be a dual presidency, one from each
community.
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though  Greece  and  Turkey  could  retain  a  small  monitoring  force  on  the  island.  The

continued presence of Turkish troops, although it was for a defined time-frame, was one

of the main issues that proved unacceptable to the Greek Cypriot voters.

It was the issue of the transfer of territorial control espoused in the Plan, however,

which is very significant for this study. The plan called for a limited right of return, but

for those who did not wish to return to their original homes would be given compensation

for the lost property—the 1974 value adjusted for inflation. The border of the Turkish

Cypriot State was to be changed and about 10 percent of the land of the TRNC would be

transferred back the Greek Cypriot State. This transfer of territory was to occur

incrementally over three years (see Figure 10.8a) and would consist of the transfer of

significant  portions  of  the  eastern  and  western  Messaoria  Plain.  Two  plans  were

administered  for  the  transfer  of  territory  (A and  B)  in  which  the  Turkish  Cypriot  State

would control nearly 29 percent the island’s territory (see figure 10.8 b and c). Plan A

called for two unified entities, though more territory around Famagusta to be handed back

to  the  south  while  Plan  B  allowed  for  more  Turkish  Cypriot  State  control  of  the

Messaoria, but were to give the Karpas Peninsula to the Greek Cypriot State, splitting the

state into two parts.

In the end, the transfer of territory from the north to the south would have been

easy considering that a majority of the areas ceded were designated as military zones and

therefore few people would have been living in the areas. The significance of the

territorial transfer should not be ignored. The fact is that when Annan distributed the final

version of his plan (V), the Turkish Government said that it favored the plan. Therefore,

one may argue, that the border of north Cyprus should/could be viewed as more fluid and

flexible than the military border belies. As is the case in many other social conflicts (the

Israeli-Palestinian conflict, for example) the prospect of territorial exchange for a

settlement is present in the north, at least in the atmosphere of 2003-2004.
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Figure 10.8: The Territorial exchange proposed in the 2004 Annan Plan.
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During the time of the plan’s dual referendum, the United States and the European

Union came out is  support  of the plan and when the final votes were counted nearly 65

percent of the Turkish Cypriot community voted in favor of the plan. The majority vote

signaled that the Turkish Cypriots were willing to move away from the status quo and

give up some land for a return to unfettered economic access to the rest of the world. In

the south, however, the Greek Cypriot population voted overwhelmingly to reject the

plan (around 72 percent of the voters said no). Thus the plan failed. The reasons behind

the Greek Cypriot “no” vote centered on the fact that Turkish military presence would

continue  on  the  island,  that  the  power-sharing  dynamic  would  not  work,  but  they  also

were unwilling to accept a plan that did not allow them full access to their lost property in

the north.708

The Annan Plan, at its roots, did not vary all that much from the 1960 Cyprus

settlement dynamic. Effectively it created two states that were in charge of their own

communal affairs under an umbrella bicameral parliamentary system that was based on

identity based proportions. It created two virtually ethnically homogeneous zones as well

as reinforced the continuing role of the guarantors of power. It is impossible to know if

the plan would have succeeded or failed in the long-run, but it does show that the

governments were willing to negotiate a settlement that involved territorial exchange and

compensation. Nicosia would have remained a dual authority capital, but would have also

served as the location of the umbrella federal government. Little would have changed

concerning communal interaction, but at least the military division would have been

removed over time. The Turkish Cypriot “yes” signals that they are not entirely satisfied

with the status quo, but the resounding “no” in the south points to the fact that the status

quo is better than a settlement which is considered unfair in the eyes of the Greek

Cypriots. The Annan Plan of 2004 represents the last major effort to disrupt the status

quo, and as such, the island’s division has not changed in the decade since the plan failed.

Greek and Turkish troops remained stationed on the island and the UNFCYP continues to

monitor the Buffer Zone.

708 See Ker-Lindsay (2011) for further discussion of the reasons behind the no vote.
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CONCLUSIONS SURROUNDING THE 1974 DIVISION

Essentially, the Cyprus division is a problem of aggregated geopolitical trauma

compounded by the mostly misunderstood (or misrepresented) history of the long term

conflict on Cyprus. As discussed in the previous chapters, both communities have been

emboldened over time by their external ethno-guarantors while simultaneously seeing

themselves as victims. Similarly, both communities have entrenched themselves under

the aegises of competing ethno-national narratives which translate directly into the

physical and social geography of Cyprus. The Turkish Cypriot community believes that

the injustices suffered during the EOKA campaign of the 1950s as well as the enclave

period (1963-1974) justifies the idea that the two communities cannot live together and

partition is the only solution. The Greek Cypriots, who suffered many losses during the

Turkish military intervention of July through August 1974, are caught between the dual

narrative structure of historical “peaceful coexistence” and the island, in its entirety, is

essentially Cypriot, though part of the greater Hellenic ideal.

With the accumulated history of both gradual and active communal partition

being the norm and both sides having a near polarized view on how the physical and

social geography of the island should look, one can start to understand why the peace

plans on Cyprus have essentially failed. Often the myopic assumption is that removing

the military division of 1974 should be the starting point for peace negotiations.

However, as the previous chapters demonstrate, the division of Cyprus in 1974 was not a

singular event; rather, it was the climax of a very long intercommunal drama. That being

said,  any  peace  plan  that  does  not  take  into  account  the  historical  depth  of  the  Cyprus

Problem  will  never  solve  the  issues  of  territorial  control,  bi-communality,  and  security

(both internal and external).

Due to the fact that final solution of Cyprus Problem remains unattainable, one is

led to the pessimistic conclusion that the situation on the island may never change.

Entrenched ethno-nationalism coupled with nearly 55 years of socio-political and nearly

40 years of homogeneous separation hold little promise for the idea that one day the

island will return to a unified state, because the question that can always be asked is—
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was it ever? Intercommunal suspicion runs deep and the events of the past are not easily

forgotten. As discussed in the previous chapters, the gradual separation of the two

communities at the local (Nicosia) and national (villages) levels violence, the violence of

the late 1950s, the acute violence of the 1960s enclave period effectively unraveled the

fragile social fabric of the island, while the coup and Turkey’s military intervention

destroyed what little remained.

Because the two communities had virtually no contact between 1974 and the

opening of the Ledra Palace gate in 2003 by the TRNC administration, the two

communities have followed divergent social paths which, in turn, has allowed for

virtually no structures in place to build any mechanisms for a resilient social, economic,

or political fabric. Without a modicum of social resilience, any rapprochement project is

seemingly predestined to get very little traction. Within this atmosphere of trenchant

communal  relations, the international community (especially the United Nations (in its

many derivations), the United States Agency for International Development (USAID),

and recently the European Union (EU) have worked to foster a sense of intercommunal

rapprochement leading to the reunification of the island. However, decades of

bicommunal rapprochement efforts were not able to secure a settlement in 2004.

Of the three main issues that have haunted Cyprus even before the 1974 division

(territorial control, bi-communality, and security) territorial control has proven to be the

most irresolvable tenet of the Cyprus Problem. High level political talks have detailed the

bi-zonal, bi-communal federal system, essentially securing political partition of the

island’s two communities into separate geopolitical cantons. Military demobilization over

a multi-year period has been detailed and the threat of any further military action on the

island is negligible. It is the issue of the control (ownership) of the land that remains the

most intractable.

Even though the offer to compensate for lost land has been made and an over 10

percent reduction in territorial control has been offered, all plans to-date have failed.

Territorial control seems insurmountable and so the island continues in its post-1974

status quo. However, an interesting twist to this story is unfolding across the same
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landscape that is being negotiated for exchange. While both sides discuss reunification

and acquiescing and legitimating the control over portions of the island to the other

community, there has been a simultaneous move on both sides of the divide to intensify

their symbolic control over that same territory. The following chapter is an analysis of the

ongoing process of creating and maintaining social control over the space within the

boundaries of the northern and southern portions of the island. This exercise in human

territoriality  emphasizes  the  situation  across  the  current  landscape  on  both  sides  of  the

divide. What is presented demonstrates an intensification of socio-spatial control

mechanisms being deployed across the landscape—in direct contradiction to the ideas of

intercommunal rapprochement and the surrender of territory to the other. It is to this

paradox that this discussion now turns.
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PART 4: THE CURRENT CYPRUS DIVISION AND GENERAL

CONCLUSIONS
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Chapter 11:  Territoriality, Bordering, and the Symbolic Landscape of
the Current Cyprus Division

FRAMING THE CURRENT DIVISIONS ON CYPRUS

As discussed in the previous chapter, efforts to reunify the island and foster

rapprochement between the two communities have had very limited success. The political

parties on both sides of the divide use the continuing Cyprus Problem as a point of

political grandstanding; nevertheless, both communities continue the call for peace and

some form of peaceful settlement. The fact that the 1974 division remains after nearly 40

years, however, brings many to the conclusion that both communities seem to be satisfied

with the status quo. Since the opening of the border in April 2003, Cypriots are able to

travel freely to the other side,  so this raises the question—to what extent does this new

freedom  of  movement  and  opportunity  for  social  interaction  reflect  an  erosion  of  the

social and territorial divisions on Cyprus?

One would assume that as more people cross the border and there is an increase in

cultural exchange, this would signal the deterioration of the stringent separation since

1974, if not before (late 1950s Nicosia and the 1963-1974 enclave period). Contrary to

this assumption, however, two intensive, though preliminary, field seasons conducted in

2009 and 2010 discovered that within the Nicosia region and across the island as a whole

there has been a noticeable intensification in the frequency of the presence of ethno-

national symbols. These symbols are not only deployed to demarcate the border between

the  north  and  south,  but  also  to  further  demonstrate  ethno-national  territorial  control  of

the land within these boundary lines.

This final chapter provides an assessment of the transformation of the post 1974

Cypriot landscape into not only two physically separate socio-political entities, but also

into two distinct cultural regions with divergent ethno-national identifiers. Section 1 of

this chapter applies the theories of geographical territoriality and boundary creation to the

physical  border  in  Cyprus  that  has  separated  the  two  communities  for  nearly  40  years.

This section establishes how the military division manifests itself across the landscape in

an effort to “construct” and secure the territorial extent of both the Republic of Cyprus



465

and the TRNC. This physical border acts as the interface zone between the two ethnically

homogeneous regions and serves as the primary medium for internal and external

communication of the control of the territory.

Following the discussion of the physical division of Nicosia and Cyprus couched

in geographical border theory, Section 2 moves into the discussion of the symbolic

“reification”  of  power  and  the  control  of  territory  on  both  sides  of  the  divide.  The

analysis  of  the  symbols  that  appear  across  the  Cypriot  landscape  on  both  sides  of  the

divide is carried out in three distinct ways. First, this section analyzes the “benign” ethno-

national symbols employed to establish and maintain control over the geographical space.

Next, it moves into a discussion of the more active and antagonistic deployment of ethno-

national symbols that not only establish control, but also communicate that control to the

opposing culture group. Finally, the section concludes with the analysis of the darker side

of the symbolic control of the geography--returning to the analysis of the dynamic of

predatory identities and the destruction of the symbols of the “other.”

SECTION 1: POST-1974 TERRITORIALITY AND BORDERING IN CYPRUS

Since 1974, and even more intensely since the opening of the border in 2003 and

failure of the Annan Plan in 2004, the landscape of Cyprus has become the arena in

which the ethno-national contest for identity creation/solidification and territorial control

has been orchestrated. North and south of the UN Buffer-Zone have seen an increased

deployment of symbols aimed at establishing a totalizing control over the geographic

space, in what Sack (1981) describes as the “symbolic reification of power.”709 As

discussed in Chapter 4, this geopolitical projection delimiting the control over territory is

best encapsulated by the term “territoriality.”710 Territoriality  is  a  “spatial  strategy,”  for

controlling territory and influencing inhabitants therein.711 Therefore, the exercise of

709 Sack (1981) pg. 66.
710 Sack (1986) pg.19. He states that “delimitation becomes a territory only when its boundaries are used to
affect behavior by controlling access. . .” or “. . . are used by some authority to mold, influence, or control
activities.”.
711 Berg (2009) pg 223.
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territoriality on Cyprus fits perfectly within Sack’s (1986) notions and is a “model” for

the study of post-conflict territoriality.

On both sides of the divide there are numerous mechanisms deployed that form a

geographical expression that “reifies” social power. Similarly, they communicate the

“fixity”  of  the de facto borders and ethnic boundaries that serve as the medium for

creating and reproducing social order and enforcing control (Sack’s inclusion and

exclusion). Thus, two primary mechanisms of creating and maintaining the “territoriality”

on either side of the divide include the etching of the physical border into the landscape,

discussed in the previous chapter, as well as the reification of ethno-national control over

the physical space through an array of symbolic overlays, a discussion that is reserved for

the second section.  This section, then, serves to contextualize the Cyprus division within

the larger theoretical framework of border and boundary theory as well as the

investigation of the physical aspects of the process of territoriality

The cease-fire line of 1974 not only serves the purpose of demarcating the

physical  extent  of  the  two  communities’  territorial  control  as  well  as  the  inclusion  and

exclusion of the other community, but it also serves as a “discursive construct” imbued

with social meaning.712 The geographical fixity of the border creates the terrain for the

exercise  of  the  symbolic  reification  of  power  over  that  territory,  and  as  Reuber  (2000)

states, creates the container, a “power geometry,” for a place-based identity. Thus the

cease-fire  line  is  an  essential  component  in  the  solidification  of  human  territoriality  on

Cyprus as it not only controls the space through inclusive and exclusive mechanisms, but

also assists in the creation of a shared identity within that border that can be

communicated across the border to the opposing side. The borderlands on either side of

the divide, as well as the limited border crossings, serve as the initial point of contact for

the communication of identity and territorial control.713  Thus  the  border  lined  with

712 Newman and Paasi (1998) pg 196 state the border is a “discursive landscape of social power, control
and governance, which extends itself into the whole society and which is produced and reproduced in
various social and cultural practices.”
713 Paasi (1999 pp 80-81) states that borders have a symbolic significance in that the serve “as symbols,
boundaries are mediums and instruments of social control and the communication and construction of



467

military posts marked by the national flags of each entity (Cypriot and Greek flags on the

southern side and TRNC and Turkish flags along the northern border) serves a discursive

function in the creation and communication of identity and nationalism on the island.

Applying this discussion to the capital, the border/frontier in Nicosia consists of a

parallel line of Greek and Turkish military positions facing off with the UNFCYP

keeping the peace in between via the Buffer-Zone. As mentioned before, this Buffer-

Zone consists of the detritus of war coupled with years of neglect. The buildings are

scarred and broken and are eroding due to the lack of maintenance. Though the border

represents a 40 year stand-off, the Buffer-Zone appears to be frozen in time with

buildings containing goods on the shelves, parking garages with cars from the period still

in their place, and bombed out Cyprus Airways jets sitting on the runway.714 In Nicosia

the street pattern is abruptly interrupted by walls and signs stating that one is entering a

military zone. Immediately adjacent to this line (on both sides of the divide) the buildings

are for the most part abandoned or severely under-utilized, creating an even larger scar on

the urban fabric.  The border in Nicosia,  then, consists not only of a dual military zone,

but also a zone of societal neglect, which even after years of rehabilitation efforts by the

municipalities and the UN Bicommunal Development Programme and the USAID still

remains the status quo. Therefore, the physical border also serves as a psychological

border creating a zone not only of restricted movement, but also a zone of fear.715

In an article published in 1998, Zesimou analyzes the maps produced by the

TRNC  and  the  Republic  of  Cyprus  for  the  Nicosia  area.  As  she  clearly  shows,  the

physical line of border serves a dual purpose in the minds of both communities on

Cyprus. The maps published by the Department of Lands and Surveys in the south show

the extent of the built environment in southern Nicosia, but north of the border the areas

meaning and identities. As institutions, they link the past, present, and future together . . . they construct a
continuity for social interaction . . .”
714 The author was allowed to tour the UN Buffer-Zone in Nicosia with a UN Peacekeeper escort in July
2004.  The  route  of  the  UNFCYP takes  one  through abandoned shops  on  Paphos  Street,  over  the  tops  of
buildings and through abandoned parking garages (in which one auto dealer had parked a dozen or so
Toyota cars in 1974 that still remain in place). Sandbags, landmines, and armed positions line both sides of
the Buffer Zone.
715 For a similar interpretation see Papadakis (2005) and Navaro Yashin (2012).
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are grayed out with the statement “Area under Turkish Occupation.” The line drawn

through the physical space not only delimits the de facto division,  but  also  serves  to

communicate that the area exists, but has been interrupted by the events of 1974. The

border is given a thin line on the map and, as Zesimou states, it reflects an almost

ephemeral quality of the division. This idea the border is but a temporary interrupt is also

reflected in the statements of the former mayor of Nicosia, Lelos Demetriades, who said

many  times  over  the  course  of  his  mayoral  tenure,  that  he  could  have  the  physical

interrupts along the border removed in days and within les than a week reunite the city.716

In the TRNC maps of northern Nicosia,  however,  the border line is  drawn with a thick

line or a wall. As Zesimou infers, this physical border represents not an ephemeral

division, but a permanent and impenetrable wall.

In general, the process of “boundarying” in Nicosia and across the island not only

outlines the territorial extent of the north and south, but also serves as an indicator of the

socio-political  response  to  the  presence  of  the  border.  Within  Nicosia,  proximity  to  the

boundary reflects how a physical divide can translate into a multiplicity of social issues

ranging from fear, abandonment, and neglect (as in the south), but also serves to

demarcate the line of identity, and in turn a reflection of safety and permanence (in the

North). One may ask—if the line of demarcation can be viewed as being so impassible in

the north, why did the Denktash administration open the border in 2003? Though it is

impossible to know every motivation, the result actually does not change the border

dynamic. Though people are free to cross through the openings, they are still operated as

military-police checkpoints. As one crosses into the north, passports are to be shown and

the crossing is recorded. While the border is open, the strict boundary created by the

cease-fire line remains and movement is limited. Rather than being considered a

hermetically sealed military frontier, however, now the border has morphed into a quasi-

international boundary. The physical separation acts more as a de facto state boundary

rather than a defense line.

