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Thesis Abstract

The thesis traces ethnographically the discursive, ideological aitetgoprocesses
through which connections between the Cypriot diaspora in the UK andiCgpe
imagined, articulated and (re)produced through peace politics gmibst discourses
that emphasise the need for reconciliation between Greek and TOsiots based
on a common Cypriot identity. The fieldwork research was conducted dret2@06
and 2008 in London and Cyprus, taking place at a very particular histpedad,
when a larger space apparently opened for British Cypriotelvement in the politics
‘at home’; | follow here their modes of political engagement aceosumber of actual
sites and ‘imagined’ social fields —from community associationsondon to online
Cypriot networks; and from organised party groups in the UK toramdl communal
crossings of the Cypriot Green Line. The thesis ultimategsqmts an ethnographic
account of Cypriotism and how individuadsnploy performand (re)defineit within a
transnational nexus of inter-related contexts, revealing that ff@am popular
understandings of it as a unifying discourse, Cypriotism is dilgsive and internally

contested.

Whereas anthropological work on Cyprus has been prolific in studyidgaaalysing
ethnic nationalisms extensively, Cypriotism in its own right hasbren problematised
enough beyond being treated as a counter-discourse to other dominantiededlbg

perspective of the diaspora helps to crystallise how discursitiesband exclusive
ideas of ‘who is a Cypriot’ simultaneously challenge and (re)prodifitegence among
Cypriotists. Moreover, to challenge the dichotomy between ‘good’ doad’

nationalisms of Western-centric discourses, it is argued hetethlibaboundaries
between Cypriotism and ethnic nationalism are more blurred tham esumed,

especially as they co-exist and are employed in the cultural repgdi@ypriots.

The aims of the thesis, therefore, are threefold; first, it armmes to illustrate
empirically how connections between the Cypriot diaspora in the UK and Cyprus a
constructed through ‘peace politics’ and how political subjectiviegelop in such a
transnational context by looking at the ways multiple agents raebitrticulate and
perform particular identities through the language of Cyprioti$im.do this, the

researchmethodologicallyintegrates the ‘ethnography of the Cypriot diaspora’ with the



‘ethnography of Cyprus’, which have developed to some extent as twctdstudy
fields, through multi-sited fieldwork both in the UK and Cyprus. Morepwath its
focus on Cypriotism and how a Cypriot nation is (re)imagined withithét thesis aims
to contributetheoreticallyto ‘the anthropology of Cyprus’ by participating in ongoing
discussions on nationalism and counter-nationalism, history and memarijtyided
cultural ‘authenticity’.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

‘Haji-Marcos pursed his lips and shook his head. He
remembered a time when there wasn't a cigarette paper
between Orthodox Christian and Muslim. They worked
together, played together, sang and danced together,
celebrated each other’'s weddings, mourned each other’s
deaths. And why not? They shared the same space,
spoke the same vernacular. As did the other people of
Cyprus. Maronites, Armenians and Latins. Cypriots all.’
(from ‘The Cypriot’ by Koumi 2006: 21)

In August 2007, the annual ‘Conference of Overseas Cypriots’ akasgtplace in its
customary location, at the Hilton hotel in Nicosia. The event ghaupported by the
Republic of Cyprus and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs bringgedther representatives
of the Greek Cypriot diaspora every year in the summer as ant@pippto reconnect
Cypriots abroad with their ‘motherland’. It is also an occasiorifelWorld Federation
of Overseas Cypriots (POMAK) to hold meetings and plan its ownn@a@#on and
action. Political figures and representatives of local authgniieely miss the chance to
make an appearance every year at the Hilton conference hafiresexheir support for
the Cypriot communities abroad and their commitment to co-operatithgtem. In
2007, the President of the Republic, Tassos Papadopoulos, addressed the opening
ceremony of the event and religious figures, such as the ArchbishGgpotis, also

appeared on the speaker’s podium.

My fieldwork plan had taken me to Cyprus that summer in order to follomdon
Cypriots during their holidays and to trace their cultural jprast social interactions
and political activities during their stay in the island. Manytled UK ‘community
representatives’, who were sitting in the first rows of theéodilconference room -
middle-aged Greek Cypriot men in their majority- were individwath a strong public
profile amongst Cypriots in London through their roles in community nasgéons,
media, political parties and activist groups and some had alreagly bentral

informants and interlocutors in my research.



After spending long hours in the conference hall, many of theoteck#o the fact that
the largest part of the sessions was spent on detailed organisdismugsions rather
than on what they considered topics of major importance and for whichhtmby
primarily made the trip to Cyprus; namely, potential solutionghaf Cyprus problem’.
The post-conference informal discussions reflected disenchantméntheievent and
some of the UK Cypriots found their participation in it futile. @® of them declared,
‘I came here to talk about the future of Cyprus, but we have ladieng very little

about this. If things remain the same, | will not come back to @ypgain, I'm tired.

After all, we are fine in London, we live together [meaning Greek and TurkishdBsjpri

and we have no problems’.