716 See Demetriades (1998).
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Differing from Demetriades’ past view of the border as a line that can be removed

immediately via military demobilization, the new boundary dynamic has created a

physical  line  that  acts  as  a  border  between two nations.  The  permanence  of  the  divide,

arguably, becomes even more acute when the border is transformed into a political entity

rather than a military frontier. It is within this new context of quasi-state boundarying that

the symbolic landscape on both sides of the line is manipulated to solidify the ethno-

national control over this geopolitical space. Therefore the process of territoriality on

Cyprus since the 1974 division to draws heavily on the use of ethno-national symbols to

reify power over these areas. With the process of border creation and stabilization

relatively complete on the island, both sides have deployed numerous mechanisms to

exercise their social and territorial control over the physical space of the island, and it is

to this discussion of how these symbols translate into the physical landscape that this

study now turns.

SECTION 2: SYMBOLIC LANDSCAPE AND THE CONTINUED CONFLICT ON CYPRUS

While the cease-fire line encapsulates the physical space of the two communities

on Cyprus, it is within these opposing geographical spaces that competing identities are

created and reproduced. Within the confines of each border, the landscape becomes the

foundation upon which numerous symbolic mechanisms are employed to not only secure

and/or promote a common identity amongst the residents, but also communicate this

identity to an “external observer.”717 Any  observer  on  the  island  today  can  note  the

pervasiveness of ethno-national symbols on both sides of the divide, however, an

interpretation of these symbols and their geographical and social significance has not

been done in a concerted way.718 These symbols, discussed in more detail below, are

imbued with deep historical and cultural meanings reflecting the struggles of each

717 See Cosgrove (2006).
718 The two anthropologists Navaro-Yashin and Papadakis are the exception. Navaro-Yashin (2012) is one
of the only authors who has taken on the challenge of analyzing ethno-national symbolism, but offers only
a preliminary analysis , situating the presence of statues, flags, and he naming of places in north Cyprus
within anthropological theory. Papadakis (2005) is also an exception, especially concerning his focus on
the competing narratives persistent in the national struggle museums in north and south Nicosia.
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community throughout Cyprus’ tumultuous past. The robust symbolic landscape on both

sides of the divide demonstrates an awareness of the multifaceted communication

potential of overt and covert symbols. Thus, few places on the island are immune from

both active and passive symbolism. Whether it is a rural village or dense urban

developments immediately adjacent to the UN Buffer Zone, the physical landscape forms

an arena for the strategic geographical discourse on cultural control and spatial

identification.

The symbolic landscape of Cyprus therefore becomes another theatre of conflict

in the persistent Cyprus Problem. While the guns have fallen silent, a “symbolic conflict”

has continued unabated since 1974 concerning the social and spatial differentiation of the

Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities.719  As discussed in Chapter 4, Harrison (1995)

identifies four types of symbolic conflict which can manifest across a contested

landscape: Valuation, Proprietary, Innovation, and Expansionary Contests.  As  is

demonstrated below, the symbolic landscape on both sides of the divide can be

interpreted  as  both  a valuation contest (when one community demonstrates their

superiority and legitimacy while simultaneously delegitimizing the symbols of the other

group) and an expansionary contest (when  one  culture  tries  to  use  their  symbols  to

suppress or replace the symbols of another culture). The result of the symbolic reification

of  power  contest/conflict  that  is  being  played  out  across  the  island’s  semiotic  terrain  is

that nearly every Cypriot, as well as nearly every visitor to the island, is bombarded with

ethno-nationalistically laden images forming an almost “subconscious” or “subliminal”

frequency. The three subsections below investigate the multiple ways these symbols are

deployed across the landscape with an eye toward understanding the geographical and

social significance of their placement.

The first subsection investigates the presence of the more “benign” ethno-national

symbols employed to promote “control” over the geographical space, in what can be best

described as a “symbolic landscape of memory and counter memory.” The second

subsection is a discussion of the more active deployment of ethno-national symbols to not

719 See Harrison (1995) pp 257-263 for the discussion of ‘Symbolic Conflict.”
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only further establish control, but also to communicate that control to the opposing

culture group, in what can be termed as a “symbolic landscape of antagonism.” The final

subsection moves into the analysis of the darker side of the symbolic control of Cyprus’

geography in a return to the analysis of the dynamic of predatory identities and the

destruction of the symbols of the “other.” The issues discussed in the final section can be

summarized by the phrase “predatory symbolic landscape,”  and  the  gravity  of  the

exercise of the predatory identity dynamic leads to a discussion of what can be termed

“choracide.”720 Each section is driven by the question: who is the intended audience of

this symbolic repertoire and what is this panoply of symbolisms, both overt and covert,

attempting to communicate to that audience?

The Symbolic Landscape of Memory and Counter Memory

One of the many avenues for the communication of identity and control employed

in the Cypriot landscape involves the use of “benign” or “passive” symbols. This

dynamic forms a system of covert, or hidden, identifiers that serve to promote a shared

memory and common identity and is utilized by both communities on the island. This

notion of a symbolic landscape of memory and identity through benign, everyday

symbols can be defined as the quintessential form of Billig’s (1995) “banal nationalism.”

The symbolic landscape of memory in the Republic of Cyprus is focused on two primary

issues: 1) the division of the island in 1974, and 2) the reproduction of the accepted

ethno-national narratives of peaceful coexistence while at the same time the promotion of

the new “Cypriot Nationalism;” as discussed in Chapter 5, the former is a reflection of

historic cohabitation on an undivided island and the latter centers on Cyprus as a distinct

nation deeply imbued with the grandeur of Hellenism.

As Papadakis (1995, 2006) and others have noted, the banal symbolic landscapes

of memory and identity are present in the history books read by school children and the

museums dedicated to the historic struggles against oppression. Further, symbols that

720 Similar to “urbi”cide, demoting the city, “Chora”cide reflects the ancient Greek term “χορα” denoting
the rural landscape with δεμος (demos) denoting the city-state.
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promote the narrative of historic coexistence are present in banal mechanisms such as the

decorations on the former Cypriot currency, the Cypriot Pound (₤). On the ₤1 note both

Greek and Turkish writing appeared and on the ₤5 note an image of the mixed village of

Peristerona’s central mosque and Orthodox church (build adjacent to each other)

appeared on the opposite side of the bill. Similarly, postal stamps communicate the

symbolic memory of the division, especially the one cent additional stamp to support the

government’s refugee fund for those displaced by the invasion.

Not only have the issues of memory found their way into the literature, currency

and postal stamps (two arenas in which banal nationalism is ensconced in every nation

around the world), but it also manifests directly in the physical and urban landscape

across the island. The landscape is replete with mimetic devices that subtly link it with

the events of the recent past, and nowhere is this more evident that within the urban

matrix of the capital city. The manifestation of banal nationalism can be found in the

naming of roads and squares as well as in the signs around the city. So, in the south, the

Greek language dominates the linguistic communication, but English is also included on

most signs. This is a symbolic link with the colonial past, its British Commonwealth

present, and its tourist emphasis. However, these same multilingual signs line streets that

have been named after Greek Cypriot heroes of the anti-colonial struggle. The most

prominent road names include that Archbishop Makarios III Street which radiates

southward from the Old City into the southern suburbs and cross-cut by Grivas Dhigenis

Street which runs east-west out to the western suburb of Engomi. Similarly, within the

Old City the beginning of Ledra Street (the central shopping district of the Old City)

starts at Eleftheria Square (Freedom Square), though the name does not reflect Cypriot

independence, rather the freedom of Greece from the Ottoman Empire. Therefore, the

symbolic significance of Ledra Street beginning in Eleftheria Square and terminating at

the recently opened (2009) crossing to north Nicosia is apparent.

In north Nicosia, the symbolic repertoire of banal nationalism is also present.

There Turkish dominates the signs (no Greek is included on their currency or stamps as

their unrecognized status forces the TRNC to use Turkish liras as their currency and the
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Turkish postal service for mail delivery). Similar to Eleftheria Square’s emphasis on

Greek rather than Greek Cypriot history, the north has Atatürk Square, which

memorializes Mustapha Kemal, the first president of Turkey, rather than a Turkish

Cypriot. Within this square a column erected by the Venetians still stands and the western

edge of the square includes the former Ottoman Konak (British Law Courts) thus creating

a  symbolic  landscape  of  multiple  historic  overlays.  There  are  hundreds  of  examples  of

such symbols of banal nationalism around Nicosia and the analysis of each is beyond the

purview of this section. Suffice it to say that the urban landscape is deeply imbued with

symbols that memorialize the past and create and bolster a shared identity for the urban

residents, all while remaining more banal and covert than overt and extreme.

Mimetic symbolism is also prevalent across the Cypriot landscape. In the southern

portion  of  the  island  there  has  been  a  concerted  effort  to  memorialize  the  past  through

frequent signs pointing to EOKA hideouts along the foothills of the Troodos mountain

range. However, though the anti-colonial struggle does find its way into the symbolic

landscape, emphasis of it pales in comparison to the symbols that are directed toward the

common Greek Cypriot phrase “δεν ξεχνο” or “never forget.” The symbolic repertoire of

the policy of δεν ξεχνο includes not only signs, stickers, and graffiti, but also entire

forests and building complexes, as discussed in more detail below (See Figure 11.1).

The Greek Cypriot position concerning the division is one of non-recognition of

the north and the promotion that Cyprus is a unified island, interrupted by Turkish

aggression, which should and could return to the status quo ante of peaceful-coexistence,

if the north allowed it to happen. While the landscape in the south is permeated with

military warning signs, the Cypriots have maintained an active policy of symbolic

memory  of  the  former  unified  state  via  a  series  of  road  signs  left  in  place  that  give  the

direction and distance to occupied Greek Cypriot cities in the north (such as Morphou,

Kyrenia, and Famagusta).721 Similarly, the symbolic landscape in the south includes a

direct link with the issues surrounding the displaced and missing persons from the 1974

invasion. In line with the Greek Cypriot government’s policy following the UN and

721 These signs were put in place and maintained before the opening of the Buffer Zone in 2003.
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ECHR’s “Right of Return” the symbolic landscape of “never forgetting” includes

government  forest  land  with  names  such  as  “the  Missing  Persons  Forest,”  which  is

located on the Nicosia-Larnaca highway, and the “Refugee Forest” along the Larnaca-

Limassol highway.

In line with the right of return, the Cypriot physical and symbolic landscape is

also dotted with “Refugee Housing” estates. The refugee housing estates were

constructed by the Republic of Cyprus on the outskirts of Limassol, Larnaca, and in

Nicosia  to  house  a  portion  of  the  Greek  Cypriots  displaced  from  the  north.  They  were

designed to be semi-permanent entities—allowing residents a quick return to their homes

in the north.722 The refugee housing estate in Southern Nicosia in the southern suburb of

Lakatamia is a model of the symbolic quality of these estates for the purposes of

remembering the existence of the refugees of 1974. As one drives along the road, a small

sign points the viewer to the estate, and once inside the confines, the semi-permanent

nature is apparent (see Figure 11.2). The buildings are of poor quality and are not well

maintained, the people living within them appear poor and of old age. The presence of

these estates signals that the refugee problem is not only an issue of the past, but one that

continues into the present.

Another symbolic link with the policy of the “right of return” to the pre-1974 past

is the presence of abandoned Turkish Cypriot buildings in formerly mixed villages across

the south.  Because the government’s policy is that  the Greek Cypriots have the right to

return to their homes in the north, it also has the reciprocal policy that the Turkish

Cypriots are free to return to their homes in the south. Therefore, the homes of Turkish

Cypriots that have not been occupied by Greek Cypriot refugees have been left vacant.

This symbolic link to the narrative of the bygone era of peaceful coexistence serves as a

constant reminder for the Greek Cypriot residents of these villages that they lived

peacefully  with  their  Turkish  Cypriot  counterparts.  In  the  past,  one  example  of  this

coexistence thesis can be seen in the village Ayios Theodoros whose Turkish Cypriot

section stands vacant next to well maintained Greek Cypriot houses (see Figure 11.3).

722 For further discussion concerning Greek Cypriot refugees see Loizides (1985 and 2008).
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Figure 11.1: Image of bumper sticker with the Greek Cypriot phrase “δεν ξεχνο” or
“never forget.”

Figure 11.2: Image of Refugee Housing Estate in Nicosia. (Photographs by the author).
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These vacant houses across the southern portion of the island communicate to external

viewers as well as to the Turkish Cypriots that the government is willing to accept the

Turkish Cypriots back without issue or reservations. During the preliminary survey of the

symbolic landscape conducted between 2009 and 2010, many of the former Turkish

Cypriot majority villages as well as the mixed villages in the south were visited and in

each of the buildings, or what was left of them, were vacant and in a state of disrepair.723

In  a  majority  of  these  villages,  the  mosques  have  been  restored  through  a  joint

partnership with the Cyprus Department of Antiquities and Evkaf.

The symbolic landscape of memory in the south percolates with reminders of a

forgone past. The vacant and derelict buildings in the abandoned Turkish Cypriot

sections of towns and villages solidify the ethno-national meta-narrative of coexistence

and the narrative that it was the events of 1974 that uprooted this habitation pattern.

Similarly, the landscape is dotted with reminders of the injustices suffered during July

and August 1974, especially the loss of territory and the displacement of over 150,0000

Greek  Cypriots  from  the  north.  Visible  yet  covert  mimetic  devices  such  as  these  are

designed  to  return  the  audience  (primarily  Greek  Cypriot)  to  a  time  of  peace  on  an

undivided island

While this landscape of “memory” is a mainstay of the south, the symbolic

landscape of memory in the north includes references to the Ottoman past, but it places

special emphasis on linking the space to Kemalist ethno-national identity. In the north,

the banal nationalism landscape is less about remembering than it is about using the same

symbolic  mechanisms to  “forget.”  King  and  Ladbury  (1982)  comment  that  in  the  north

there has been a considerable effort to “white wash” the symbolic landscape through the

actual covering up of signs with Greek words. This process of whitewashing continues

723 The mixed villages such as Ayios Theodoros (Larnaca District), Ayios Ioannis (Paphos District),
Evdimou (Limassol District), Yalia (Paphos District) and Androlikou (Paphos District) had portions of
their older urban fabric taken up by derelict Turkish Cypriot houses and shops. In other Turkish Cypriot
majority areas such as Kophiou (Larnaka District), Vrestia (Paphos District), Ayios Illifotes (Nicosia
District), Evrytou (Limassol District), Gerovasa (Paphos District), Karamoullides (Paphos district),
Paramali (Limassol District), Sarama and Softades (Paphos District) the houses were various stages of
disrepair, but were not occupied.
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Figure 11.3: Image of Ayios Theodoros with vacant Turkish Cypriot Houses.
(Photographs by the author).

across the landscape today. Navaro-Yashin (2012) delves into great detail concerning the

renaming of places in the north as an exercise in creating a new socio-spatial identity in

the region.

According  to  Navaro-Yashin,  the  process  of  renaming  the  places  is  not  entirely

aggressive. Indeed many of the new names are Turkified Greek names (Guzelyort for

Morphou as an example). However, the officials also look to the reinvigorate the links to

the Ottoman past in the names (possibly in an attempt to develop a longevity of control

over the island’s geography). To do this Navaro-Yashin states that the cartographers look

for original Ottoman names for physical entities in the north. Thus the symbolic

landscape returns to the discussion of memory; though in this case it is forgetting the

recent past to remember a derivation of a deeper past. Thus, the same covert mechanisms

for establishing identity and control within the symbolic landscape can also be used more

overtly to reify one’s territorial sovereignty.  Though there are many layers of the more

benign symbolic landscape on Cyprus, the majority of symbols deployed across the hotly

contested socio-political geography of the island are overt and antagonistic in their

communication of social  and territorial  control.  It  is  to this dynamic of competition and

conflict (valuation and expansionary contests) that this analysis now turns.
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The Symbolic Landscape of Antagonism

The symbolic conflict that has unfolded on Cyprus during its recent history

certainly reflects a hybridization of identity and a hint of cultural megalomania within

both the Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities. Symbols deployed around the Nicosia

region, as well as around the countryside, not only establish territorial control in-line with

Sack’s “geographical fixity,” but simultaneously, one may argue, create a landscape of

antagonism directed at communicating that control to the opposing side. This symbolic

contest forms a model for Harrison’s valuation contest in which each side tries not only

to aggrandize their own prestige and legitimacy, but also to secure the geographical space

through sacred meaning. Ethno-national identity is effectively communicated through

such media as songs and writing, parades and marches, and is especially intertwined with

national flags.724 The linking of identity with sacred control over the geographical space

is accomplished through the intensive construction of churches and mosques, memorials

to national heroes and to those fallen in battle, and memorials marking historic events

and/or atrocities.

This section investigates the deployment of these multifaceted symbols across the

Cypriot landscape. The main goal is to analyze not only the role these symbols play in

securing a common identity and common control over the space, but also the significance

of their geographical placement. The geographical location and social significance of this

symbolic landscape forms what Appadurai (1991, 1996) has termed an “ethnoscape,” and

this term serves as the theoretical backbone of this section. The following analysis is

broken down into three distinct thematic entities. In the first part of the analysis, the

ethno-national significance of statuary and monuments is discussed with an eye toward

understanding the role they play in creating a common identity as well as securing control

over the geographical space. Building upon the symbolic placement of statues and

memorials, the second part of this section assesses the creation of a sacred geography on

both sides of the divide through the building of churches and mosques. Finally, the

section  ends  with  the  analysis  of  the  symbolic  significance  of  the  geo-location  of  flags

724 See Ross (2007, 2009) for a discussion of the significance of national flags as ethno-national identifiers.
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and their power to communicate identity and territorial control. Ultimately, the symbolic

repertoire deployed on both sides of the divide serves the triple purpose of

communicating a common identity, territorial fixity, and the antagonistic projection of

that cultural hegemony over the space.

Statuary and Memorials

The symbolic landscape on both sides of the divide is replete with statues and

sculptures aimed at preserving and communicating cultural memory and ethno-territorial

fixity. In the north and in the south, statues of national heroes hold a strategically visible

place in the landscape. Statues are used as a tool to not only communicate a national

identity and its history, but also personalize the attachment to the land. In Cyprus the

existing statuary conveys a number of messages to the viewer. In the south statues of

Archbishop Makarios dominate the landscape while in the north the Turkish leader

Mustapha Kemal (Atatürk) is the most frequent personification of ethno-national identity.

However, the symbolic landscape of the contested island is much more diverse than

simply memorializing two personalities; there are also numerous statues and monuments

dedicated to EOKA members, soldiers who died in the 1974 military action, and more

abstract memorials that mark a significant event in Cyprus’ recent history. Below, the

analysis of the statuary repertoire is divided into two separate sections, north and south,

so as to better understand the complex interplay between these symbols, their social

meaning and their geographical positioning. Due to the overwhelming number of the

statues present on the island, this analysis focuses in on a few key examples to accentuate

the general trend.