This statement echoes popular and widespread representations abtCypr
‘coexistence’ in London as ‘peaceful’ and undisrupted in comparison twidedi
Cyprus. Such discourses have been reproduced by academic vattitigs diaspora in

the UK (cf. Constantinides 1977; Ladbury 1977) and through media reports and
analyses. A BBC article (27/05/2005), for instance, highlights that

‘In London, where many Cypriots have settled, the situation in their
home country appears not to have any dividing effect. A walk along
Green Lanéesin North London reveals many Turkish-Cypriot shops
sitting next to Greek-Cypriot ones. Greek-Cypriot community centre
welcome their Turkish counterparts and vice-versa.’
Similar ideas have also underlined government funding policies tow@ygsiot
organisations, so that the Cypriot Community Centre (CCC) in Woo@énGwas
established in the early 1980s with finances from Haringey Clotmaupport inter-
ethnic co-operation amongsli Cypriots and to represent their local community. More
importantly, such representations are (re)produced by some Gypriabndon, who,
mainly through a language of Cyprioti§nnave claimed for themselves an ‘authentic
Cypriotness’, for which co-existence and tolerance are aquisre2. By no means all
Cypriots in London are Cypriotists, however such understandings arenigétspread

and project life in London as a paradigm of how peace could poteri@ligstored in

! Green Lanes is a long North London road that thrsugh numerous boroughs, where a large number
of Cypriot residencies, businesses and organisa@oa located. Its name’s coincidental closenes$iseto
Green Line in Cyprus invites for unavoidable congrars between the two contexts.

2 Unlike Greek and Turkish nationalisms that arespréed by Cypriotists to have historically domidate
in and divided Cyprus, Cypriotism aims to promotaimon identity and unity among all Cypriots. The
term is extensively discussed in chapter 2.



Cyprus; of how the iconic Green Line, the ceasefire line thatlesvCyprus into two
parts, could mirror Green Lanes, a North London street, where GreskkTurkish
Cypriot shops stand next to each other and which is often employedbésmetic
evidence that symbiosis between the two communities is possible.

It is precisely within this framework of diasporic ‘Cypriotisthat the disappointment
of London Cypriot representatives at the 2007 Conference in Nicosiatchde
analysed, as a reaction to the limited opportunities for politmatribution and debate
presented to them at the event. Having been long-term supportpesacé and re-
unification and politically outspoken, many interpreted the politcdahate in the
conference -and in the island more broadly- as an obvious manifesibtios lasting
effects of the ‘post-Annan’ period. The rejection of the UN-backashifcation plan,
named after the Secretary General Kofi Annan, in 2004 led taaawfeconflicting
emotions, deflated hopes and political fatigue in Cyprus and the ‘Cyprlatigiiage of
some UK Cypriots appeared ill-timed and almost inappropriate in such context.

By the summer of 2008, however, the political scenery and overaratrimgsphere in
Cyprus had shifted, mainly due to the presidential elections and toeyvid Dimitris
Christofias, the long term secretary of communist AKEL (R¥sgjve Party of the
Working People [Anorthotiko Komma Ergazomenou Laou]), in February of tine sa
year. Previously peripheral Cyprio-centric ideas became more cesdrabi$ only in the
political repertoire and agenda of the state but also in the dasergliscourses of
Cypriots. Although, naturally, not everyone welcomed enthusiasticadyetectoral
result, many UK Cypriotists discovered in the new status quagemgeopportunities
for their participation in Cypriot politics. Even those, who had declaredllingness
the year before to travel to Cyprus and participate in yet anctimiéerence, returned to

the Hilton venue in August 2008 with renewed hopes and expectations.

The above description of the shifting attitudes of UK Cypriots towardsnference at
‘home’ encapsulates what this thesis is essentially aboutigtersive, ideological and
political processes through which connections between the diasporaypngs Gre
imagined, articulated and (re)produced. The fieldwork researchiacle at a very
particular historical period, when a larger space apparently ofengditish Cypriots’

involvement in the politics ‘at home’, and | trace ethnographictibir modes of



political engagement across a number of actual sites and fietigiocial fields —from
community associations in London to online Cypriot networks; and from ceghni
party groups in the UK to informal communal crossings of the Cyf@een Line. The
thesis ultimately presents an ethnographic account of Cypriatigirhow individuals
employ performand(re)defineit within a transnational nexus of inter-related contexts,
revealing that far from popular understandings of it as a unifgiscourse, Cypriotism

is also divisive and internally contested.

The research for this project has been largely prompted by Amderd998) work on
‘long-distance nationalism’. Anderson (1998) has coined the term talukegte role of
diasporas in their homeland’s political scene. Contrary to theofigkbalisation that
saw movement and the development of Western multicultural urbarseastithe end

of nationalism, he argues that mass migration and the development s ma
communications have made long-distance nationalism possible andmmexavays,

in which diasporas maintain or fuel ethnic differences and cagnthicbugh physical,
virtual or material intervention in their ‘homelands’. Along the sdaraed of thought a
large body of literature has developed focusing on the articulatidrdevelopment of
nationalism within diasporas and the impact of such processes owlities pf the
home country, in relation, for instance, to Sri Lankan (McDowell 198Giydish
(Griffiths 2000, 2002; Ostergaard-Nielsen 2002; Wahlbeck 1998, 1999), Bosnian
(Eastmond 1998; Al-Ali, Black and Koser 2001) and many other diasporimaaities
(Sorenson 1990; Van Hear 1998; Skrbis 1999; Ellis and Khan 2002; Al-Ali and Kose
2002).