As discussed above, the symbolic landscape in the south reflects a concerted

effort  to  memorialize  the  heroic  (and  Hellenic)  past  of  the  Greek  Cypriots  via  statues,

memorials,  and  museums.  The  archaeological  sites  and  cultural  remains  of  the

Mycenaeans and ancient Greeks find a place of prominence in the national museum and

in the tour itineraries and the Byzantine and Orthodox churches are well cared for and

identified for all who visit the island. Other periods between and after are neglected in the
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quest to construct the identity of the Island of Venus as it is called.725 Though  the

archaeology of the island plays a critical role in the development of the Greek Cypriot

identity matrix, such an analysis is beyond the purview of this section. Drawing upon

these archeological sites, the symbolic landscape in the southern portion of the island

builds heavily upon the themes of independence, Hellenism, and the losses suffered at he

hands of the Turks.

The theme of Cypriot “independence” is encapsulated in the frequency of

memorials dedicated to EOKA members. Statues dedicated to individual EOKA

members who died during the heroic conflict against the oppressive yoke of the British

Empire hold a place of prominence in the larger villages in the traditionally Greek

Cypriot  dominated  regions  such  as  Pitsillia  and  Omodhos.  These  statues  are  located  on

the grounds of the central church or are located near the town halls or main intersections

of these villages (see Figure 11.4).726 The statues are either of marble or bronze and are

surrounded by Greek (and sometimes Cypriot) flags. They all include the name of the

person memorialized and often depict the soldier carrying a weapon. The number of

statues and memorials dedicated to EOKA, coupled with the aforementioned marking of

EOKA hideouts in the mountains, aims to link the residents to the anti-colonial struggle.

Nicosia  is  the  main  site  of  the  EOKA  museum  and  around  the  cityscape  a  number  of

statues dedicated to the period are placed in positions of prominence.

An EOKA memorial greets those that enter the Government buildings to the south

of the Old City (Andreas Dhimetriou Street). In the Old City a large memorial dedicated

to freedom of the prisoners is located in the Podocatoro Bastion where the inner ring road

and Adamantiou Street intersect (which is the main road leading to the Archbishopric and

Pancyprian school) (see Figure 11.5). On the opposite side of the walled city, as one

nears the entrance of the Paphos Gate the viewer is met with a statue of Markos Drakos

who is depicted as throwing a hand grenade. The significance of the placement of these

725 According to Hesiod’s Theogony, Venus rose out of the ocean along the southern coast of Cyprus which
is memorialized in the Rocks of Venus tourist area near Paphos.
726 For example, the EOKA monument in Ayios Theodoros is located in the town center next to the town
hall, where as in Ayios Nikolaos it is next to the central Orthodox Church.
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two statues/memorials is that the Memorial to Freedom is the first thing visitors traveling

to the Archbishopric see, and the Drakos statue is the first symbol visitors from the north

are  exposed  to  as  it  occupies  the  center  of  the  main  junction  through  which  all  people

traveling  to  the  Ledra  Palace  Hotel  crossing  have  to  pass.  The  visibility  and  social

significance of EOKA themed statuary present a dual narrative. It reminds the audience

that Greek Cypriots through force of arms and sacrifice brought independence to the

island while simultaneously reminding the viewer of the intent of EOKA, enosis with

Greece. Thus, the symbols reify the control over the land as well as create a shared, if not

dual, identity for the Greek Cypriots.

Southern Cyprus also holds numerous statues dedicated to Archbishop Makarios

(see Figure 11.6). Statues and busts dedicated to the archbishop appear frequently across

the symbolic landscape of Cyprus and are normally on the grounds of the major churches

of the south. These statues convey Makarios as a regal church leader while

simultaneously communicating his significant role as the first president of the Republic

of Cyprus. Makarios’ statues bridge the gap between the historical enosis struggle (of

which he was a strong supporter), the independence period of the island (if one ignores

his 13 Points and the enclave period), and the injustices faced by the Greek Cypriots

following 1974. Makarios is conveyed as a national political and religious hero (signaling

the intrinsic link of the Orthodox religious authority in the political arena), and as in the

memorial in the village Argaki which links Nicosia to the Troodos region, a champion of

the return of refugees. In this memorial the oversized statue of Makarios is pointing

aggressively northward and is surrounded by a mural of weeping refugees behind barbed

wire.

The final series of statues and memorials are focused on the 1974 invasion (see

Figure 11.7). In Nicosia, as well as other villages in the south, statues and memorials to

the soldiers who died as a result of the invasion in 1974 are remembered. In Nicosia there

are a growing number of statues dedicated to the soldiers who died in the invasion, but

one  of  the  largest  memorials  at  the  eastern  end  of  the  defunct  Nicosia  International

Airport (Makedonitissa area) is dedicated to those that died when the Greek relief planes
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were accidentally shot down by the National Guard. Outside of the capital there are a

number of monuments dedicated to the Greek soldiers who died in the fighting (such as

overlooking the Monastery in the Makarias Forest region). Other memorials to this period

are found across the Greek Cypriot landscape and are too numerous to recount.

In the Greek Cypriot south the statues and memorials are dedicated to linking the

audience with the struggles of the past. In capturing the violence imbued with the history

of Cyprus’s recent struggles, the monuments symbolically claim the space through blood

and sacrifice. The hard-fought territorial sanctity of the republic was challenged by the

invasion in 1974, and the audience again is reminded of the population displacement and

death associated with the division. In general this landscape of memory created through

memorials serves a tri-fold end. First, it creates a shared historical identity of Greek

Cypriot resistance and sacrifice. Second the statues reintroduce the theme of enosis and

the Hellenic ideal. Finally, they serve as cultural “antagonizes.” The reification of

territorial control in the south links the past with the present, and this past is one that was

deleterious to the Turkish Cypriot population. To the Turkish Cypriots, EOKA is linked

with the intercommunal conflict of the late 1950s, Makarios is linked with the enclave

period, and the Greek presence is lined with the 1974 coup and potential eradication of

their community.

The memorials and statues aggressively convey this message of conflict and the

cultural  memory  of  the  Turkish  Cypriots  runs  deep.  Such  memorials  are  not  benign  or

banal, but active projections of identity and history. One such example of this purposeful

antagonism is the statue of a larger-than-life soldier, weapon in hand, situated on a hilltop

overlooking the former Turkish Cypriot enclave of Ayios Theodoros-Kophinou. It was

here that Grivas ordered the attack on the sector that killed 26 Turkish Cypriots and

nearly brought Turkey into the conflict, and the statue of this Greek Cypriot soldier

stands  watch  over  this  former  battlefield.  As  can  be  seen,  in  the  south  of  Cyprus,  few

symbols can be considered wholly passive (see Figure 11.8).
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Figure 11.4: Images of EOKA memorials from around southern Cyprus. (Photographs by
the author).

Figure 11.5: Freedom Statue in the Old City of Nicosia. (Photograph by the author).
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Figure 11.6: Images of statues of Makarios (right Argaki, left top Polemedia, Left Bottom
Archbishopric). (Photographs by the author).

North of the divide, the symbolic landscape is equally saturated with statues and

memorials, though the repertoire is far less robust. To the knowledge of this author, there

is no sustained campaign to memorialize the TMT as there is EOKA in the south nor are

there  depictions  of  Fazil  Kütchük  or  Rauf  Denktash  in  the  symbolic  repertoire.  The

majority of the memorials are dedicated to the Turkish intervention in 1964 and 1974 (see

Figure 11.9 for the examples discussed below). A large memorial dedicated to the

Turkish pilot shot down by National Guard forces during the aerial campaign against

Greek Cypriot positions at Kokkina in 1964 has been erected along the road leading

between Lefka and Limnitis. However, the largest number of war memorials concern the

1974 military action. There are a number of statues dedicated to the soldiers that fell

during the Peace Operation and these are located along the major roads in the north

(along the Lefkoniko-Nicosia road and along the coastal road leading north from

Famagusta).
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These monuments include a life-size statue of an armed Turkish soldier

surrounded by Turkish and Turkish Cypriot flags. Outside the walls of Famagusta lies the

memorial to the Turkish Cypriot civilians killed during the conflict. Also, two abstract

monuments depicting five fingers reaching southward from the ground symbolize the

Turkish invasion. One is located at the landing site of the first Turkish soldiers along the

Kyrenia shore and the other is located in north Nicosia at the round-about that serves as

the first point of entry for anyone coming from the south and entering Turkish Cypriot

Nicosia  outside  the  old  city  walls.  Similar  to  the  dynamic  in  the  south,  these  war

memorials  serve  to  link  the  audience  to  the  sacrifice  entailed  in  creating  the  territorial

independence for the north. This symbolic control is one of promoting military might and

the willingness of the ethno-guarantor to help its related community on Cyprus. Turkish

and Turkish Cypriot identity is one forged in battle against a common historical enemy.

The most frequent “theme” depicted in north Cyprus is unquestionably Kemalism,

manifested in statues dedicated to Atatürk. Adorning nearly every park, school ground,

government institution, military encampment, and urban center is either a bust of Atatürk

or Atatürk astride a mighty stallion (see Figure 11.10); the depictions of Atatürk vary

depending on the intended message. The most frequent statue to Atatürk involves a

bronze bust upon a marble pedestal. These busts depict Atatürk as a politician and

statesman. They are located most often at the entrances to the schools, the government

buildings, in or around the city square, or near children’s playgrounds.

Affixed to the pedestal is a quote by Atatürk stating “Ne mutlu Türküm diyene”

(happy is the one who can say ‘I am a Turk’) and this message is reiterated all across the

northern section of the island on most of the hundreds of busts and placards surveyed by

the author. Here the symbolic valuation contest puts a common Turkish identity above all

others, and this message serves to not only reiterate the identity of the Turkish settlers,

but also to help link the Turkish Cypriots to the meta-national identity. These busts are

usually flanked by a Turkish and TRNC flag. Another derivation of the Atatürk statue has

him as an educator, as is found in the new statue outside the primary school in Morphou.
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The depictions of Atatürk in the context of education and political identity demonstrate a

projection of the social authority of the Turkish identity over the landscape.

Intriguingly, however, it is the depiction of Atatürk the warrior/general that is

increasing in frequency across the symbolic landscape in the north. There are two

derivations of Atatürk the warrior. The first is the metal silhouette style of statue. One is

erected on a butte overlooking the Nicosia-Morphou Highway and the other is located

along the main artery between Nicosia and Kyrenia where one descends down through

the Kyrenia pass traveling on the Nicosia-Kyrenia Highway. As Navaro-Yashin (2012)

states, this metallic silhouette is a depiction of Atatürk “symbolically climbing up to

Samsun to start the "Turkish War of Liberation" (referring to 1919).”727 These metallic

profiles are also flanked by Turkish and TRNC flags. The other derivation includes the

largest and most imposing statues of Atatürk, which depict him dressed in full military

regalia riding on a stallion whose front legs are raised off the ground signaling a charging

motion. These bronze statues are larger than life-size and are located at key geographical

locations around many of the larger cities in the north. Atatürk as a military general

statues are located at the major road interchange in the city of Lefka, and in the centers of

many of the larger villages north of Famagusta and in the western half of the Karpas

peninsula.

As these Atatürk as a military general statues become more frequent, it is

necessary to understand the message they portray. Two important examples are found in

the placement of these statues in Nicosia and in the village of Lysi. In Nicosia, the statue

of Atatürk as general is situated in the center of the first round-about north of the Ayios

Dhemetrios crossing. Every passenger who enters the north via this crossing is forced to

drive up to and around this imposing statue before traveling elsewhere. The

communicative impact is obvious and provocative. The statue is a symbol of cultural as

power and it symbolizes the steadfast military control of the territory in the north. While

this statue is effective in communicating control to its viewers, another dynamic involved

in the placement of this style of statue is found in the main entrance into the large village

727 Navaro-Yashin (2012) pg 45.
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Figure 11.7: Images of memorials dedicated to Greek and Greek-Cypriots killed in 1974.
(Photographs by the author).

Figure 11.8: Image of Greek National Guard soldier overlooking Ayios Theodoros.
(Photographs by the author).
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Figure 11.9: Turkish memorials dedicated to 1964 and 1974. (Photographs by the author).



489

Figure 11.10: Images of Atatürk from around northern Cyprus. (Photographs by the
author).

of Lysi in the eastern Messaoria. This village was a virtually homogeneous Greek Cypriot

region during its history. Today it falls within the boundaries of the TRNC and is the site

of a large Turkish military base. As one enters Lysi, the traveler is met with the statue of

Atatürk and then signs of the military presence in the area. This symbolic placement

within a formerly homogeneous Greek Cypriot zone is designed to actively show that the

control of this region is now firmly under the control of the Turks and the former Greek

Cypriot identity matrix of the village has been irreversibly replaced.

According to Navaro-Yashin (2012) the north represents a “militarized

landscape,”  but  this  assessment  is  applicable  to  both  sides  of  the  divide.  The  symbolic



490

landscape  of  the  island  relies  heavily  on  statues  and  monuments  depicting  sacrifice,  a

shared cultural identity and history, and the undeniable control of that territory by that

group. In the end the statues and monuments effectively communicate a common identity

to their audience of co-nationals, but also communicate a more antagonistic relationship

with  the  “other.”  Statuary  on  Cyprus  has  always  played  a  role  in  the  interethnic

competition for the geography of the island.

As outlined in Chapter 8, the statue of Atatürk that was erected in Atatürk square

in Nicosia was shot at by Greek Cypriot police during the early stages of the

intercommunal conflict that erupted in 1956. When a member of the opposite community

travels either north or south of the border they are met with a militarized landscape

encapsulated not only by armed posts, but also symbolic reflections of that militant

history. These statues and monuments are effective mechanisms for this dual authority

dynamic on Cyprus, but they are also impermanent. Statues can be knocked down and

monuments removed. True permanence in the symbolic landscape is to be found

elsewhere, and it is to this aspect of territoriality that this study now turns.

Religious Buildings

On Cyprus, as everywhere, there are many religious institutions present in the

landscape. Cyprus is home to the third holiest site for Muslims (Hala Sultan Tekke

Mosque in Larnaca) as well as other centuries old Orthodox churches and mosques. The

religious nature of the island is not in and of itself a point of contention on the island, but

religious affiliation does serve as the key cultural indicator differentiating the two

communities on the island. As the Cyprus Problem carries into the symbolic landscape,

even religious institutions become part of the exercise of territorial fixity. A preliminary

assessment of the locations of religious buildings on the island has garnered two tentative

conclusions. First there is a concerted effort on both sides of the divide to construct new,

opulent, and oversized churches and mosques that exceed the populations of the area.

Second, the location of these religious buildings can be interpreted as playing a role in the

exercise of territoriality.
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In the south, many new, mega-sized churches are being constructed signaling the

wealth and prestige of the diocese in that region, while at the same time communicating a

stable religious control and continuity of the regions in the south. In north Cyprus, the

construction of new mosques is more in-line with the dynamics of antagonism and

territorial control as discussed above. In recent years, Turkey has funded the construction

of over 20 new mosques surveyed by this author and a majority of them follow the

dynamic of being opulent and over-sized. The construction of mosques for the Muslim

residents of north Cyprus is not a point of contention per se, rather, it is the location of

the new construction and the message they are trying to convey.

In many of the larger former Greek Cypriot villages in the north, large mosques

are being built within close proximity to former Christian churches (see Figure 11.11). As

is described in more detail below, the dynamic is clear. The new construction gleans

while the Orthodox churches erode.728 These new mosques are an effective mechanism

for territorial “fixity” as they symbolize the replacement of the former religion with a

new one, signaling a dramatic change in the overall  cultural  control of the region. Here

the mosques communicate that the Turkish identity draws from the Muslim faith, and that

identity is now securely planted across the landscape. Travelers along the major

highways can see these new mosques from miles away, and they cane even bee seen from

the opposite side of the Buffer-Zone in places.

This symbolic replacement is meant to convey a message of permanence to the

residents as well as to the opposing community, making their geo-location very

antagonistic. Whereas statues can be removed and flags can be torn down, a church or a

mosque symbolizes a firm and sacred rootedness in the landscape. These entities reflect a

cultural  permanence,  and  short  of  a  campaign  of  urbicide,  they  are  near  impossible  to

remove. The presence of these entities do project a sacred control over the geography, but

their role in the process of territoriality is still questionable and further assessment needs

to be completed. Before that, however, the final component in the semiotic repertoire of

728 Instances of this include Kondea, Lysi, Marathovouno, Lefkoniko, Rizokarpaso, and many others.
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Figure 11.11: Images of mosques in northern Cyprus. (Photographs by the author).
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the antagonistic landscape, the “national flag,” needs to be examined. Flags are a

mainstay of communicating ethno-national identity and play a crucial role in the analysis

of the symbolic landscape of Cyprus.

National Flags

National flags according to Ross (2007, 2009), are one of the most recognized

forms utilized to communicate ethno-national identity. The contested symbolic landscape

of Cyprus is saturated with flags communicating two very important ideas, boundary

marking and identity projection. Considering the former, as one looks across the Nicosia

region it is possible to visually trace the route of the UN Buffer Zone by the presence of

flags. In the north the flags of the Republic of Turkey and the Turkish Republic of

Cyprus  mark  the  locations  of  military  posts,  and  on  the  southern  side  of  the  line  these

instillations are paralleled by Greek and Republic of Cyprus flags. The flags, then,

delimit the extent of the territorial control of both states and create a visible and

recognizable border. However, the tangible effect of the flag as a demarcation instrument

is not the only purpose these symbols serve.

On Cyprus, as is the case everywhere, the flags serve as an emblem of ethno-

national identity and create a sense of symbolic “fixity” over the landscape. Unlike many

other places, however, the flags on Cyprus communicate a double and triple identity in

their respective regions. Prior to 2004 the flags in the south would include both a Greek

and a Republic of Cyprus Flag being flown together. The audience of these emblems

would be reminded that this was not only a Cypriot nation, but also a Hellenic nation. In

every case the Greek flag is present and the Cypriot flag never flies alone. Thus, the

Greek Cypriots are constantly reminded of their dual identity as well as their political,

social, and military links with Greece. As of 2004, a new emblem has been added to the

symbolic repertoire, namely the flying of European Union flags along with the Greek and

Republic of Cyprus flags (though this triple flag flying appears only on civil and not

military instillations). Essentially, this new battery of ethno-national identification forms

a triple identity in which Greek Cypriots are not only linked to the Hellenic ideal of the
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past but also to the progressive politics of Europe (see Figure 11.12). Thus, Greek Cyprus

views itself as being in league with extra-ordinary, supra-national entities and displays

this linkage to the politics past and present with great frequency across the landscape.

It is easy to see how the flying of the Greek national flag in the south would be

considered antagonistic, but does the same hold true for the EU flag? The answer is yes.

If one considers the economic and socio-political access EU membership entails, the

constant reminder of the Republic of Cyprus’ ascension reinforces the economic disparity

between the two sides of the island. The north has been under a de facto economic and

social embargo since 1974 while the south has prospered. EU access only furthers this

divide. Similarly, the communication of EU membership is meant to be antagonistic to

Turkey as well. As of now, Cyprus has full membership, something Turkey is aspiring to

attain, and the island has vowed to block Turkey’s ascension. In the context of the

aforementioned valuation contest, the national flags that appear in the south communicate

an economic and cultural superiority in direct challenge to the identity of the competing

communities in the north.

Figure 11.12: Image of all three flags flying at once outside a government building in
Nicosia. (Photograph by the author).
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In the north, the symbolic landscape is just as rich with national emblems

deployed to aggrandize the cultural legitimacy of the Turkish Cypriots as an independent

community linked with the larger Kemalist Turkish identity. Flags of the TRNC and the

Republic of Turkey are always flown together and thus they serve to effectively

communicate how the small Turkish Cypriot community is intrinsically linked with their

powerful ethno-guarantor and the larger Turkish cultural dynamic. Unlike the south,

however, only a dual identity is promoted, though when coupled with the analysis of the

other symbols across the landscape the identity projected is less of a shared Turkish-

Cypriot identity and more of a Turkish one. The flags often mark statues with Ne mutlu

Türküm diyene, which aims to espouse the sanctity of being Turkish, thus furthering the

cultural valuation contest, but also serving the purpose of delimiting the border of the

north’s territory.

The frequency of the dual flags in the north represents how the symbolic contest

in Cyprus is also expansionary in nature. The delimitation of the territorial border seized

in 1974 visualized by the presence of dual national flags actively reinforces the idea that

this territory is now firmly under the control of Turkey and the TRNC. The national

emblems of the “other” have been removed from within this boundary and thus a

homogeneous ethno-national zone has been created. On Cyprus, however, valuation and

expansionary contests across the symbolic landscape quickly turn antagonistic. In the

North especially, the communication of Turkish-Cypriot identity and territorial control is

carried out by the instillation of strategically placed mega-flags in the north. These over-

sized flags are erected overlooking the Nicosia-Morphou highway, near the Buffer Zone

north and east of Lefka, at the crest of the Kyrenia Pass, near the eastern village of

Boghazi, and at the eastern most tip of the Karpas peninsula (see Figure 13). They are

visible from many miles away (in many cases from across the UN Buffer-Zone) and are

located near main transportation routes. Their presence can be construed as a symbolic

claim over the cardinal points of the territory in the north and a projection of the totality

of that control to anyone who visits.
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The clearest example of an antagonistic display of ethno-national identity is

encapsulated in the mega-flag that has been painted onto the southern face of the

Pentadaktylos Mountain Range overlooking Nicosia (see Figure 14). This representation

of  the  TRNC  flag  is  nearly  a  kilometer  long  and  can  bee  seen  clearly  in  even  the

southern-most Greek Cypriot suburbs of the capital. In a blatant antagonistic projection

of identity, next to this mega-flag is the phrase Ne mutlu Türküm diyene. In 2009 the

north installed blinking lights on the flag which follow a repeating pattern of fading in to

form a Turkish flag and then a Turkish Cypriot flag, and this light-show goes on

throughout the night. Thus the communicative and antagonistic purpose of this flag can

be seen by its intended audience (on both sides of the divide) 24 hours a day. The purpose

of this flag on the mountainside is clear. It represents a communication of the shared

ethno-national identity and the territorial fixity of the north as a Turkish-Cypriot socio-

political entity.

By means of a general conclusion to this section, the cadre of ethno-national

symbols deployed across the Cypriot landscape can be viewed as a quintessential

mechanism of active and antagonistic territoriality on Cyprus. Statues, memorials, flags,

and even religious institutions serve to not only create and reinforce a competing ethno-

national identity on both sides of the divide, but also to project that identity to the

“other.” Territorial control is secured and reproduced across the symbolic landscape

creating two homogeneous zones of cultural control and the symbols promote a clear

inclusionary and exclusionary dynamic across the island. The semiotic landscape of

Cyprus serves as a model for the analysis of the process of human territoriality and its

requisite valuation and expansionary aspects.

The frequency and clarity of the symbols deployed on both sides of the divide

promote  a  control  dynamic  that  would  leave  few confused  as  to  who was  in  control  of

each section of the island. This begs the question—if the island was at one point united

and the communities shared the space, would there not be symbols linking the opposite

community to the landscape in the opposing zones? The presence of these historic
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Figure 11.13: images of Turkish and TRNC "mega flags." (Photographs by the author).
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Figure 11.14: Multiple images of the TRNC flag painted onto the southern slope of the
Pentadaktylos Mountain Range. (Photograph by the author).
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symbols may allow for the reinvigoration of the territorial claims to the space, thus

limiting the impact of the campaign to affix homogeneous ethno-territorial control on

both sides of the divide. How, then, do these carry-over symbols of past cohabitation fit

into the discussion of the symbolic landscape of Cyprus? It is this question that serves as

the precursor to the next section of this chapter.

“Choracide” and the Predatory Symbolic Landscape

The symbolic landscape of Cyprus is replete, if not saturated, with signs dedicated

to legitimizing the ethno-national control over the island’s geography. From flags, signs

and slogans, to the official renaming the of the landscape, and to the deployment of

monuments and statues aimed at securing and legitimizing the control of space and

creating a shared identity for  the residents of Cyprus is a model for the application of the

theory of bordering and territoriality. As mentioned in Chapter 4, Herzfeld (2006) states,

“the physicality of the built environment has a very direct relationship to the ideologies

that particularly endorse it. Monumentality implies permanence, eternity, the

disappearance of temporality . . .”729 The  symbolic  transformation  of  the  Cypriot

landscape on both sides of the divide is aimed at creating a geographically situated

“permanence.”

In the case of the north it is the permanence of the TRNC, while in the south it is

that Cyprus in its entirety consists of the uninterrupted social and physical border of the

Republic of Cyprus The Republic is dominated by Greek Cypriots, but Turkish Cypriots

(not settlers) are a protected and privileged minority. So, the presence of competing

valuation symbols may inadvertently reflect the basis for a bi-communal settlement with

a loose federal system which actually would more closely reflect Horowitz’s “dual

authority  politics.”  If  both  communities  could  in  some  way  retain  their  supra-identities

while at the same time creating a shared Cypriot identity (Cypriotism, as discussed in

Chapter 5), then the solution to the Cyprus problem may be closer at hand than one

would think. In a way, this has become the basis for negotiation for the Cyprus Problem

729 Herzfeld (2006) pg. 129.



500

since the division of 1974 and factors heavily into the Annan Plan of 2004, but in a

complex, historically imbued ethno-national conflict such as has been the reality since the

late 1950s, what appears to be a valuation contest  is  actually  more  of  an expansionary

contest.

If, as Herzfeld states, monumentality in the built environment implies

“permanence,” it also implies “presence.” In the seemingly intractable social conflict that

has been the norm on Cyprus for nearly 60 years, the symbolic landscape not only

reflects a valuation of the cultural control over the space, but a measure of that control

also lies in the expansionary dynamic of the symbolic conflict. In Cyprus there has been a

concerted  effort  to  displace  or  suppress  the  symbols  of  the  competing  culture  on  either

side of the divide. This symbolic expansionism reflects the core of Appadurai’s

“predatory identities” in which one group’s identity necessitates the extinction of the

“other’s” proximate social categories. In conflicts in which ethno-national fixity becomes

predatory, such as the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina between 1992 and 1995, terms such as

“ethnic cleansing” (and genocide) and “urbicide” manifest themselves in the symbolic

conflict.730  Both terms reflect what Coward (2002, 2004) calls the “the destruction of the

conditions  of  possibility  of  heterogeneity”  with  the  end  result  being  the  creation  of

ethnically pure regions.731

The unfortunate truth concerning the conflict that is being played out in the

symbolic landscape is that the conditions of territoriality in Cyprus have caused both

sides to maintain a predatory stance. This aspect of the Cyprus conflict has never before

been addressed, but it is the argument of this section that this predatory expansionist

conflict is one of the main reasons behind the elusive reunification of the island. On the

island, as is described below, the predatory symbolic conflict is present in the capital, but

730 Returning to the Chapter 4 discussion, Coward (2004 pg 156) states that urbicide is “the targeted (not
collateral damage) destruction of cultural heritage” including, but not limited to, “mosques, churches and
synagogues, markets, museums, libraries, cafes (the places where people gather to live out their collective
lives) were the focus of attacks”
731 According to Coward (2002 pg 35), urbicide during conflict in Bosnia-Herzegovina between 1992 and
1995 was a “coordinated plan of different actions aiming at the destruction of essential foundations of the
urban/urbanity—specifically, buildings and infrastructure.” The goal of this was to prevent minority return
and remove the idea of shared space or heterogeneity within an urban setting.
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manifests itself more clearly in the rural areas. In this sense, the predatory identity

conflict reflects less the dynamic of urbicide, with its implied urban focus, and more of

what should be referred to as “choracide.” Therefore, it is the argument of this section

that the predatory conflict has manifested itself in the two communities’ active removal

of the proximate social indicators of the other community across the greater landscape

(the chora).

Compared with the activities across the rural landscape, the predatory dynamic is

less  overt  in  the  capital  and  in  the  other  large  cities  around  the  island  because  the

“visibility” in these areas is much greater. Activities in these urban areas are closely

monitored by the international community and a 24 hour news cycle. Therefore, while the

overt communication of ethno-national control over the space is being projected across

the divide, it acts as a cover for the slow eradication of symbols of the “other” in the less

visible areas of the countryside.

If monumentality implies permanence as well as presence, it also implies the

potentiality of control. Therefore the removal, or “extinction,” of competing ethno-

national  monuments  and  symbols  of  the  other  and  the  replacement  of  them  with  one’s

own ensures an uninterruptable, near hegemonic control over the territory. The section

below enters the dark corridor of the predatory symbolic landscape of Cyprus. In an

island that is carefully scrutinized for cultural infringements, both sides are guilty of

creating a predatory symbolic landscape. Some predatory mechanisms range from

positioning military bases in formerly mixed areas or using abandoned land for training

exercises,  to  defamatory  graffiti,  to  symbolic  whitewashing  that  goes  beyond  the  mere

solidification   a  common  identity.  Beyond  these  mechanisms,  the  destruction  of  the

proximate social indicators also takes on a much larger dynamic known by the common

axiom of “demolition through neglect.” The destruction also ventures into the desecration

of monuments and cemeteries of the other group. The following analysis of the predatory

aspects of the expansionary conflict is based on the preliminary survey of the symbolic

landscape undertaken by the author between 2009 and 2010. It is far from complete, but

the picture that is painted may help reframe some of the dialogue on the Cyprus Issue.
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As stated above, the urban landscape within the capital is imbued with predatory

identity symbols. Due to the visibility of the built environment and the hyper-monitoring

of activities within the capital on both sides of the divide, the eradication of the proximate

social indicators of the “other” is more muted. In the north, the removal of Greek signs

and the changing of the names of streets and villages is the most recognizable activity

aimed at the symbolic transformation of the territory north of the divide into an ethnically

and nationalistically Turkish-Cypriot region. Though the process of name changing and

renaming of streets bridges the divide between banal and antagonistic identity creation, it

is also a predatory action aimed at the complete transformation of the ethno-linguistic

character of the region through the aggressive removal of Greek place-names and their

replacement with Turkish translations or derivations.

The  process  of  creating  and  reproducing  the  social  control  of  the  built

environment in Nicosia then does not entail the destruction of Greek Cypriot structures

such as churches or institutions, as in the traditional sense of urbicide; rather, the process

of transforming the north’s built environment to reflect the control of the Turkish-Cypriot

culture requires only the eradication of the Greek-Cypriot claim to the space via linguistic

overlays. Any overt predatory aspects of the Turkish identity creation in north Nicosia is

muted as the built environment of the city has been almost entirely retasked to serve the

needs  of  the  Turkish  Cypriots  and  Turkish  nationals  who  live  and  work  in  the  region.

Orthodox structures such as churches and schools in the northern section of Nicosia have

been transformed into Muslim places of worship and education rather than being razed

across the landscape. In such areas as Omorphita, the emphasis is on the total removal of

Greek Cypriot claims to the workers housing estate through the destruction of the

buildings, rather on the totality of the control over that area by the Turkish and Turkish

Cypriot residents who have moved in and rebuilt the neighborhood.

In the southern section of Nicosia, many of the same issues raised above are

present. Few Turkish Cypriots lived south of the divide in 1974, including the southern

suburbs of the city, and therefore there was not a robust symbolic landscape in place

necessitating eradication. The proximate social indicators of the Turkish Cypriot
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community that existed south of the Paphos-Hermes Street corridor, and any that did

appear in the landscape have gradually disappeared following the retraction of the

community into the small corridor in the north of the city. Muslim religious institutions

such as mosques fall under the purview of the Department of Antiquities and have been

preserved rather than transformed into another use.

The  deployment  of  flags  certainly  does  mark  the  territorial  control  of  the  Greek

Cypriots, but the military presence along the border is less about aggressive posturing

aimed at offense, than it is about defense, similar to in the north, and therefore less

inclined to be viewed as “predatory.” However, apart from military positions, within

Greek Cypriot Nicosia there is a more defined overt predatory aspect to the symbolic

landscape than in the northern section of the city and this is linked with the government

policy of “never forgetting” the Turkish occupation of the north. Across the city in

southern  Nicosia  the  presence  of  “δεν ζεχνο”  signs  show  the  northern  section  of  the

country to be dripping with blood, signaling a link to aggression and barbarity. These

posters and stickers often occupy the same walls which also have graffiti alluding to

enosis and the support of EOKA. Also, there is an unsettling frequency of the phrase

“τυρκος καλος τυρκος νεκρος”  (Turkos kalos Turkos necros--(a good Turk is a dead

Turk) appearing in the graffiti in Nicosia, but this phrase also appears in graffiti in other

Greek Cypriot villages as well. The predatory aspect of this type of graffiti goes without

saying, and its frequency and the fact that the graffiti is not removed signals that the

atmosphere of aggression against the other still exists in the south (see Figure 11.15).

Evidence of predatory identity “fixing” at the expense of the “other’s” proximate

symbols in Nicosia is arguably muted compared to the rest of the island due to the fact

that not only is the international media focused on the city, but also that the two regions

of the city had been ethno-religiously polarized since the late 1950s. The gradual

progression of community separation throughout the British Period became intensified

during the intercommunal conflict of 1956-1958 and ended with the creation of two

ethnically homogeneous zones in the city in 1964. In the decades leading up to the final

division in 1974, the symbolic landscape was incrementally transformed on either side of
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the Mason Dixon and Green Line to reflect and project the competing identities within

the opposite zones. When the city’s two zones were entirely “ethnically cleansed” of

population following 1974, there were few competing communal indicators left on either

side of the divide and therefore there was little need to eradicate opposing identifiers.

Indeed, since the division in 1974 there has been aggressive symbolic deployment across

the city aimed at  affixing the ethno-national territorial  control as well  as projecting that

the totality of that power across the divide.

In  Nicosia  that  projection,  especially  when  one  considers  the  visibility  of  the

Greek and Turkish Military presence along the Buffer Zone, is less about creating an

atmosphere that could potentially reignite armed conflict or invasion, but one of the

entrenched military defense and cultural impermeability of that territory. As mentioned in

the previous section, when one ventures outside the urban arena of divided Nicosia, the

symbolic landscape aimed at solidifying social control over the territory on both sides of

the  Buffer  Zone  is  extremely  robust.  Statues,  flags,  and  memorials  claim the  space  and

solidify the uncontestable control, both physically and symbolically over the geography.

Theses  mechanisms  are  used  to  communicate  a  sense  of  shared  identity  and  shared

control, but unlike in Nicosia where the symbolic landscape had been transformed

incrementally over decades of separation, in the countryside the two communities

remained situated in the same landscape up to the division in 1974.

Thus, the rural landscape of Cyprus retains many more proximate symbols of the

other community within the north and the south than are in the capital. The frequency of

these symbols across the rural landscape, combined with the fact that there is less

“visibility” than in the capital, allows for a more thorough investigation concerning what

this work terms “choracide,” the exercise of predatory eradication of the other

community on both sides of the divide. Because of the hyper-sensitivity concerning the

cultural heritage on both sides of the divide, the Greek and Turkish Cypriot and Turkish

settlers refrain, for the most part, from what could be considered active or overt choracide

(razing the built environment of the other), focusing more on covert mechanisms to

achieve the cleansing of the symbolic space. The main effort to cleanse the landscape of
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Figure 11.15: Image of anti-Turkish graffiti in Nicosia and Athienou. (Photographs by the
author).
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the other does involve some measure of active removal of signs and the changing of

names  as  discussed  above,  but  most  often  it  involves  “demolition  through  neglect.”

Demolition of the other group’s proximate social indicators through slow decay and the

lack of maintenance is as effective in the long-run as active destruction, but one may

argue that it does not implicate a group in any illegal activity. This lack of overt,

immediate destruction of the visible signs of the other group can be considered more of a

“benign” choracide, as it still constitutes the eradication of the other community’s claim

to the space through physical indicators, albeit more slowly than active destruction.

Since the 1974 invasion, the Greek Cypriot government has been carefully

monitoring  the  condition  of  the  cultural  heritage  of  the  Greek  Cypriots  north  of  the

divide. The government has remained vigilant in monitoring the illicit trade in antiquities

from the north, but most intensely the trade of relics they say were looted from Orthodox

churches in the north. Because of this atmosphere of heightened awareness, as well as the

focus on religious tolerance in Islam, the population in the north has refrained from

demolishing the sacred architecture in the north. Rather, they tend to convert such

religious buildings such as churches into mosques, turn others into military barracks (as

in the monastery at Myrtou), or simply leave them unaltered.