However, not all diasporas appear to promote ethnic nationalism aathstenflicts.
Cypriots in the UK, as already highlighted, are commonly preseimegublic
discourses as a ‘peaceful diaspora’, whose ‘peacefulness’ isltypiaderscored in a
twofold way; first, in that Cypriots have not been a ‘trouble-mgikcommunity for
their host country unlike other perceived radicalised migrant comrasiratid, second,
in that they have practised co-existence in the diaspora and astydoatpeace ‘at
home’. This research was motivated by a great interest ty $higl ‘long-distance
peace activism’ -to paraphrase and turn Anderson’s term aroundy patil the

intention to contribute to the ongoing academic discussions on the patitici of



diasporas from a quite underrepresented perspective that foeusgdram diasporic

involvement in maintaining conflict.

However, the main stimulus for the study was an increasingettiesrand political
concern that such popular and generic representations of ‘peatepeacefulness’
reproduce polarised ideas of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ diasporas, a distinction himat
particularly grown in Western imagination after 9/11 and the ‘#s&atron’ of migrant
communities, whose activities have been progressively more \closahitored and
heavily controlled (Kalra, Kaur and Hutnyk 2005:1). The major issue with terrhsasuc
‘peace’, ‘development’ or ‘democracy’ in such discourses is thiginating from a
Western perspective and used in a de-contextualised way thaissliand veil the
particular ways, in which these processes take place ondhedyand are embedded in
the historical and socio-political specificities of differemtdles. In other words, as the
thesis argues, when the term ‘peaceful’ is applied unquestionabfiedcribe the
Cypriot diaspora, internal power dynamics and struggles are maskbkd process of
(self-) representation and ideas of ‘peace’ contribute to reinfprsome of the
conditions and ideologies that are in reality root causes of théatomb move away
then from strict distinctions between conflict-perpetuating andcgsupporting
diasporas of Western-centric discourses, it is suggestedtiargeace’, very much
like ‘conflict’ has to be dissected and contextualised. The thagises that ‘peace
politics’ by UK Cypriots cannot be analysed without examining how ttenect to
particular cultural ideas and pre-existing power dynamics andygiés on inter-

personal, intra-diasporic and transnational levels.

However, there is also another distinction inherent in the conceptitadisd diasporas
as ‘bad’ and ‘good’ that associates the former with negative awidivdi ethnic

nationalisms and the latter with positive and unifying civic natismes (Brown 1999).
‘Peace politics’ by UK Cypriots is often articulated througlarsguage of Cypriotism,
which is perceived in public discourses both in Cyprus and in the diasgos
nationalism necessary for Cypriots to overcome Greek and Turkislt etationalisms
and unite around a common identity (cf. An 2011). Whereas anthropologidalon

Cyprus has been prolific in studying and analysing ethnic natiorsalesttensively,
Cypriotism in its own right has not been problematised enough beyond keateptas

a counter-discourse to other dominant ideologies. However, througthmogeaphic



lens, this thesis suggests that far from a unifying and homoggnidevlogical

discourse, Cypriotism is internally debated and contested and theegarspof the

diaspora helps to crystallise how discursive battles and exclid#es of ‘who is a
Cypriot’ simultaneously challenge and (re)produce difference anfowgyiotists.

Moreover, to challenge the dichotomy between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ natsoms| it is

argued here that the boundaries between Cypriotism and ethitinaiam are more
blurred than often assumed, particularly in the ways, in wthely to-exist and are
employed in the cultural repertoires of Cypriots.

The aims of the thesis, therefore, are threefold; first, it ammes to illustrate
empirically how connections between the Cypriot diaspora in the UK and Cyprus a
constructed through ‘peace politics’ and how political subjectiviegelop in such a
transnational context by looking at the ways multiple agents raebidrticulate and
perform particular identities through the language of Cyprioti$im.do this, the
researchmethodologicallyintegrates the ‘ethnography of the Cypriot diaspora’ with the
‘ethnography of Cyprus’, which have developed to some extent as twnctdstudy
fields, through multi-sited fieldwork both in the UK and Cyprus. Morepwath its
focus on Cypriotism and how a Cypriot nation is (re)imagined withithé thesis aims

to contributetheoreticallyto ‘the anthropology of Cyprus’ by participating in ongoing
discussions on nationalism and counter-nationalism, history and memaontityidad

cultural ‘authenticity’.

The following section (1.1) presents the history of the ‘Cyprus ictrithrough official
and unofficial competing narratives in order to offer a background context for tio# res
the thesis. It is followed by a review of the anthropologid¢atditure on nationalisms in
Cyprus as well as studies on the Cypriot diaspora, in order téorableghe ways in
which the thesis builds on and converges from this body of work and tdsset
theoretical framework (1.2). The third part of the chapter (1.3) dissughe
methodological approach of the research, presents the fieldw@lasdeanalyses some
of the challenges that emerged during research. The final pértoffers an overview

of the thesis by outlining and summarising its main chapters.