Many of the larger basilicas are deteriorating due to the lack of maintenance (as

one can see in the larger basilicas of Marathovouno, Lysi, Lefkoniko, and Rizokarpaso).

They  are  overgrown  with  brush,  the  walls  are  crumbling,  and  the  roofs  are  all  but

collapsed. Smaller churches that have not been converted into religious or communal

functions (such as the church in Kondea being converted into a dance hall) are exposed to

non-conforming uses that, apart from a dance hall, include uses such as animal stalls or

storage for animal fodder. Most of the walls of these churches have been whitewashed

and the interior decoration removed (though more often than not it is impossible to say if

the latter was done in advance of the 1974 invasion or as a result of systematic looting).

As the Orthodox churches melt away over time, the northern administration has

constructed new mosques within close proximity to the churches, thus serving as a

symbolic mechanism signaling the replacement of the permanence of one group’s control
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of the region with the other. It is difficult to say if there would be a more active removal

of  the  non-utilized  sacred  structures  in  the  north  if  the  watchful  eyes  of  the  Greek

Cypriots and the international community were not upon them (which has only

intensified since the border opening in 2003), but the slow decay is just as effective as a

bulldozer. The proximate cultural indicators are certainly being removed and replaced in

the north, but the heightened scrutiny necessitates a long-term approach—which also

lends itself to the interpretation that the slow, symbolic supplanting of the religious

institutions in the north reflects permanence

In  the  south,  the  policy  of  right  of  return  and  the  primary  ethno-national  meta-

narrative of peaceful coexistence has manifested itself differently across the rural

symbolic landscape than in the north. As mentioned above, the Cyprus government has

made a concerted effort to preserve and rebuild mosques within the abandoned Turkish

Cypriot  villages  signaling  tolerance  and  acceptance  of  their  right  to  exist  on  the

landscape. In nearly every former Turkish Cypriot village visited during the field seasons

of 2009 and 2010, the central mosque had been painted white and all roofs and walls

repaired (though it was impossible to see the interior of these building).

On the surface the symbolic communication was not predatory, rather one of

acceptance. However, there were many signs of a benign predatory overlay if one panned

out from the central mosque. In every Turkish Cypriot village visited, all the secular

architecture was in a severe state of disrepair (see Figures 11.16 and 11.17 for examples

discussed below).732 Most of the mud-brick walls of houses had fallen in and roofs and

windows were entirely gone. All furnishings were removed and most of the extant

architecture was turned into storage houses or animal stalls. Though the overarching

narrative  of  the  Republic  of  Cyprus  is  that  the  Turkish  Cypriots  are  free  to  return,  the

demolition through neglect in the Turkish Cypriot villages visited ensured that they

would return only at great expense. Essentially, the cost of rebuilding would be

prohibitive and thus the path of least resistance would be to not return.

732 Some of the villages visited between 2009 and 2010 include Fasli, Vrestia, Androlikou, Indijo,
Gerovasa, Margi, Paramali, Sarama, Softades, Ayios Sozomoneos, Ayios Illiohotes, Evrtyou,
Karamoulides, Klavadia, and Kophinou.
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It is a surreal scene to see a bright white central mosque surrounded by decaying

or destroyed residences, but such is the symbolic landscape of the rural areas of southern

Cyprus. Many Turkish Cypriot villages in the Paphos District (the region that

traditionally had a large proportion of Turkish Cypriot residents per the discussion in

Chapter 7) have been completely ignored and time has eroded these entities down to

weed covered shells. Roads to these villages are mostly unpaved and mostly un-drivable

and when there, they are ghost-towns occupied only by snakes, goats, and pigs. After

over 40 years of neglect, these entities are virtually unrecognizable as villages and

resemble  more  the  destroyed  buildings  of  a  war-zone.  Symbolically  they  are  messages

serving the dual purpose of communicating the right of return narrative while

simultaneously communicating the fact that this area has effectively transitioned into a

Greek Cypriot controlled territory.

The benign choracide of “demolition through neglect” that pervades both sides of

the divide serves to communicate a modicum of ethno-religious tolerance while at the

same time signals  a  predatory  displacement  of  the  cultural  symbols  of  the  other  group.

Essentially, the slow decay replaces the much more effective and immediate demolition

through  machine  and  dynamite,  but  certain  sensitivities  are  preserved  as  well  as  the

avoidance of culpability in any crimes (or at least a public relations nightmare) related to

traditional “urbicide.” In the end, the predatory aspects of benign choracide do meet the

same results—the cultural proxy indicators of the “other” are eradicated and replaced by

one’s  own  cultural  group  in  the  long  process  of  territoriality.  In  the  north,  the  Greek

Cypriot names have been changed and the religious, or sacred geography, has been

altered  to  reflect  the  dominance  of  Turkish  culture  and  the  Muslim  faith,  while  in  the

south the Turkish Cypriot villages are slowly disappearing from the landscape, thus

removing their physical and symbolic link to the territory.

The  story  of  the  predatory  aspects  of  the  control  of  the  symbolic  landscape

unfortunately does not end with the process of benign choracide; rather there is a dark

aspect as well that can be considered active and predatory choracide. This active

choracide lies in the desecration of the cemeteries of the other community. On both sides
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Figure 11.16: Images of "demolition by neglect" in the former Turkish Cypriot villages of
Fasli, Vrestia, Androlikou, Indijo, and Sarama. (Photographs by the author).
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Figure 11.17: Images of "demolition by neglect" in the former Turkish Cypriot villages of
Karamoulides and Vrestia. (Photographs by the author).
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of the divide there is repeated evidence of cemetery desecration that goes beyond

abandonment and neglect. Though both communities have targeted the cemeteries of

their former neighbors, the evidence for a systematic process of desecration is more

apparent in the north. With this in mind, the below analysis first investigates the

conditions of former Turkish Cypriot cemeteries in the south, and then turns to the north.

While a cursory web search identifies an awareness of the desecration of some

cemeteries in the north, there is no mention of the activity in the south. During the 2009

and 2010 field seasons it became apparent that the Turkish Cypriot cemeteries that could

be identified in the south were in various states of disrepair. They were overgrown with

weeds and walls and tombs were cracked or crumbling from the impact of vegetation and

weather. While this does not reflect a concerted effort of eradication, it is a reflection of

the process of demolition through neglect. Though on the surface they seem to only be

suffering  the  effects  of  time,  when  one  looks  closer  it  is  possible  to  see  a  more  active

policy of symbolic eradication. In most of the Turkish Cypriot cemeteries any identifiers

of who was buried there have been removed. Dozens of Turkish Cypriot cemeteries were

visited and in each the story was the same. Often the outer shells of the tombs remained

standing in some form, but headstones were broken off and lying beside the tomb or

missing all together. Some of this damage may be due to the fragility of the marble, but

the widespread consistency begs further investigation.

In two examples of cemeteries that were located in major enclaves, Kophinou and

Vrestia (north and west of Paphos), the overt process of symbolic eradication was more

apparent (see Figures 11.18 and 11.19). In Kophinou the Turkish Cypriot cemetery was

located outside of the village and surrounded by a low wall and cedar trees.733 As  one

enters the main gate the viewer is immediately struck by the presence of large tombs with

no identification markings. Without looking around the ground it would not be possible

733 Turkish Cypriot cemeteries were not marked on any map so identifying their location was a
combination of searching the countryside within the vicinity of a concentration of Turkish Cypriot villages,
looking for the diagnostic inclusions such as “funerary cedars”—tall cedars used as early as the Ottoman
Period to outline cemeteries, and a low, whitewashed concrete or stone wall.
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Figure 11.18: Images of Turkish Cypriot graves in the Kophinou cemetery. (Photographs
by the author).
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Figure 11.19: Images of Turkish Cypriot graves in Ayios Theodoros and Vrestia
cemeteries. (Photographs by the author).
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to associate this cemetery with one ethnic group or another. Upon closer investigation,

though, one realizes that the southeast corner of the Kophinou cemetery is dedicated to

the 26 men who died during the National Guard attack in 1968. The markings on all 26

graves all have been removed and the marble plaques with quotes from Atatürk and other

Turkish proverbs have been systematically shattered. The cemetery in nearby Ayois

Theodoros has suffered a similar fate. Similarly, in Vrestia, the cemetery shows evidence

of the grave-sites being dug up, the tombs being smashed, the headstones removed and

any ritual jars broken. The damage to this cemetery is purposeful and severe, but because

it is far removed from the main Greek Cypriot tourist destinations of Polis and Paphos, it

has hitherto gone unnoticed.

In the north, there is more definitive evidence of a systematic process of cemetery

desecration. In every Greek Cypriot cemetery visited, the headstones (a majority of which

were marble crosses) had been shattered and/or knocked over (see Figures 20 and 21 for

examples mentioned below). The outer walls of the tombs had collapsed from both

human and natural pressures and the marble slabs were often lying on the ground.734 In

the cemeteries that had a small chapel associated with them, these chapels were often

damaged as well. In Lefkoniko, the Greek Cypriot cemetery was close to the center of

town and today the shattered remains are surrounded by inhabited buildings. In villages

such as Galatia, Kondea, and Lysi these cemeteries are located outside of the immediate

village proximity, but the damage is the same. The cemeteries in Lysi and Kondea, two of

the largest cemeteries visited, showed evidence of being systematically destroyed.

Since headstone damage was seen in every Greek Cypriot cemetery encountered

in the north, it is clear that active desecration has occurred. One Turkish Cypriot

volunteered the statement concerning cemetery destruction to this author in the summer

of 2010: “we destroy theirs and they destroy ours. It happens.” The evidence of

desecration on both sides of the line lends itself to the conclusion that there is an active

undercurrent of choracide that has manifested itself across the symbolic landscape of

734 Some of the cemeteries visited included those near Galatia, Akanthou, Lefkoniko, Marathovounou,
Lapithos, Lysi, Kondea, Agridhaki, Kyra and Kalokhorio.
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Cyprus. Desecration of cemeteries on both sides has occurred, but it is at this stage not

possible to say definitively when it occurred (immediately following the invasion or more

recently) and who carried out these attacks (whether it is simply hooliganism or a more

concerted effort by a radicalized group on both sides of the island).

There is some evidence of fixing individual graves or re-erecting the broken or

fallen headstones in the cemeteries in the north and south, so this signals that the process

of desecration has waned for the time being. Though research into this aspect of

choracide is still in its infancy, some preliminary conclusions can be drawn.  This aspect

of the symbolic conflict reflects a core issue of the presence of predatory identities on

both sides of the divide. Attacking the graves of the other typifies the most dramatic

aspect of this paradigm as it attempts to erase the historic and/or familial link to the land.

The removal of identifiers from the tombs signals a symbolic cleansing of the space.

Because the cemeteries have not been bulldozed over, an act of pure eradication,

the symbolic communication leads to the interpretation that this desecration is meant to

visualize the control dynamic over the territory. Though the state does not condone the

destruction, it has not put measures in to stop the activity, thereby acquiescing though

non-action. The proximate social indicators of ties to the land typified by communal

cemeteries are being eroded away on both sides of the divide, albeit more aggressively in

the  north.  With  the  historical  and  familial  ties  to  the  land  broken  or  removed,  the

replacement of the symbols of one’s own culture can create an uninterrupted cultural

claim to the space—this is what is going on in Cyprus today.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE ALTERATION OF THE CYPRIOT CULTURAL

LANDSCAPE

The nuanced symbolic landscape of Cyprus, from benign to predatory,

emphasizes the need for a new framing of any future peace/settlement plan. The two
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Figure 11.20: Images of Greek Cypriot gravesites in Knodea and Lysi cemeteries.
(Photographs by the author).
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Figure 11.21: Images of Greek Cypriot gravesites near Kyra and Phlamoudhi.
(Photographs by the author).
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communities, with avid support from their ethno-guarantors, have created a geography or

perhaps “antigeography,” of cultural impermeability on both sides of the divide. With the

failure of the Annan Plan in 2004, the overture made by the Turkish Cypriots concerning

the acceptability of territorial exchange for communal sovereignty and economic access

was refuted by the south. Since then, the exercise of territoriality has incrementally

intensified. The symbolic landscape in all its forms communicates a multilayered claim to

the space and an unwavering formation of a shared identity distinct from the “other”

across the border. The physical location of the border is marked by fortified military

positions and ethno-national flags. This boundary etching created the frontier between the

“other” and one’s own community. Thus, with the boundary realized, the securing of the

physical space entails the creation and reproduction of social order under a consolidated

ethno-political system, and the symbols employed across the landscape help to

communicate this message.

As demonstrated throughout this chapter, the physical landscape serves as the

canvas upon which both communities have actualized their competing ethno-national

meta-narratives. In the south, as discussed in Chapter 5, the Greek Cypriot meta-narrative

structure reflects a dual dynamic. First and foremost, the island is an independent entity

with a deep interdigitation with the Hellenic ideal—democracy, art, philosophy, and other

advancements making Hellenism the “founder of the western world.” The second broadly

espoused narrative is one of peaceful ethnic cohabitation. In this narrative, the co-

existence that was the norm on the island was interrupted by the meddling of the British

and external powers—especially Turkey.

As  shown  above,  the  symbols  deployed  across  the  Greek  Cypriot  landscape

reflect this dual narrative. Links to EOKA and Greece in its recent and ancient history,

coupled with frequent statues of Makarios, link the audience with the heroic, anti-colonial

struggle and the importance of the Greek Orthodox faith (even in politics), all while

emphasizing the intrinsic links to the overarching Hellenic identity. While these symbols

do  create  a  robust  shared  identity  for  the  Greek  Cypriot  community,  they  may  also  be

construed as further alienating the Turkish Cypriot minority. The presence of symbols
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associated with the refugees in the south coupled with the Turkish Cypriot architecture in

situ, unoccupied and crumbling, reflects the narrative of interrupted co-existence; for

example, if the barriers are removed, might return to the status quo ante.

While ethno-national symbols appear frequently in the semiotic landscape in the

south, they are exceeded in relative frequency in the north. Statues, memorials, and flags

not only aggressively claim the space, but also acutely promote a shared vision of an

overarching Turkic identity. The communication of the value of the Turkish identity is

promoted and projected and the often repeated phrase Ne mutlu Türküm diyene

commands the geography from the Pentadaktylos Range to the smallest playground. In

the north, the symbolic landscape serves the same purpose of claiming the land and

creating a shared identity as it does in the south; however, the expansionary aspects of the

symbols are more recognizable. The landscape reflects the expansion of a “new” Turkish-

Cypriot identity over the territory and in attempting to secure the territory and social

dominance, reflects a much more aggressive and antagonistic posture. Symbols are not

only deployed to convince the local community of the socio-spatial control, but also to

project that control more aggressively across the border. Due to the aggressive campaign

of  territoriality,  the  symbolic  landscape  of  the  north  reflects  a  more  frequent  and  overt

divergence into the predatory dynamic in which the symbols of the other’s claim to the

space are eradicated than in the south. The question is why?

While it is impossible to capture every motivating factor driving the alterations to

the symbolic landscape in the north, one may surmise that it is a refection of and a

response to the overwhelming frequency of the Greek Cypriot ethno-political meta-

narratives. As discussed in Chapter 5, the Greek Cypriots have sustained a much more

vigorous international campaign to promote the meta-narratives and it is possible that the

symbolic  landscape  in  the  north  is  the  way  the  community  is  responding  to  the  Greek

Cypriot narrative. While the Greek Cypriot meta-narratives may be more pervasive in

international dialogue and literature, the north has responded to this through “facts on the

ground.” Not being able to compete in volume and acceptance, the north is aggressively

trying to promote the idea that the territory is a reflection of the incompatibility of the
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two cultures on the island and that the resultant division is the result of the accumulation

of historical marginalization.

Because of the pervasiveness of antagonistic symbols on both sides of the divide,

one can ask whether the removal of these competing ethno-national devices help foster

social rapprochement. The answer to this question is complicated. The symbolic

landscape is not only a promoter of identity, but it is also a reflection of what the

communities believe. The symbols do not reflect an arbitrary identity being imposed

upon the people; rather they represent a near primordial attachment to a shared meta-

identity structure. Attempts to create a purely “Cypriot” identity have failed, so even if

the competing symbols were removed from the landscape, the matrix of competing

identities would remain. One may assume that the downgrading, if not removal, of the

more overt antagonistic symbols (such as the memorials to the invasion and EOKA or the

mega-flags) would result in an atmosphere more conducive for rapprochement.

The removal of all the symbols, however, would be construed as an attack on each

community’s core identity and therefore would be impossible to carry out. In the end, the

complex interplay of symbolism across the Cypriot landscape will continue, even if a

settlement is reached. To foster true reconciliation, the identity symbols of both sides

need  to  be  embraced;  however,  there  also  needs  to  be  an  admission  by  both  sides  that

there have been abuses across the symbolic landscape in the past. The removal of the

more predatory aspects of the symbols as well as the reversal of the impacts of choracide

would signal a willingness to atone for the sins of the past as well as signal a willingness

to recognize the other community’s right to exist and the right to the landscape. Any

future settlement on Cyprus needs to account for the significance of the symbolic

landscape, and any plan must include a vital section dedicated to mitigating the presence

and impact of these social devices.
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Chapter 12: Conclusions: The Intractability of Ethno-Territorial

Divisions

Ethnic  conflict  continues  to  be  a  persistent  and  pervasive  problem  across  the

globe. Sectarian violence aimed at establishing territorial and political control over a

country’s physical landscape has transformed many states into highly fractured

geopolitical entities.  At the time of writing this dissertation ethnic conflict (with its

requisite accumulation of religious and/or cultural differentiation) continues in many of

the world’s “hot spots.” In Myanmar-Burma, Buddhists and Rohingya Muslims are

fighting over territorial control of the strategic northwest state of Rakhine, with the latter

attempting to create an autonomous state in that region. The Kurds of southeastern

Turkey continue their irredentist movement for an autonomous Kurdistan, though there

has been a temporary hiatus in the conflict during recent negotiations. Iraq, though

essentially divided into three distinct zones (Kurdish control in the north, Sunni control in

the middle and west, and Shi’a control in the south and east of the country), is

experiencing an up-tick in sectarian violence via a sustained terror campaign of bombings

and assassinations. Baghdad, Iraq’s capital, is divided between Sunni and Shi’a Muslims

and it is at the interface zones between the two communities that many of the

aforementioned attacks have occurred.