1.1 The History(-ies) of the Cyprus Conflict.
It has become commonplace in most recent academic accounts ©ypines problem’
to acknowledge that historiography and competing narrations of ghdnaee played a
major role in the (re)production of the conflict (Papadakis 2005; 2008). thierefore,
almost an impossible task to trace historically the Cyprudlicowithout relying on
and recycling to some extent these historiographic traditions; theguage and
concepts. The most efficient way to deal with this limitat®itoi acknowledge priori
the contested character of major events and to present -whenevklepbgsv they are
debated and presented by different sides. This section offersfawerview not only
of some of the important historical periods and aspects of the ¢dniti@lso of some
competing understandings around them, as they are articulated aral aditcounts,
public discourses and individual narratives.

-
The island of Cyprus is located in the south Mediterranean, inategitt position
between Europe, Asia and Africa, which is often presented in populatines as one
of the main reasons that Cyprus has been conquered and colonised sanmeany t
during its history (c.f. Hitchens 1997). Making claims to a Hellgrast and lineages,
Greek Cypriots often emphasise on the arrival of ancient Greek20id B.C. as the
first colonisers of the island; many Turkish Cypriots, on the dthed, see 1571 as a
starting historical point, since this was the year that tlamdsivas passed over to the
Ottoman Turks, after being occupied by Venetians between 1489 andabh87a
Lusignan dynasty of Jerusalem France between 1191 and 1489 (Caldi98ig8os5).
On the other hand, it is characteristic that those who support aao@ypriot identity
in order to distance themselves from the dominant nationalist nagagive greater
emphasis on the numerous conquerors of Cyprus and explain Cypriot esl@rmsult
of long historical processes of mixing and exchange. ‘Who knows wyeeae from?
Cyprus was conquered so many times’, is a representative eapressuch Cyprio-
centric approach echoed in everyday discussions.

In 1878 the Ottomans rented Cyprus to the British and in 1914 the islaraffigasly
annexed to the British empire as part of its colonies. At tim&t the island consisted of
73.9% Orthodox Greeks and 24.4% Moslem Turks (ibid.). During the Ottomand peri
the two communities operated separately, with the Orthodox Chui€lpotis having

been given control over the affairs of Greek Cypriots. A sinsiwtem of dealing



separately with the two communities was also maintained byBtitesh rulers,
especially in the realms of education, religion and culturairaffThe British, however,
administratively, placed the Greeks and the Turks on the samle For the Greeks,
who had been subordinated to Turkish custom and law during the Ottoman Ehipire,
meant ‘rising up’, whereas the Turks were ‘pulled down’ (Loizos 1981:B1ying the
British rule, the idea of uniorefosi$ with Greece started to become popular among
Greek Cypriots, however, any moves to gain alignment with Gréxeaeg that period
were quashed. English became a common language and Britislnstiigions were
established on the island (Fisher 2001: 309). But it was during thatlpagdBryant
(2004: 2) argues, that identity became singular and ethnic, the outdowtgch she
describes as ‘ethnic estrangement’, ‘or the process by which peoel&nows may

nevertheless appear to be or to become strangers'.

During the four centuries before independence, Muslim Turks liveppedied
throughout the island, both in separate villages and mixed villagbsthat Christian
Greeks. With the exception of some occasional violent events, setasibmships
between the two groups were relatively harmonious (Loizos 1981:40) avak inot
unusual for Orthodox Greeks and Moslem Turks to co-operate to ‘funigieiriterests’
(Calotychos 1998:5), although intermarriage was not a common practiternis of
language, as it was mentioned before, English was used by bothuodies) while at
the same time each group maintained their separate langitaigeisnportant to note,
however, that, whereas 40% of Turkish Cypriots spoke Greek, most ek Gxgriots
did not speak any Turkish.

What is often not fully accounted for in historical narrations ofciweflict is the mass
emigration from Cyprus that peaked in the 1950s and 1960s. As Anthias (1992: 4)
argues, to unearth the reasons of migration one has to locatthiih wie colonial
context. The British colonialists failed to instigate industl@elopment into what was
already a problematic agricultural economy suffering fromvihaaderemployment.
Many of the protagonists of this thesis left their villagethat time in order to find jobs

and a better life in the UK. They preferred Britain as theyewfamiliar with the
colonial context and also because an established Cypriot communiéyréady existed

in London since the 1930s. However, although migration from Cyprus toKhleas

been categorised as economic, many Cypriot migrants, espdbiadly from a leftist



background, rank their reasons of migrating first as politicallagc as economic, or at
least they emphasise in their accounts on a strong interconneciweebdhe two. Mr.
Demetriadis, who arrived in London in 1952 at the age of twenty-one, frame'a
right-wing family of farmers’, as he describes it, fronvikage near Nicosia. In his
teens, he was sent by his parents to Larnaca to attend schoolvaaxithiere that he
discovered Marxism through sessions that students had secretly edgaWéereas |
graduated with good marks and | did very well in the exams, | codldd’a job. | was
rejected many times until one day theihtaris[muhtarin Turkish, the village head]
told me “Why don’t you change your ideology? Because othervaigeaye not going to
get a job.” They wouldn't give me a job because some people saidl that
‘communistaros’[translated very loosely as ‘hard-core communist’ with negative

connotations in this case]. After that | just decided to leave and come to England’.