Belfast, Northern Ireland, continues to be micro-partitioned via peace walls. Even

with  such  communal  “divisioning,”  the  groups  still  antagonize  each  other.  In  July  riots

broke out between the Protestant community and the police following the annual Orange

parade, and marches through Catholic neighborhoods continue to foster intercommunal

tensions even after the Good Friday Agreement of 1998 brought an end to the armed

violence in that city. At the time of writing this conclusion, both Beirut and greater

Lebanon are experiencing a resurgence of sectarian violence between the same groups

who fought each other during the previous civil war. Tensions there have erupted due to

the spilling-over of sectarian violence associated with the civil war in neighboring Syria.
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Jerusalem continues to be the focus of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and today it has

been re-divided via a security wall erected by the Israeli government with the intention of

curtailing the incursion of terrorist groups. Though the effectiveness of the wall may be

questioned, its impact is clear—it is a physical and social divide that restricts access and

interchange between the two communities. Of course, throughout this global ebb and

flow of turmoil, Nicosia and Cyprus remain divided.

Once an identity-based conflict takes root, it is nearly impossible to eradicate it

from the region. This pessimistic view is based on the fact that while the original conflict

has ended (such as the Lebanese Civil War, the Troubles in Northern Ireland, the Intifada

in Israel-Palestine, and the intercommunal conflict on Cyprus during the Enclave Period),

the underlying socio-spatial tensions that ignited and sustained the conflict were never

fully eradicated from the region. The active attempts to secure a definitive ethno-cultural

differentiation between groups, the competition over territorial control, and the impacts

of creating barriers of inclusion and exclusion aimed at political and economic access

have created a socio-spatial dynamic of identity-based geopolitics that continues to

manifest itself in the sustained conflict zones mentioned above.

As described in Chapter 1, one of the primary goals of this work was to outline

the process by which a peaceful society devolves into intercommunal conflict and

division along ethno-national lines. As demonstrated in Chapter 3, and throughout this

dissertation, the process of the breakdown of a society into violence and ethnic partition

is a slow, incremental process at first, but quickly magnifies as socially destabilizing

events increase in their frequency and magnitude. During the initial stages of this identity

formation there are two phases--the first being the creation of competing identities and

the second involving the establishment of territorial control by those groups within a

region. These two phases and their impacts are discussed in greater detail below.

CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE CREATION OF COMPETING IDENTITIES

The first stage involves the creation and reproduction of a common identity for a

culture group. This identity is often based on common languages, religion, as well as
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shared historic events (primordial identification). In the examples included in this

dissertation, one commonality shared between all regions that devolved into ethnic

conflict is that the shared identity matrix of one cultural group often capitalizes on

framing the “other” as the communal foil. The distinguishing factor between socially

heterogeneous regions with multiple communities and a divided society is that the

process of “othering” often involves a more “predatory” posture in which one group

views the existence of the other as a threat to its own identity.

In Cyprus, the process of ethno-national identity formation very closely followed

this process. Throughout the Ottoman Period the identity structure was based on religion.

The Greek Cypriots tied their communal identification to the Greek Orthodox Church,

while the Turks on Cyprus identified themselves as Ottomans and Muslims. As Cyprus

progressed into the British Period, the identity structures of each community began to be

increasingly linked more with the opposing states of Greece and Turkey. The Greek

Cypriots activated the primordial association with the megala idea and began the process

of demanding enosis with Greece. The Turkish Cypriots, on the other hand, reacted to the

Greek identity creation by bolstering their Kemalist Turkish associations. As the Greek

Cypriot community began to press harder for enosis, the minority Turkish Cypriot

community was seen as a hindrance, and, as communal tensions broke out in the 1950s

and 1960s, plans to pacify the community such as the AKRITAS Plan began to

materialize (discussed in Chapter 8). In opposition to the enosis campaign, the Turkish

Cypriot calls for taksim (partition) reflected the belief that the two groups could not live

together and that the only solution was the creation of two ethnically homogeneous

zones. This division came to fruition during the 1974 coup and subsequent invasion as

discussed in Chapter 10.

As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, the process of devolution into ethnic conflict

involves an intense and concerted involvement by one or more ethno-guarantors. The

intensification of the conflicts discussed share a common pattern of political up-scaling

which, as visualized in Figure 4.1, magnifies the ethno-national contestation often

through direct military and financial aid. However, the process of the intensification of



524

ethno-national conflict through ethno-guarantor involvement can also play a more

indirect role. Often disenfranchised minority communities look externally for support

from co-religionists or co-ethnic groups. Even if only minimal support is garnered from a

powerful ethno-guarantor, the minority community still becomes more emboldened and

intensifies its campaign to mitigate the perceived inequities—either through negotiation

or through an irredentist uprising.

Both Cypriot communities followed this pattern of ethno-guarantor involvement.

The Greek Cypriots used their associations with the Greek mainland to press for

independence and enosis, while the numerically weaker Turkish Cypriots capitalized on

their Turkish identity to garner support from the mainland in direct opposition to the

Greek Cypriots. The support from their ethno-guarantors emboldened the Greek Cypriot

community to take up arms against the British during the 1955-1959 EOKA campaign,

while the Turkish Cypriots, with the support of Turkey, called for partition (taksim) and

communal autonomy. During the communal violence between 1956 and 1958 and

especially during the enclave period (1963-1974) the two communities acquired

weapons, training, and support from their mainland guarantors which allowed for not

only the intensification and magnification of the conflict during these years, but also its

continuation. Without direct and sustained ethno-guarantor intervention, the Cyprus

Problem would look much different today.

The gradual socio-spatial separation of the two communities during the British

period would have resulted in some form of ethnicity based geographical fragmentation

after the British left, especially when one considers the active role of Turkey and Greece

took  in  the  island’s  social  and  political  realities  of  the  day.  Therefore,  ethno-guarantor

involvement on Cyprus was intense and sustained, and because of this involvement, the

two communities functioned as cultural “antagonizes” to the other. The division of

Nicosia into separate municipalities and the presence of the armed enclaves were viewed

as actualizing taksim and as a hindrance to either a functioning Greek Cypriot controlled

state or to enosis.  Conversely, the EOKA campaign against the British, the arming of the

National Guard, and the coup against Makarios in July 1974 were viewed as direct threats
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to the existence of the Turkish Cypriot community. Retrospectively, all of the above were

made possible through direct ethno-guarantor support.  In July 1974, the impact of ethno-

guarantorism culminated in the definitive division of Cyprus.

Since the division of 1974, the process of identity formation and “othering” has

not diminished in its intensity in Nicosia and around Cyprus. The presence of both Greek

and Turkish forces as well as nationals from both countries who have moved to the island

continue to further the dual identity matrix in Cyprus. As discussed in Chapter 5, no

attempt at creating a shared Cypriot identity has been successful. In reality, the two

communities have become further entrenched in their supra-national identification. In the

south, this identity is a combination of European Union, Greek, and Cypriot identity

overlays, while in the north the Turkish identification is as pervasive as ever. In addition

to this entrenchment, as discussed in Chapter 11, the predatory aspect of each

community’s identity matrix also remains. The creation of a symbolic landscape aimed at

securing control over the territory on both sides of the divide has intensified over the

years--as has the evidence of choracide on both sides of the divide. The predatory aspects

of both benign and active choracide on Cyprus signals that the two groups remain as far

apart as ever. The predatory aspect of the identity conflict on Cyprus is a reflection of the

larger issue of the exercise of territorial control of the island’s geography, so that it is

necessary to draw some conclusions concerning the linking of identity to space.

CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING ETHNICITY AND TERRITORIAL CONTROL

As above, the first stage in the process of social devolution into conflict and

division involves the creation and reproduction of a shared identity. The second stage of

this process, then, is when identity becomes intrinsically linked with physical space of a

region. As demonstrated in Chapters 4 and 11, claiming this space involves the process of

territoriality, in which borders are drawn and the control of the space by the group is

reified both physically and symbolically. Once a shared identity is formed and

symbolically linked with the biophysical geography of a region, it is a difficult process to

change that dynamic. All of the ethno-national conflicts referenced in this work have
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such a socio-spatial overlay. Once the territory of a group is established, mechanisms are

deployed to establish the limits of access and inclusion of the other.

The process of securing space involves the construction of physical and social

borders. The boundaries developed not only establish the geographical fixity of the

controlling group, but also serve to define the parameters of exchange between those

within the territorial confines and those outside. Thus the border, or ethno-territorial

boundary, serves not only as the point of contact with the external world, but also as the

maximum  extent  of  social  control.  The  border  serves  to  delineate  the  reach  of  the

dominant cultural power within the territory and acts as the container for the creation of a

common social identity. Within the defined territory, the controlling group communicates

and  reifies  its  power  through  a  variety  of  mechanisms  across  the  physical  and  social

landscape. Symbols are deployed across the landscape to visualize the ethno-national

identity of the controlling group, and physical and social barriers can be erected to reflect

the parameters of economic, political, and social access of the people within the territory.

As demonstrated here, this process of “territoriality” often disrupts any previous

socio-spatial equilibrium in a region. The control of territory and the establishment of

access and control leads to a pattern of intercommunal resentment that is common to all

divided societies. Unhappiness over inhibited political and economic access and social

and/or spatial marginalization become the rallying cry for the underprivileged

community. The reaction to the real or perceived marginalization begins to activate

competing identities and calls for a reconfiguration of the system in place.

Marginalization provides an opportunity for communal activists to call for change, but it

also  opens  the  door  for  ethnic  provocateurs  to  use  the  disparities  to  call  for  communal

separation, external involvement, and in the end--violence.

In the case of Cyprus, Greek Cypriots such as Archbishop Makarios and Georgios

Grivas can be viewed as provocateurs in their calls for enosis as can Kütchük and

Denktash in the Turkish Cypriot community with their calls for taksim. These

personalities helped shape the intercommunal dynamic of the 1950s and 1960s, and they
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helped form and secure the ethno-national narratives that persist today.735 As  the

provocateurs gained more notoriety during the 1950s, they activated the more radical

fringes  of  each  community  including  militias  such  as  EOKA  (A  and  B)  and  the  TMT.

Intercommunal tensions mounted as these militias armed themselves and began to

actualize the meta-narratives. The militias, with the support of the provocateurs,

materialized the message of the narratives: EOKA took up arms to fight for enosis, while

the TMT was created to defend the Turkish Cypriot communities and fight for taksim.

The attempts by the Greek Cypriots to secure and maintain the territorial control

of Cyprus ostensibly led to the fracturing of the social and spatial geographies on the

island. The Turkish Cypriot community, with direct support from their Turkish ethno-

guarantors, resisted the sublimation of their identity and while formulating a competing

claim to the geographical space. Thus, identity based territorial control led directly to the

intercommunal strife that plagued the island from 1956 to 1974. The social and physical

landscape reflected the identity-based conflict as soon as the Cypriot landscape was

partitioned along communal lines. The competing claims to space directly caused the

fracturing of the socio-spatial realities on the island that ended with the final, quasi-

hermetically sealed military border resulting from the August 1974 cease-fire line

between the north and south.

As  a  result  of  the  1974  division  of  the  island,  both  sides  have  instituted  an

aggressive policy of creating an unmistakable identity-based claim to the territory on

respective sides of the divide. Both communities have transformed the physical and

symbolic landscape to reflect the domination of the geography by that ethnic group. As

discussed in Chapter 11, the use of symbolic mechanisms such as flags, statues, and

memorials, as well as the more banal activities such as renaming roads and villages,

among others, are used to supplement the physical claims to the territory via military

735 As discussed in Chapter 5, these meta-narratives include the “Peaceful Coexistence” thesis espoused by
Makarios, as well as the Hellenic orientation of the island found in the EOKA campaign. The Turkish
Cypriot ethno-national meta-narrative, developed and reproduced by Kütchük and Denktash, focused on
communal incompatibility and the need for separation. As argued above, it developed as a reaction to the
overwhelming support for enosis by the majority Greek Cypriot community.
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posts, religious institutions, and residential units. The competition over the ethno-

territorial control of the island’s space remains as vibrant as ever.

CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE PROCESS OF URBAN DIVISION

Violence and intercommunal strife based on the parameters discussed above

concerning the exercise of identity-based territoriality consistently materialize in

dramatic ways within the urban areas of a region. The second and third objectives of this

dissertation as stated in the introduction were to demonstrate the process by which a city

can devolve over time from a peaceful, heterogeneous space into a socially and

physically divided entity, and to contextualize the urban division within the larger

regional conflict to better understand the reciprocal nature of the ethnic conflict between

the city and the region. As demonstrated in Chapter 4, and throughout, the

intercommunal conflict that erupts within a society dramatically alters the social and

physical  space  of  the  region.  The  conflict  within  cities  often  results  in  the  built

environment being partitioned in some way, resulting in the phenomenon known as the

divided  city.  These  cities  follow  a  common  pattern  during  the  process  of  social

devolution, and reflect the scale and intensity of the larger social conflict.

Although often these urban areas are the progenitors of the intercommunal

fighting, they can also serve as the arena in which eruptions of violence, caused by

external tensions that filter back into the urban system, occur between the communities

which had shared the space for some time. This is the case in Beirut, which became the

epicenter of the Lebanese civil war between 1975 and 1990 although the violence began

outside the city’s confines, and this is also the case in Mostar, Bosnia-Herzegovina which

suffered from the greater conflict finding its way to the city. In other instances, such as

Belfast and Jerusalem, the intercommunal conflict intensifies within the city and then

filters out into the greater region.

Regardless  of  where  and  why  the  conflict  between  the  groups  began,  the

significance of the impact on the cities in these regions cannot be understated. Often the

results of the larger ethno-territorial conflict are felt most acutely within the dense urban



529

fabric of the cities. As discussed in Chapter 4, the limited urban environment forces

people to live within close proximity to one another, and if the groups sharing the city’s

space and limited resources are unwilling or unable to do so, tensions soon arise. As

populations begin to rise in the various sections of the city, interface zones begin to

develop and greater proximity leads to further tension.

Unlike all cities around the world whose space is shared between multiple

communities, the divided cities discussed in this dissertation suffer from the multiplying

effect  of  ethnic  tension.  As  these  cities  reach  their  carrying  capacity  and  proximity

between potentially hostile groups increases, the city enters the zone of tension in which

a series of destabilizing events reaches a critical mass and soon a minor incident becomes

the flashpoint for the eruption of violence within the urban area. As the intercommunal

violence magnifies in its intensity, the built environment is altered to reflect the conflict.

That alteration comes in the form of barricades and fortified divisions. The violence

catalyzed by a single event brings to bear the depth of historical animosities between the

groups and, depending on the gravity of this primordial dynamic, the city becomes

partitioned into distinct ethno-territorial units.

In the end, divided cities become the de facto barometers for the intensity and

persistence of the larger social conflict. The type of division, ranging from temporary

barricades to intermittent “peace-lines” to fully defended permanent walls, signifies the

depth of the social division. Intermittent barricades can be removed quickly, peace-lines

show that the division persists at the communal level, but a large, defended and walled

division signals an entrenchment, impermeability, and a sense of permanence. The

division of the urban areas also signals the persistence of the conflict. If the dividing line

is sustained and/or expanded, it signals that the aspects of the larger conflict that

necessitated division remains. If the society views the continued existence of the division

not as an abomination, but as something necessary for survival or maintaining the non-

violent status quo, the socio-spatial division is likely to remain.

Nicosia, Cyprus, serves as a model not only for the process of urban divisioning,

but also as a measure of the barometric potential for the larger Cyprus Problem. As
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demonstrated in Chapter 7, the social and spatial pattern of communal habitation within

the city reflected a gradual, self-motivated communal separation. Within the Old City, the

population dynamics shifted over the British Period from a Turkish Cypriot dominated

capital, to a predominately Greek Cypriot core. Throughout Parts 2 and 3 the main

question that underscored the analysis was which historical factors contributed to the

progression and intensification of the social and spatial cleavages that appear in the

urban landscape today? While many factors drove the demographic polarization in the

Nicosia region, there were few recognizable indicators that can be used as a focal point to

mark the critical transition from stability to instability. The 1914 and 1931 enosis riots

certainly did add an aura of intercommunal suspicion, but as the data show, the pattern of

gradual urban polarization did not intensify immediately following these events.

By the time of the 1946 census, the demographic pattern of Nicosia had shifted to

one in which the Turkish Cypriot community was centered on a few dense quarters in the

northern section of the Old City as well as to the north of the city in Omorphita and

Trachonas, while the Greek Cypriot community was not only the majority in nearly two-

thirds of the Old city, but also controlled the suburbs to the west, south, and east of the

city. This demographic patterning of the 1940s carried into the 1950s when Nicosia

became the epicenter of intercommunal fighting that broke out in early January 1956

during the first years of the EOKA campaign against the British.

The rapid succession of destabilizing events during the 1956-1958 period proved

to be too much for the weak intercommunal social structure within the city. The years of

gradual and voluntary separation at the neighborhood level coupled with the intense

intercommunal suspicion surrounding the calls for enosis by the majority overextended

the limited intercommunal resilience. In this atmosphere of increasing social tension, one

event, the killing of a Turkish Cypriot police officer in Paphos, caused Nicosia to spiral

into communal violence and ultimately division. The Mason-Dixon Line division

imposed by the British was the first  division of the city,  though it  was designed to be a

temporary interruption to quell sorties by irregular fighters into the opposing ethnic

group’s  neighborhoods  in  the  Old  City.  The  divide,  which  was  ultimately  removed,
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served as the social and physiological boundary between the two ethnic groups living

within the Old City.

Though the Mason-Dixon Line division was intermittent and temporary in its

design, for all intents and purposes Nicosia had evolved into a “divided city” in 1956.

During the outbreak of communal violence in December 1963 following Makarios’

issuance  of  his  13  Points  proposal,  the  route  of  the  Mason-Dixon  Line  served  as  the

outline for the more permanent and fortified division that encapsulated the Old City

portion of the Turkish Cypriot enclave in Nicosia. The heavy fighting that erupted

following the Greek Cypriot police killing of two Turkish Cypriots in Nicosia exceeded

the  resilience  capacity  of  the  two communities  that  resided  in  Nicosia  and  its  environs.

Ultimately the fighting brought about the movement of those Turkish Cypriots who were

living in mixed or predominately Greek Cypriot neighborhoods into the enclaves. So, by

1964, Nicosia not only had become a full fledged divided city with a fortified Green Line

partition, but also one that had become ethnically polarized to the extent of being

essentially ethnically cleansed.

The Green Line division of Nicosia created a city whereby intercommunal

cohabitation was virtually non-existent. The unfortunate reality of the Cyprus Problem is

that this pattern of intercommunal division was ensconced across the island’s social

geography. Though the Turkish Cypriot enclave in Nicosia was the largest concentration

of that community on the island, it was not unique following the violence in 1963 and

1964. The majority of Turkish Cypriots who lived in mixed villages and regions left their

homes and entered into the closest enclave, ushering in a decade of intercommunal

separation that permeated across the entirety of the island. The enclaves remained the

geopolitical status quo until the Greek Junta-inspired July 15th coup that ousted Makarios.

Within five days, the Turks landed their first wave of troops and by August 16th had taken

over nearly 40 percent of the island. The 1974 division discussed in Chapter 10 cross-cut

the entire island and divided Nicosia into two parts; the ceasefire line followed the route

of the Green Line in Nicosia exactly. Following the division the two communities

exchanged populations across the border which resulted in an entirely ethnically cleansed
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island.  At the time of writing this dissertation, Cyprus and its capital remain divided by

the 1974 cease-fire line.

By means of a conclusion to this section, the process of Nicosia’s division is not

unique. It closely follows the models discussed in Chapter 4. These three heuristic

models are composites of the shared patterns extracted from the historical progression of

the divided cities of Jerusalem, Mostar, Beirut, and Belfast. Nicosia, however, is one of

the least understood of these comparables. The existing literature overlooks the

significance  of  the  city  as  a  driver  of  the  conflict  and  rather  sees  its  division  as  the

outcome of the intercommunal conflict on Cyprus, while the international community

views it as a laboratory to measure the success and failure of its bi-communal initiatives.

This dissertation emphasizes, however, that the divided city of Nicosia is an important

barometer of the Cyprus Conflict, although it is not the only region in which the

intercommunal conflict continues to unfold. Divided Nicosia is the most recognizable

component  of  the  Cyprus  division,  but  it  is  also  the  area  that  has  seen  an  increase  in

cross-border communication.

Nicosia’s  division  has  remained  stable  for  decades  and  the  removal  of  certain

travel restrictions may suggest that the two communities are moving closer to

rapprochement. Such a reading may lead some to think the strict Cyprus division is

slowly eroding away--that is until one looks outside the divided city. The greater

landscape with its intensification of an ethnically charged symbolic overlay belies a much

more pessimistic picture of intercommunal rapprochement. Therefore, though the capital

may reflect an environment in which the division is much “softer” than in the past, the

countryside reflects that the Cyprus division is as vibrant as ever. The question now is

what can be done. Are the two communities so socially, spatially, and temporally

distanced that the potential for rapprochement and reunification is implausible? The

following section offers some ideas that may help reconfigure the settlement process so

as to bring about a sustainable peace on the island.
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HOW TO END THE CYPRUS DIVISION?

Once ethno-territorial tensions boil over into overt conflict and the cities and

societies become divided both socially and spatially, the path to peace becomes very

challenging. In large and intractable social conflicts such as those in the Balkans, Israel-

Palestine, Lebanon, Northern Ireland, and even Cyprus, the International Community

becomes vested mediators in the process to end conflict and bring about a lasting peace.

Often the peace plans that are negotiated are effective at quelling the violence and

reconfiguring the geopolitical framework of the region to promote a sustainable peace.

Two examples of such high level plans include the Dayton Peace Accords which ended

the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1995 as well as the Oslo 1 and 2 Accords (1993 and

1995) which temporarily ended the hostilities between the Israelis and the Palestinians.

Both plans were effective in ending the hostilities, but did not bring about a measurable

social rapprochement and both regions remain simmering cauldrons for future conflict.

Thus, top-down settlement initiatives from the international community that do

not work to resolve the social issues at the communal to individual level never fully

succeed in actualizing their goals. They may end the large conflict, but the latent feelings

of marginalization remain and these sustain the conflict at a low intensity simmer almost

indefinitely. In Cyprus, the 2004 Annan Plan can be viewed in this same light. If it would

have passed, it would have established a bi-communal, bi-zonal federation that closely

resembled the structure of Bosnia-Herzegovina with its autonomous Republika Srpska

region. The plan would have brought an end to the Cyprus divide, but would not have

mitigated all aspects of the underlying historical causes of the division, therefore leaving

the foundations in place for a potential resurgence of conflict in the future.

However, due to the fact that the physical division of the island has remained in

place for nearly 40 years and that only 14 people have died in hostile exchanges between

the two sides during those four decades, many have come to the conclusion that the

Cyprus Problem is so utterly intractable that any effort aimed at reunification would be in

vain. Others, on the other hand, may see the sustained presence of the border as signaling

that the Cyprus Problem essentially solved itself. The status quo of division remains in
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place because as Mandell (1992) argues, there is “absence of a hurting stalemate.”736

Though the division was initially deleterious to the south’s economy, international

investment has brought its economy to the forefront of the Mediterranean nations. In the

north, the aid from Turkey has allowed it to function as independent state—which was

the stated goal of the taksim movement stretching back to the 1950s. Similarly, the

political rhetoric from both the governments in the north and south consistently calls for

some form of settlement, but in reality the reconfiguration of the status quo is always met

with rejection. The Greek Cypriot rejection of the Annan Plan of 2004 helps verify this.

The Turkish Cypriots acceptance of the Annan Plan may signal that the

community is ready to transform the status quo; however, the overwhelming rejection in

the south signals that the parameters of the plan were less agreeable than the status quo

de jure.  The  Greek  Cypriot  community  continues  to  press  for  full  right  of  return  for

refugees and the return of land ownership rights in occupied areas. These are both part of

the bid to return the island to the status quo ante before the 1974 division. The status quo

ante reflects the government’s meta-narrative of peaceful coexistence prior to the

division. However, this pre-division communal habitation narrative needs to be revised as

shown in the data presented in this dissertation. Though the historic record does not

elucidate an island plagued with centuries of ethnic conflict, it does describe a pattern of

Greek Cypriot actions being the first to disrupt the social equilibrium of Cyprus and this

disruption ultimately lead to the island’s division. The main examples of this pattern

include the EOKA campaign and its quest for enosis (1955 to 1959), the issuance of the

13 Points in November 1963, and the Greek Junta inspired National Guard coup in 1974.

These events were met with strong resistance from the Turkish Cypriots who became

intransient in their calls for partition of the island in their reaction to these actions.

Therefore, the first step in any meaningful communal rapprochement would be to

reconfigure the ethno-national meta-narrative to reflect the fact that neither side is

innocent in the continuing Cyprus conflict. The peaceful cohabitation meta-narrative

must be reconfigured to reflect the historical facts of the demographic pattern on the

736 Mandell (1992) pg. 16.
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ground. The best iteration of how the narrative should be reframed is in Romann and

Weingrod’s (1991) “living together separately” dynamic used to describe the Israelis and

Palestinians living and working together in modern Jerusalem. The data presented in

Chapter 7 clearly demonstrates that within Nicosia as well as across the island, the two

communities rarely shared space in any intimate fashion. Mixed villages were divided

into two parts, and the mixed quarters in Nicosia diminished in number rapidly between

the 1930s and the 1950s. Along similar lines, the Turkish Cypriot meta-narrative of

partition as the only solution overstates the historic depth model of the Cyprus division.

Prior to the overt violence on the later 1950s, the two communities lived in relative peace

within a shared geographical space. As reported in Chapter 11, however, the ethno-

national meta-narratives are becoming more entrenched across the symbolic landscape of

the island. New generations of Cypriots are constantly being bombarded with ethno-

historical symbols reifying the control of their cultural group over the land, while at the

same time degrading the cultural group on the other side of the divide.

Any future plan for the final solution of the Cyprus Problem needs to include a

substantial section on the competing symbols within the landscape. The frequency of the

ethno-historically laden symbols establishes and reproduces the competing territorial

claims to the space, and if the symbols were removed the communication and

reproduction of the communal narratives would be severely diminished. That is not to say

social identification to the land would go away, just the polarizing message would not be

reproduced with such frequency so as to drown out any other symbolic communication.

At  the  core  of  the  Cyprus  Problem is  the  issue  of  identity  based  territorial  control.  The

Greek Cypriots claim the space under Turkish occupation while the Turkish Cypriots

argue that the territory under their control is due to them based on the injustices suffered

during the 1950s and 1960s. Thus removing the symbolic patina from the landscape will

not remove the fundamental core issues sustaining the Cyprus division, but it might help

the settlement process. True communal rapprochement though, may only arrive when

both  sides  offer  a  general  amnesty  for  past  offenses  and  renounce  all  claims  to  lost

territory.
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As discussed above, however, the lack of a “hurting” status quo affords each

community the ability to resist capitulating to the other in any way. Therefore, the Cyprus

divide  will  remain  until  there  is  a  dramatic  turbation  that  destabilizes  the  current status

quo equilibrium on the island. One such disruption would be to work with the

International Community and the regional actors to remove the influence of the external

ethno-guarantors. It is the continued support of Cyprus’ ethno-guarantors that helps

sustain the division as well as the further entrenchment of the ethno-national meta-

narratives across the symbolic landscape. The Greek and Turkish military remain on the

island, and as illustrated in Chapter 11, the reproduction of supra-ethno-national symbols

that  further  reify  the  entwined  dual  identity  of  both  communities  (Greek  and  Greek

Cypriot and Turkish and Turkish Cypriot) on the island in the past decades. The Greek

Cypriot  symbolic  landscape  is  developing  more  ties  to  the  Greco-Cypriot  past  and  the

north is experiencing a massive influx and deployment of ethnically Turkish symbols

across its landscape. Therefore, it is safe to say that the continued presence of ethno-

guarantors on the island will sustain the Cyprus division indefinitely unless they choose

to remove themselves from the island’s affairs. this in turn raises the question of whether

the  removal  of  the  ethno-guarantors  would  ultimately  bring  about  a  solution  to  the

Cyprus Problem. The next section explores this question.

THE REMOVAL OF REGIONAL OR ETHNO-GUARANTORS FOR RAPPROCHEMENT?

As developed in Part 1 of Chapter 4, the amplification of conflict often involves

successive overlays of participation by larger and more powerful forces. When a

community is unable to secure larger regional support, they are not able to sustain an

irredentist campaign long enough to meet their goals. This dynamic is noticeable in the

Basque campaign for geopolitical sovereignty in northern Spain. The Basques continued

their separatist movement through ETA for decades, but they were unable to sustain the

conflict due to the lack of support from a larger ethno-guarantor. In Bosnia-Herzegovina,

Lebanon, Northern Ireland, the Palestinian territories, and Cyprus, the competing ethno-
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national groups have been able to garner support from powerful regional neighbors which

facilitated expansion of the intensity of these conflicts.

The external guarantors supply the weapons and funds to the minority groups, in

turn allowing these groups to intensify the demands of their campaign. Cyprus is a prime

example of this dynamic. Here a community of fewer than 100,000 people demanded

partition of the island, and through direct ethno-guarantor support from Turkey, have

secured nearly 40 percent of the island. Ethno-guarantorism is the key shared attribute of

the intractable social conflicts mentioned above. Without direct socio-economic and

military engagement from larger regional or international powers, many of the ethno-

territorial conflicts that erupt around world are not sustained. This is not to say the

problems  in  those  regions  go  away,  rather  they  become  more  latent  in  the  face  of  the

overwhelming pressure from the majority group and/or state.

Often, the involvement of external actors is a necessity to the avoid potential for

ethnic cleansing or genocide of a minority group. Other times, the involvement is as

much about territorial or political expansionism on the part of the ethno-guarantor as it is

in about the minority in the region. There is no way to stop the potential involvement of

powerful states in the affairs of smaller states in the region that have a shared ethnic

identity.  However,  as  a  conflict  in  a  region  begins  to  unfold,  the  examples  of  ethno-

guarantors who become endlessly involved in intractable ethnic conflicts, or

“quagmires,” should be used as models for the negatives of involvement. The case study

of Cyprus and the supplemental examples such as Bosnia-Herzegovina, Lebanon,

Northern Ireland, Israel-Palestine all are the result of a sustained ethno-guarantor

dynamic. Conflict in these areas unfolded due to communal conflict supported through

external ethno-guarantorism. However, the continued existence of some of these

conflicts, and the potential of others to flare up again at any time, can serve as a warning

against involvement.

However, while ethno-guarantors can and do exacerbate ethnic conflict, they can

also play a role in the ending of a conflict. Just as the support that the guarantors offer to

the communities in conflict certainly amplifies and sustains a conflict over the long term,
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the removal of that support can play a similarly important a role in securing a peaceful

solution to the conflict. The Troubles of Northern Ireland are an example of the influence

ethno-guarantors have on both sides of the conflict spectrum. Not only did Britain and

Ireland support their respective communities during the conflict, but in the 1980s and

1990s their commitments began to wane. The result of this waning support culminated in

the  Anglo-Irish  Agreement  of  1985 as  well  as  the  Good Friday  (Belfast)  Agreement  of

1998, which officially ended the conflict between the Catholic and Protestant

communities in Northern Ireland. Though the peace walls remain and the community

remains partitioned in Belfast, the armed violence has ended.

In  Cyprus,  the  ethno-guarantors  are  also  showing signs  of  waning  commitment.

During the vote on the Annan Plan in 2004, Turkey signaled its support of the parameters

of  the  plan  which  would  have  required  the  demobilization  of  its  forces  in  the  north  as

well  as  the  removal  of  many  of  the  settler  community.  Turkey’s  support  of  the  Annan

Plan  was  a  result  of  its  quest  to  join  the  European  Union.  However,  while  the  active

support of the ethno-guarantors for the sustained status quo division of the island may be

declining, the evidence from across the landscape shows there is still an overwhelming

support for the ethno-national territorial and social divisions in place around the island.

The discussion concerning the settlement of the Cyprus division is not one that

focuses on returning the state to an undivided country, but to a state that is bi-communal

and bi-zonal within a loose federal structure. Instead of removing the social and spatial

borders in place, the international community, the ethno-guarantors, and the Cypriot

communities are negotiating for a future geopolitical configuration that makes the socio-

spatial division de jure rather than de facto. Though the island may see demilitarization

and a political reunification, the two communities will essentially remain as divided as

they  are  today.  The  guns  may  be  silent  and  the  politicians  may  work  together,  but  the

roots of the social cleavages will persist as settlement plans aim to remove visible

physical divisions more than covert or invisible social divisions. As demonstrated in the

comparable ethno-territorial divisions, even though the region is free from overt conflict,
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the foundations of social and spatial partition remain and can be reignited at any time by

ethnic provocateurs.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE CYPRUS DIVIDE

Even if the regional ethno-guarantors removed themselves from Cyprus’ affairs

and the physical and symbolic barricades were removed from the landscape, it is unlikely

that Nicosia and Cyprus will ever become united between the two communities. It is

possible that many believe that any peace settlement that reunites Nicosia will reflect the

fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989. However, the historical evolution of the city’s population

dynamic tells a different story, as it is based on a very different ethno-political dynamic.

Similar to the reunification of Jerusalem in 1967, the removal of the physical partitions

will not necessarily mean that the two sides will be overwhelmed by euphoria because an

imposed  division  has  been  removed;  rather,  the  socio-spatial  cleavages  will  remain  as

vibrant as ever regardless of the lack of an extant physical division. The historic data

show that Nicosia, and Cyprus as a whole, was separated by identity boundaries carried

through from the Ottoman Period. The separation of the two communities on the ground

is amply reflected in the British census and the geovisualization of these data presented in

Chapter 7 demonstrate the small proportion of mixed areas in the city as well as across

the greater countryside.

Even if a settlement plan is able to configure a proposal that is acceptable to both

sides of the Cyprus divide, the actualization of any reunification will be muted. The

reality of Nicosia’s division is one of gradual communal compartmentalization. The

results of this long term communal patterning served as the spatial foundation for the first

physical division of the city in 1956. There is a seemingly insurmountable social and

spatial polarization within the urban fabric of Nicosia, created over the past 60 years of

intercommunal division within the city. The island as a whole is nearing the 40th

anniversary of the 1974 division, and within those four decades the two communities

have lived in ethnically homogeneous areas. The sharing of space and resources would
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pose a challenge to both populations if the island were ever reunited and could ultimately

result in the re-emergence of intercommunal tension and conflict.

Some have suggested that the solution to the Cyprus Problem lies in the panacea

associated with EU membership. If Turkey is granted membership into the European

Union, the Turkish Cypriots would gain admission by default as they carry Turkish

passports. EU membership, however, is not a panacea for the Cyprus Problem. Though

both sides would be in the EU, this does not mean that social and spatial divisions would

evaporate on the island; rather, they would continue as status quo across the island’s

geography. An example similar to this is Belfast, Northern Ireland. The social divisions

and physical micro-partitions from the Troubles remain active in the urban landscape in

Belfast even though both England and Ireland are EU members.

Whereas this dissertation has shown that the divided city of Nicosia will persist in

some form for a very long time. It is difficult to envision a scenario that will result in its

near-complete reunification. Therefore, the city unfortunately cannot serve as a model for

social rapprochement. Rather, the value in studying a divided city such as Nicosia and the

fractured society on Cyprus lies in its potential to serve as a model for the devolution of

civil society into violence and division. The process of divisioning experienced in

Nicosia is similar in many ways to the other divided cities around the world today.

Understanding the shared patterns helps to outline a system of what Calame and

Charlesworth (2009) call “warning beacons.” Though the division of Nicosia is complete

and virtually irreversible, the analysis of the historic depth of its socio-spatial division

helps to create a more complete picture of the process of divisioning. The models

presented in Chapter 4 can assist in identifying the parameters conducive to urban

partitioning, and an understanding of these parameters can be vital to help curtail another

city or society’s spiral into intercommunal conflict and division.

In  general,  all  divided  cities  reflect  a  failure  of  the  social  systems  in  place  to

ensure a functioning and peaceful society. As is the case in all the cities discussed in this

work, often mechanisms used to ensure political, economic, or social power by one group

(primarily the majority) infringe upon the perceived rights of the other group (the
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minority). Though inequality may prevail, a status quo dynamic remains in place until

one group opts to request more representation or access. Disturbances challenge the

tenuous status quo and  soon the  weak  social  fabric  unravels  causing  a  rapid  spiral  into

intercommunal conflict and urban partition. The resultant divisions brought about by

armed conflict reflect the last resort of the communities who perceive violence as the

only solution to achieve their end goals.