As new ideologies emerged in the 1940s and 1950s, anti-Communist rhatsoics
surfaced during the same period (Anthias and Ayres 1983), whicly gaplains
experiences of marginalisation and exclusion as articulated hyDEmetriadis. In
1947, for instance, the Archbishop publicly declared communism as incorapatibl
Hellenism and Christianity, implying that a real Greek Orthodoxld not be a
communist (Kizilytrek 1999: 50, Loizides 2007: 176).

In 1955 the quest for union with Gree@ndsi$ was intensified and EOKA (National
Organisation of Cypriot Fighters) was formed as a self proelh liberating movement
against British colonialism. The group engaged in guerrilla weudad operated under
the leadership of Georgios Grivas (Markides 1977). The reaction t@ubgilla
movement resulted in the loss of hundreds of lives, and alienated thehTpdgiulation
who responded tenosiswith a call for the partition of the islandaksin) into two
separate communities (Loizos 1981). The Turkish Cypriots alignedsétess with the
British and established the TMT (Turkish Resistance Orgaamat{Papadakis
1998:149), which engaged in limited intercommunal fighting with the Gregkidls,

until a ceasefire was implemented in 1958 (Fisher 2001:310).

It was not only the Turkish Cypriots, who were excluded from thguage of
liberation and patriotism of EOKA, but also leftists and communi&®KA's

leadership saw the communists as outside the national communitg dmekats to their



struggle and decided to form allies with the Church of Cyprus dret cbnservative
agents (Loizides 2007: 176). Mr. Andreas, an EOKA fighter, who now livea as
pensioner in Larnaca, was sharing with me and his daughter, whositagy\him from
the UK, his stories in the organisation, when | asked him aboutahgicommunist
agenda. ‘We never really had an anti-communist agenda’, he sadirti¢ that you
couldn’'t be a member if you were a communist, because we suspeatedely could
be traitors. But, you know, some communists helped indirectly. | haahananist
friend, who had a lot of knowledge about bombs and sometimes I'd ask highelib.
there were attacks on leftists, this had most of the timedotavith interpersonal

problems and tensions. We didn’t have an order to kills leftists’.

Mr. Andreas’s interpretation of the EOKA agenda did not, however, sponel with

that of communists and leftists, who not only see their exclusian ttee EOKA

struggle as a direct attack on their ideology but they often présemrganisation as
anti-communist in its genesis, with a primary focus on expunging corism from the

island (see chapter 3). This is a common argument in popular critEeSKA that

present the goal of the organisation as threefold including xgpelson of the colonial
rule, the subordination of the Turkish Cypriots and the weakening &dhemunists’

(lgoumenides 1999: 31 cited in Loizides 2007: 176).

Although the level of EOKA’s anti-communist strategy is dethaaeross different
ideological positions and historical interpretations, it is commaialgepted that the
operations of EOKA and TMT broke to a large extent horizontalioekhips between
Greek and Turkish Cypriots. Turkish Cypriots, who had been members of L
PEO (Pancyprian Federation of Labour) and participated with G@gkiots in

working-class struggles and strikes, were forced to leave sgemisations under the
pressure and threats by TMT (Anthias and Ayres 1983: 69). At the sama, AKEL

demonstrated an ambivalent stance towagdsesis Its long-term support for self-
determination that in cases was perceived to imply union wited8rand its inability —
or what some of its critics frame as ‘unwillingness’- to clise oppose Hellenic
chauvinism resulted to its failure to unite and incorporate Greek arkdsh Cypriots

into the anti-colonial struggle (ibid.: 76). AKEL supporters often digahemselves

3 Although, as Adams (1971: 44) argues, AKEL wassumcessful in approaching Turkish Cypriots and,
therefore, Turkish Cypriot membership in the paemained quite limited.
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from the nationalist forces that have contributed to the Cyprus ddmliclaiming that
‘the Left has no blood in their hands’, implying that they have ndicpgaated in inter-
communal conflict and violence. At the same time, in these nasath\kEL’s shifting
stance towardsnosisis highly underplayed and rarely debated.

In 1960, Greek and Turkish Cypriots accepted an independence documentighat w
drafted by Britain, Greece and Turkey, who were to act as mpoasato protect the
sovereignty of the new state (Papadakis 1998: 152). The 1960 Constitutioa was
complex power-sharing arrangement with both a national lagisland two communal
chambers, and a cabinet, public service, police force and army (Fisher 2001: 3X0). In th
newly formed state, Archbishop Makarios became the first Presafiéimé Republic of
Cyprus, a clear proof of the strong continuing link between churchtatel and Dr.

Fazil Kutchuk, in the capacity of the leader of the Turkish @gprommunity, was

appointed as the Vice-President.

The 1960 agreement, however, did not bring an end to the already exméng
communal tensions and both groups maintained the same political gtgeking to
gain advantages within the same arrangement. The queshdsisdid not diminish

and, simultaneously, Turkish Cypriots continued to pursue the idea e¢amipnunal

and bi-zonal political solution as articulated through the languatgksim Within this

political climate of antagonism, Greek Cypriots eventually prapp@derations to the
original agreement, which would reduce the autonomy and representatt@nTafrkish

Cypriots (Calotychos 1998: 7). As expected the proposed amendmentejseted by
the Turkish Cypriot side, and these events were followed byi@dpafrinter-communal
violence and hostility (Loizos 1981; Papadakis 1998).

The number of mixed villages and areas dropped during this period, aarntdsus
Turkish Cypriots and some Greek Cypriots fled their houses to @&as. In the years
1963-1964 and 1967, the Turkish Cypriots suffered the greater losses andfriramyg
moved to areas that gradually became their armed enclavesiR&76; Loizos 1981,
Papadakis 1998; Fisher 2001). In the narratives of many Turkish Cyjpigots the
enclaves is remembered as a time of violence, insecurity andydve. Ibrahim, for
instance, who moved to the UK after 1974, is a committed leftist atidipates in bi-

communal events in London, recalls the ‘enclave years’ by sayikgow it was not
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all Greek Cypriots who did horrible stuff and | understand that evergythappened
because of nationalism and nationalists. However, | can never thoget times in the
enclaves. | could see sometimes Greek Cypriot men waving womed&wear and
saying “This is Age’s™ and making horrible sexual jokes. It was a really bad time tha

| could never forget'.

The increasing level of violence led to concerns in NATO and ukiyao the
involvement of the UN. The United Nations Force in Cyprus (UNFICYRjs
established in March 1964 and remains on the island to this day. tyoatikl
intercommunal violence continued in the remainder of the 1960s and tiel@ads
‘punctuated by intermittent crises sparking Turkish involvement gmelted calls for
enosisby nationalist elements in the Greek-Cypriot community’ (Fisher 2001:310).

The rise of a military junta in Greece also caused great politicaicatipins for Cyprus.
With the support of the junta, EOKA B, a paramilitary prmsisorganisation, was
formed and started a series of attacks, kilings and violent episag@sst the
government and members of the left-wing party (Hitchens 1997:71)hialivtolence
culminated in a coup in 1974 and the situation erupted into major crisiereds,
initially, the fighting started between the coupists and lefigvaapporters of Makarios,
it was later followed by attacks on the Turkish Cypriot villagad enclaves. Turkey
responded to the events with military intervention and Turkish foroe®dnto occupy
37% of the Northern part of the island (Papadakis 1998:152). Tlséingxregime
collapsed and the two sides were now separated. The dividing line, knoknan'@seen
line’ that had been drawn in Nicosia by UN forces to deal wntiericommunal

violence, was now extended to separate the island into two parts.

The Turkish invasion caused the exodus of about 160,000 Greek Cypriots to the sout

of the island, creating a complicated refugee problem (stterZL998). Subsequent to

“ Ayse is a common Turkish name. In this particular aiire, Greek Cypriots appear to utilise the name
in order to imply rape and assault. For the usesapé both as a war strategy and a metaphor during
conflict as well as for a broader analysis of tlinections between nationalism and women, Yuval
Davies and Anthias’s ‘Woman-Nation-State’ (198%eotomprehensive discussions on the topic.

® For more information on UNFICYP, see James (1988) examines in detail the extent to which UN
peace-keeping forces in Cyprus have fulfilled theirpose and how they could contribute to re-
conciliation. Ker-Lindsay (2005) provides a commmsive history of the UN presence in Cyprus
between 1964 and 2004. In a different publicatier-Lindsay (2006) examines the shifts in the agend
of the UN peace-keeping forces in Cyprus and spéesiiabout their future in the island.
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the ceasefire, an agreement on the voluntary regrouping of populatisu$ed in
approximately 40,000 Turkish Cypriots moving to the North, while the approeiyna
10,000 Greek Cypriots who remained in the north were pressured to goHwsglthe
events of 1974, in which several thousand people were killed or went misaohghe

effect of creating two separate ethnic zones on the island (Calotychos 1998: 8).

In 1975, the Turkish Cypriot community declared itself as the Turkisleraeed State
of Cyprus, with Rauf Denktaas its first leader. The northern part of Cyprus officially
declared independence as the Turkish Republic of Northern CyprusQ)TRRNL983.
While the south part of the island, essentially the Greek Cyaudiiministration, gained
international recognition and legitimacy as the official Repulili€yprus, the state of
northern Cyprus is only recognised by Turkey and it is treatednationally as an
illegal non-state (ibid.: 9). At the same time, Greek Cypriotyeiasingly started
dissociating their self-definition from Greece and Turkey and fogusn a Cypriot
identity. Although Attalides (1979:57-80) describes the existence oCypriot
consciousness’ before 1974 apadakis (1998: 153), however, argues that only after
1974 Cypriotness emerged as a symbolic resource for the sifficiad agenda to seek

re-unification.