The challenge in studying divided cities and ethnically divided societies is that

they are as unpredictable as they are volatile. It is impossible to know in advance which

event will trigger a catastrophic collapse of the system and devolution into violence. This

work presents two general, concluding perspectives. First, the seemingly irrational

progression of a city’s spiral into a divided entity follows a common pattern of urban

densification, an increase in polarization within the city’s residential structure, and that

before the final division there is a rapid succession of destabilizing events that usher in

the final cataclysmic event. The aim is not to predict which event will be the tipping

point, but to stop the increasing violence when it begins to manifest itself in the

landscape. Even if one is unable to predict which event will serve as the tipping point for

violence leading ultimately to division, recognizing this pattern allows one to be

proactive in the face of mounting violence. Identifying key factors experienced by all

divided cities, especially apparent in the Nicosia case-study,  such as an uptick in ethno-

national rhetoric, a population that is being concentrated in urban areas, and an unequal

distribution of resources by an aggressive or predatory majority helps one better manage

the smaller issues as opposed to managing a militantly divided society.

The second concluding perspective is that all levels of the social pyramid need to

be involved in the settlement process. If the international community presses for peace

and either community is unwilling to change the status quo, the divide will remain.

Similarly, if the opposing communities move toward rapprochement and the regional

actors or the ethnic provocateurs are unwilling to move toward a settlement, the divide

will remain. The seemingly intractable nature of ethnically divided cities reflects the

herculean task of getting all levels of vested actors committed to the peace process, but
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due to the nature of the armed conflict that brought about the divisions, this geopolitical

rapprochement will continue to be a slow process in Nicosia and all other divided cities

around the world. Unfortunately, despite repeated attempts to bring the two communities

back together dating back into the 1950s, Cyprus remains divided. Although the course of

events leading to Cyprus’ division followed the predictable pattern experienced by almost

every  other  divided  cities,  the  ultimate  irony  is  that  nothing  could  be  done  to  stop  the

communal separation. The Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities, spurred on by heir

regional ethno-guarantors have seemingly entrenched themselves in the realities of the

status quo of the division. Neither side is willing to capitulate to the other, and therefore

any  attempts  to  remove  the  divide  are  met  with  resistance  and  ultimately  fail.  The

intractable nature of the Cypriot divide is the quintessential “warning beacon” for all

other societies devolving into communal separation—once the divisions begin to solidify

across the physical and social landscape, they are virtually impossible to remove. The

reality of the Cyprus divide is that in the end, and without active external involvement,

time, amnesty, and/or complacency with the status quo may inevitably solve the division

by making it part of the permanent landscape.
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Appendix 1: British Census Data for the Quarters of Nicosia

1881 Quarter Inhabited
Un-

inhabited
Total

Population

Quarter
Area
(km2)

Persons
per
km2

Persons
per
unit

Karamanzathe 47 6 234 0.056 4159 4.98
Arab Achmet 133 0 526 0.150 3517 3.95

Tophane 137 0 612 0.039 15601 4.47
Mahmout Pasha 78 16 287 0.071 4070 3.68
Ibrahim Pasha 95 7 385 0.136 2825 4.05

Iplik Bazar 18 7 73 0.039 1869 4.06
Khorkout
Effendi 27 5 124 0.025 4887 4.59

Tabakhane 182 9 1057 0.107 9888 5.81
Neubetkhane 62 6 273 0.070 3884 4.40
Tripiotis/Bash

Male 182 9 1057 0.106 10007 5.81

Phaneromeni 172 12 1081 0.111 9758 6.28
Ay. Savvas 84 9 503 0.094 5346 5.99

Ayios Antonios 119 20 624 0.118 5266 5.24
Omerghe 174 34 713 0.160 4457 4.10

Ayios Ioannes 132 5 622 0.167 3723 4.71
Taht el Kaleh 91 24 350 0.074 4711 3.85

Chrysaliniotissa/
Aboulaouk 181 13 664 0.082 8067 3.67

Ayios Kassianos 79 0 394 0.089 4427 4.99
Yeni Djami 169 22 755 0.275 2749 4.47

Haidar Pasha 130 13 586 0.054 10859 4.51
Ayia Sophia 162 12 767 0.068 11259 4.73

Abdi Darvoush 54 6 215 0.045 4776 3.98
Bazar 182 9 1057 0.094 11203 5.81

Ayios Loukas 83 1 303 0.033 9253 3.65
Totals and
Averages 2773 245 13262 0.094 6523 4.66

Appendix 1.A: 1881 Census Data for Nicosia's quarters.
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Appendix 1.B: 1891 Census Data for Nicosia's quarters.

1891 Quarter Inhabited
Un-

inhabited
Total

Muslim
Total

Orthodox
Grand
Total

Quarter
Area
(km2)

Persons
Per
km2

Persons
Per
Unit

Percent
GC_TC

Abdi Darvoush 57 13 257 1 258 0.045 5732 4.53 0.1_99.9

Arab Achmet 119 22 457 62 519 0.150 3470 4.36 12_88

Ay. Savvas 92 11 0 516 516 0.094 5484 5.61 100_0

Ayia Sophia 177 20 745 74 819 0.161 5078 4.63 9_91

Ayios Antonios 114 28 1 636 637 0.118 5376 5.59 99.9_0.1

Ayios Ioannes 145 25 37 677 714 0.167 4274 4.92 95_5
Ayios

Kassianos 89 22 4 464 468 0.089 5258 5.26 99_1

Ayios Loukas 73 13 43 240 283 0.033 8642 3.88 85_15

Chrysaliniotissa 89 9 8 443 451 0.082 5479 5.07 98_2

Haidar Pasha 40 2 131 62 193 0.054 3576 4.83 32_68

Ibrahim Pasha 102 27 366 25 391 0.136 2869 3.83 6_94

Iplik Bazar 11 2 51 1 52 0.039 1331 4.73 2_98

Karamanzathe 83 5 80 334 414 0.056 7359 4.99 81_19
Khorkout
Effendi 37 4 132 24 156 0.029 5371 4.22 15_85

Mahmout
Pasha 77 22 280 4 284 0.071 4028 3.69 1_99

Neubetkhane 60 1 123 173 296 0.070 4211 4.93 58_42

Omerghe 191 39 486 277 763 0.160 4770 3.99 36_64

Phaneromeni 197 30 2 1177 1179 0.111 10642 5.98 99.9_0.1

Tabakhane 57 3 57 230 287 0.107 2685 5.04 80_20

Taht el Kaleh 103 13 269 133 402 0.074 5411 3.90 33_67

Tophane 75 4 235 85 320 0.039 8157 4.27 27_73

Tripiotis 194 22 10 1021 1031 0.106 9761 5.31 99_1

Yeni Djami 204 30 614 107 721 0.275 2625 3.53 15_85
Totals and
Averages 2386 367 4388 6766 11154 0.099 5287 4.66 61_39
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1901 Quarter Inhabited
Un-

inhabited
Total

Muslim
Total

Orthodox
Grand
Total

Quarter
Area
(km2)

Persons
Per
km2

Persons
Per
Unit

Percent
GC_TC

Abdi Darvoush 82 11 317 6 323 0.045 7176 3.94 2_98

Arab Achmet 159 21 496 175 671 0.150 4486 4.22 26_74

Ay. Savvas 99 11 0 610 610 0.094 6483 6.16 100_0

Ayia Sophia 213 15 841 221 1062 0.159 6676 4.99 21_79

Ayios Antonios 142 13 7 772 779 0.118 6574 5.49 99_1

Ayios Ioannes 149 12 69 849 918 0.167 5495 6.16 92_8
Ayios

Kassianos 104 13 6 516 522 0.089 5865 5.02 99_1

Ayios Loukas 65 3 45 286 331 0.033 10108 5.09 86_14

Chrysaliniotissa 103 9 3 514 517 0.082 6281 5.02 99_1

Haidar Pasha 27 1 151 37 188 0.054 3484 6.96 20_80

Ibrahim Pasha 120 14 463 33 496 0.136 3639 4.13 7_93

Iplik Bazar 27 0 132 18 150 0.039 3841 5.56 12_88

Karamanzathe 67 1 53 339 392 0.056 6968 5.85 86_14
Khorkout
Effendi 45 3 147 25 172 0.029 5899 3.82 15_85

Mahmout
Pasha 103 7 338 13 351 0.071 4978 3.41 4_96

Neubetkhane 69 6 93 299 392 0.070 5577 5.68 76_24

Omerghe 231 12 599 424 1023 0.160 6395 4.43 41_59

Phaneromeni 205 10 1 1122 1123 0.111 10137 5.48 99.9_0.1

Tabakhane 101 8 38 505 543 0.107 5079 5.38 93_7

Taht el Kaleh 110 10 314 127 441 0.074 5935 4.01 29_71

Tophane 73 4 196 190 386 0.039 9840 5.29 49_51

Tripiotis 219 3 8 1198 1206 0.106 11418 5.51 99_1

Yeni Djami 230 35 881 117 998 0.275 3634 4.34 12_88
Totals and
Averages 2743 222 5198 8396 13594 0.098 6346 5.04 62_38

Appendix 1.C: 1901 Census Data for Nicosia's quarters.
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1911 Quarter Inhabited
Un-

inhabited
Total

Muslim
Total

Orthodox
Grand
Total

Quarter
Area
(km2)

Persons
Per
km2

Persons
Per
Unit

Percent
GC_TC

Abdi Darvoush 84 17 358 10 368 0.045 8175 4.38 3_97

Arab Achmet 170 14 422 431 853 0.150 5703 5.02 51_49

Ay. Savvas 118 7 0 710 710 0.094 7546 6.02 100_0

Ayia Sophia 222 18 919 206 1125 0.159 7074 5.07 18_82

Ayios Antonios 154 11 1 844 845 0.118 7131 5.49 99.9_0.1

Ayios Ioannes 200 13 34 941 975 0.167 5837 4.88 97_3
Ayios

Kassianos 115 13 3 623 626 0.089 7033 5.44 99_1

Ayios Loukas 79 1 45 324 369 0.033 11268 4.67 88_22

Chrysaliniotissa 96 7 4 543 547 0.082 6645 5.70 99_1

Haidar Pasha 37 5 147 30 177 0.054 3280 4.78 17_83

Ibrahim Pasha 137 11 496 81 577 0.136 4234 4.21 14_86

Iplik Bazar 26 4 84 47 131 0.039 3354 5.04 36_64

Karamanzathe 68 8 35 298 333 0.056 5919 4.90 89_11
Khorkout
Effendi 29 1 89 30 119 0.029 4089 4.10 25_75

Mahmout
Pasha 122 15 388 25 413 0.071 5857 3.39 6_94

Neubetkhane 78 1 100 276 376 0.070 5349 4.82 73_27

Omerghe 226 28 461 487 948 0.160 5927 4.19 51_49

Phaneromeni 178 18 0 1038 1038 0.111 9369 5.83 100_0

Tabakhane 97 0 35 493 528 0.107 4939 5.44 93_7

Taht el Kaleh 130 15 351 186 537 0.074 7228 4.13 35_65

Tophane 96 1 165 370 535 0.039 13638 5.57 69_21

Tripiotis 295 8 6 1617 1623 0.106 15365 5.50 99_1

Yeni Djami 242 25 911 153 1064 0.275 3875 4.40 14_86
Totals and
Averages 2999 241 5054 9763 14817 0.098 6906 4.91 66_34

Appendix 1.D: 1911 Census Data for Nicosia's quarters.
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1921 Quarter Inhabited
Un-

inhabited
Total

Muslim
Total

Orthodox
Grand
Total

Quarter
Area
(km2)

Persons
Per
km2

Persons
Per
Unit

Percent
GC_TC

Abdi Darvoush 110 4 585 0.664 881 5.32 97_3 110 4

Arab Achmet 156 6 926 0.098 9462 5.94 98_2 156 6

Ay. Savvas 225 30 1,345 0.200 6716 5.98 22_78 225 30

Ayia Sophia 220 4 874 0.533 1641 3.97 12_88 220 4

Ayios Antonios 118 2 527 0.043 12309 4.47 61_39 118 2

Ayios Ioannes 132 5 756 0.092 8175 5.73 84_16 132 5
Ayios

Kassianos 162 4 971 0.546 1777 5.99 100_0 162 4

Ayios Loukas 233 9 1,073 1.293 830 4.61 50_50 233 9

Chrysaliniotissa 173 6 1091 0.157 6952 6.31 92_8 173 6

Haidar Pasha 234 4 1091 0.329 3314 4.66 25_75 234 4

Ibrahim Pasha 110 4 585 0.038 15446 5.32 97_3 110 4

Iplik Bazar 71 3 386 0.046 8318 5.44 88_12 71 3

Karamanzathe 232 4 1,269 1.330 954 5.47 99.8_0.2 232 4
Khorkout
Effendi 73 3 422 0.089 4748 5.78 37_63 73 3

Mahmout
Pasha 237 0 1,174 0.128 9152 4.95 99_1 237 0

Neubetkhane 128 11 539 0.063 8586 4.21 10_90 128 11

Omerghe 26 0 110 0.042 2627 4.23 16_84 26 0

Phaneromeni 98 10 362 0.050 7180 3.69 3_97 98 10

Tabakhane 79 5 533 0.098 5418 6.75 93_7 79 5

Taht el Kaleh 111 7 624 0.059 10580 5.62 98_2 111 7

Tophane 198 8 816 0.131 6236 4.12 58_42 198 8

Tripiotis 213 10 825 0.087 9537 3.87 6_94 213 10

Yeni Djami 169 9 855 0.251 3411 5.06 55_45 169 9
Totals and
Averages 3508 148 17739 0.277 6272 5.11 63_37 3508 148

Appendix 1.E: 1921 Census Data for Nicosia's quarters.
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1931 Quarter Inhabited
Un-

inhabited
Total

Muslim
Total

Orthodox
Grand
Total

Quarter
Area
(km2)

Persons
Per
km2

Persons
Per
Unit

Percent
GC_TC

Abdi Darvoush 116 2 28 633 661 0.664 995 5.70 96_4

Arab Achmet 185 7 22 991 1013 0.098 10351 5.48 98_2

Ay. Savvas 254 19 1085 524 1609 0.200 8034 6.33 33_67

Ayia Sophia 294 9 1055 118 1172 0.533 2200 3.99 10_90

Ayios Antonios 134 6 259 360 619 0.043 14469 4.62 58_42

Ayios Ioannes 178 2 139 821 960 0.092 10381 5.39 86_14
Ayios

Kassianos 192 3 4 1257 1261 0.546 2308 6.57 99.7_0.3

Ayios Loukas 264 17 448 993 1441 1.293 1114 5.46 69_31

Chrysaliniotissa 219 0 87 1237 1324 0.157 8437 6.05 93_7

Haidar Pasha 282 3 972 372 1344 0.329 4083 4.77 28_72

Ibrahim Pasha 116 2 28 633 661 0.038 17453 5.70 96_4

Iplik Bazar 84 3 28 465 493 0.046 10624 5.87 94_6

Karamanzathe 426 17 14 2220 2234 1.330 1679 5.24 99_1
Khorkout
Effendi 95 6 258 364 622 0.089 6998 6.55 59_41

Mahmout
Pasha 199 10 34 1156 1190 0.128 9276 5.98 97_3

Neubetkhane 165 3 614 90 704 0.063 11215 4.27 13_87

Omerghe 35 1 160 37 197 0.042 4705 5.63 19_81

Phaneromeni 119 3 511 64 575 0.050 11405 4.83 11_89

Tabakhane 94 3 65 708 773 0.098 7858 8.22 92_8

Taht el Kaleh 134 2 14 693 707 0.059 11987 5.28 98_2

Tophane 209 6 316 835 1151 0.131 8796 5.51 73_27

Tripiotis 237 6 917 85 1002 0.086 11608 4.23 8_92

Yeni Djami 191 5 520 677 1197 0.251 4775 6.27 57_43
Totals and
Averages 4222 135 7578 15333 22910 0.277 7858.853 5.561 67_33

Appendix 1.F: 1931 Census Data for Nicosia's quarters.
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1946 Quarter Households Orthodox Muslim Other
Grand
Total

Quarter
Area
(km2)

Persons
Per
km2

Persons
Per
Unit

      Percent
GC_TC_Other

Abdi Darvoush 324 902 518 13 1433 0.345 4152 4.42 63_36_1

Arab Achmet 588 576 846 1195 2617 2.094 1250 4.45 22_32_46

Ay. Savvas 188 124 61 412 597 0.098 6069 3.18 22_10_69

Ayia Sophia 218 865 29 7 901 0.059 15276 4.13 96_3_1

Ayios Antonios 253 61 713 101 875 0.063 13939 3.46 7_81_12

Ayios Ioannes 224 74 799 29 902 0.050 17891 4.03 8_89_3
Ayios

Kassianos 318 1375 57 4 1436 0.738 1945 4.52 96_4_0

Ayios Loukas 318 1375 57 4 1436 0.157 9151 4.52 96_4_0

Chrysaliniotissa 194 263 536 7 806 0.043 18892 4.15 33_67_1

Haidar Pasha 292 1061 115 1 1177 0.092 12727 4.03 90_10_0

Ibrahim Pasha 657 2982 27 238 3247 1.330 2441 4.94 92_1_7

Iplik Bazar 282 1211 39 16 1266 0.098 12937 4.49 96_3_1

Karamanzathe 578 650 1539 145 2344 1.368 1713 4.06 28_66_6
Khorkout
Effendi 283 917 249 27 1193 0.131 9117 4.22 77_21_2

Mahmout
Pasha 412 1678 9 123 1810 2.273 796 4.39 93_1_6

Neubetkhane 188 701 20 36 757 0.038 19987 4.03 93_3_4

Omerghe 331 107 1094 1 1202 0.086 13947 3.63 9_91_0

Phaneromeni 155 116 232 208 566 0.089 6368 3.65 20_41_37

Tabakhane 297 1065 10 13 1088 0.128 8481 3.66 98_1_1

Taht el Kaleh 578 632 1239 65 1936 0.200 9667 3.35 33_64_3

Tophane 653 2224 152 636 3012 2.274 1325 4.61 74_5_21

Tripiotis 168 438 19 63 520 0.046 11206 3.10 84_4_12

Yeni Djami 49 145 334 6 485 0.042 9196 7.86 38_69_1
Totals and
Averages 457 2045 7 38 2090 1.386 1508 4.57 98_1_1

Appendix 1.G: 1946 Census Data for Nicosia's quarters.
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