In 1990, the Republic of Cyprus initiated a unilateral application totjog European
Union, which further alienated the Turkish Cypriots. As Argyrou (1996 hif)lights,

regardless of their ideological divisions on the national issukegppbtical parties in

Cyprus reproduced a Eurocentric rhetoric, in which Cyprus was pedtrag ‘an
integral part of Europe’. Even AKEL, although it expressed a cormigont the EU
application, did not take an explicit anti-European stance. Accordintpe author,
AKEL’s initial cautionary reaction was motivated more by #@erapt to maintain its
public facade as a communist party, rather than because afeiggical objections to
the ‘Europeaness’ of Cyprus (ibid: 48).

Before the Republic of Cyprus joined the EU in 2004, hopes were morheraged
about the possibility for reunification. In November 2002, UN Secrd&banyeral Kofi

® At the same time, Attalides underlines that taigpriot consciousness’ was never properly formalate
or fully articulated.
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Annan released a plafor the reunification of the island and the solution of the Cyprus
problem and the leaders of the northern and southern Cyprus engageads of
negotiations. During the negotiations, Denrkiidne leader of northern Cyprus, opened
the Green Line in 2003, in his effort to demonstrate a diplomapecesgion of good
will. Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots could now cross the lmegte first time in
decades. Although the official Greek Cypriot side accepted Denkta's
announcement with reluctance, in the first weeks of the opening peapkdpa their
thousands to cross and visit their old houses, neighbourhoods and frienddoidter
term division and isolation of the two communities, the possibilityassopened new
debates about the meanings of the opening and its possible sigrefica the future of
Cyprus (Cockburn 2004: 7).

After countless rounds of negotiations, the Annan plan was placed beéorsvd
communities in a vote in the reunification referendum of 24 April 2004 ti¢zbli
discussions on the plan took interesting and, in cases, unexpectedulrdoctithe
extent that, as Vural and Peristianis (2008: 40) suggest, ‘sebave transformed the
historical division between left and right into a much more comptaXrantation’.
The strongest supporters of the plan appeared to be the leftistt@I Rgpublican
Turkish Party) on the Turkish Cypriot side and the right-winglRI¥mocratic Rally)
on the Greek Cypriot side. Tassos Papadopoulos, the President of theidRaptis
time, as well as his political party DIKO (Democraticrtiyp strongly campaigned
against the plan. A ‘No’ position was adopted by the Turkish Cypribt-vigng parties
too. What was noticeable, however, is that AKEL, although it Ihiteupported the
plan, in a last minute manoeuvre invited its supporters to rejecthg official
justification of the shift was that the plan needed to be furtihh@raved in order to
become accepted by the majority of Greek Cypriots. Whilst the proposal kecdddo

favourable vote from the Turkish community, the Greek Cypriot commueiiggted it

" In reality, there was a series of previously dmfeersions that led to the final proposed pla@,Ahnan

V or what is most commonly referred to as the ‘Amidan’. A detailed version of the Annan plan can b
found on the United Nations specially created websinwww.cyprus-un-plan.org-or a comprehensive
analysis of the Plan as well as the referendumstlagid results, see Varnava and Faustmann’s (2009)
‘Reunifying Cyprus. The Annan plan and Beyond'.
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by over 75%. Reunification therefore did not take place, and whereas the vefeel i
joined the European Union on 1 May 2004, EU legislation only applies in the
recognised Republic of Cyprus and is suspended in the north pas sotiltion of the
‘Cyprus problem’ is achieved.

After four years, in February 2008, Christofias was elected prasidehe Republic of
Cyprus, while CTPs Mehmet Ali Talat was already head of the state in TRNIGt
was the first time in Cypriot modern history that the two comntyrasties and old
allies were in power simultaneously on either side of the Greendnd such political
synchronicity inevitably raised hopes for some Cypriots, who weldoitnas a great
opportunity for a faster achievement of ‘peace’ and ‘reunificationfeed shortly after
Christofias’s election, and just after fieldwork for the themnsled, the two leaders
embarked on a long series of face-to-face ‘peace talks’ mohséar a settlement of the

Cyprus issue.

1.2 Re-viewing ‘the Anthropology of Cyprus: From researching etnic
nationalism(s) to researching Cypriotism

It is quite widely accepted that ‘the Anthropology of Cyprus’ depetl mainly after
Peter Loizos’s ethnographic study of a Greek Cypriot villageakirgvhich he first
visited in the mid-1960s. It is worth noting that, like some of the pooiats of this
thesis, Loizos’s own father had been a Greek Cypriot, one of thedinsmunists in
Cyprus, who left the island on his own volition in the 1930s after briagnflict with

the Church because of his ideological position (1981:3). When Loizos arrved i
Argaki, he found himself quite unexpectedly ‘returning’ to a place lieahad never

known or experienced before. He embarked on a study of local poweusdsuand

® For the reasons of the rejection of the Annan mlatined officially by the Greek Cypriots, see the
‘Letter by the President of the Republic, Mr. TasBapadopoulos, to the UN Secretary-General, Mr
Kofi Annan, dated 7 June, which circulated as dicial document of the UN Security Counaih the
Cypriot Ministry of the Interior websitewww.moi.gov.cySozen and Ozersay (2007) also discuss the
reasons behind the rejection of the Annan planhgy Greek Cypriot community arguing that Greek
Cypriots were not ready to commit to the levelspafver-sharing with Turkish Cypriots that were
proposed in the plan.

? According to Panayiotou (2006: 272)]he T/C Left re-emerged autonomously in the 189%d@thin the
officially Kemalist Republican Turkish Party, CTBut it was excluded from power (much like AKEL)
before the 1990s. The CTP’s “historical momentha after 2000, when it came to express (in efatto
terms) the social movement against the nationaksablishment, with the declared aim to support a
solution to the Cyprus problem on the basis ofrenfof Cypriot civil patriotism’.
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politics and their connection to broader political processes on @nabktevel, which
resulted to his first book titled ‘The Greek Gift’ (1975a). What beidid not know at

the time of his arrival is that the people of Argaki in a fearg time, as a result of the
1974 coup and then the Turkish intervention, would have to leave their village and
become refugees. Quite unconventionally, Loizos managed to followelieajéctories

of his informants across the span of almost four decades, docum#wingefugee
experiences and mechanisms of re-adjustment almost immgdadtiet 1974 (1981)

and more recently publishing on the impact of displacement on the livelihood and health

of the same Argaki people and their descendents (2008).

Although anthropological work in Cyprus has engaged with issues sukimsdsp,
gender, honour and patronage, tradition and modernity (see Peristiany 1966;sSant Ca
1982, 1993; Argyrou 1993), the majority of the literature generated afipeaiter

1974 has concentrated mainly around the study of the conflict. Thereorre s
insightful ethnographic accounts of Northern Cyprus (Navaro-Yashin 2003a, 2003b,
2006), however, most post-conflict ethnography has focused on the southerntpart of
island with a number of studies offering a comparative armlgtiaspects of the
conflict on both sides (Bryant 2004, Papadakis 2005). Studies on inter-eglations,
population exchanges, refugees, land issues and missing persons hadeaoiféceo-

level understanding of the situation and this type of literatuse Hominated
anthropological research in Cyprus for the past three decaddso{ges 1975a, 1975b,
1981, 1988; Papadakis 1993, 1994; Calotychos 1998; Sant Cassia 1999, 2005;
Papadakis, Peristianis and Welz 2006).

Most of this work has focused on teriding aspects of the conflict, in order to unveil

the processes and operations of nationalism. For the ethnographérs odnflict,
understanding and deconstructing nationalism became a major geaptaming how
violence and division comes about, becomes consolidated and is reproduced. Sant
Cassia (1999), for instance, analyses the separate campaigtingques of Greek and
Turkish Cypriots in relation to their missing persons. He studi@slynphotographic
material and official publications that unravel the differencethe representation of
suffering between the two sides. According to Sant Cassia (1999[26) the
differences are relatable not just to their different persaasirategies, but also to

different approaches to photography, to experience and memory’.
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During the period of conflict and inter-communal violence, in the yeatween 1963

and 1974, it is estimated that 2,000 persons, both Greek and Turkish Cypriots,
disappeared and for a long time few of the bodies had only been ret@bie'®. The
official campaigns in relation to the missing persons by both $iges been consistent

and powerful, however, diametrically different in their approacheselGphotography
seems to emphasise absence in the representation of the missmgisato construct a
continuity with the past, aims at emotion, is subtitled with qaestiand draws on
individual memories. On the other hand, Turkish photographic material tends
construct a presence, does not maintain continuity with the past,saaoalistic
approach, is subtitled mainly by statements and seeks to evoke atrdatarwlective

memories.

Sant Cassia (ibid.) argues that the different approachestrédile differences in the
nationalist rhetorics and the official accounts of the conflittvben the two sides.
Material culture has often been brought into the foreground in studregiohalism, in
order to illustrate how national identity becomes embodied in the xtonfethe
nationalist project (Lowenthal 1985; Hewison 1987; Handler 1988). Papad8kid)
has also focused on material culture in order to illustrate theulation of Greek
Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot nationalisms, in his study of Greek ©y@nd Turkish
Cypriot museums. Bryant (2004) has examined the historical productibimaages of
what she calls ‘two conflicting styles of nationalist imagioa that were (re)produced
by respective elites in both communities and then gained partigppeal amongst the
masses. Within the colonial context, Christians and Muslims inuSypere turned into
Greeks and Turkish respectively. Such transformations were based tculgar
understandings of and claims to history that were produced and -tmpoetantly-
embodiedthrough various processes and institutions, not least through knowledge
systems and educational traditions. Greek Cypriots, thereforehasmp on a

primordial understanding of history, according to which Cyprus hasysalhb&en

% n the past few years, especially since 2006 amaf scientists of both Greek and Turkish Cypriot
background have launched a successful projechtsated to the discovery and exhumation of thedsodi
of many missing persons. Sevgul Ulgda Turkish Cypriot journalist, who has taken upading role in
searching for information on missing persons andnopy publicly one of the most taboo topics in
Cyprus describes the politics around the issudyithaal trajectories and findings in her book ‘Ogist
with the Missing Pearls’ (2006).
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Hellenic; on the other hand, Turkish Cypriots take historical coatiog (the Ottoman

conquest of Cyprus in 1571) as their social basis.

However, the major question here that most of the literature timieddress is how,
when and why nationalism(s) as an ideology and political projecgdiasd so much
acceptance and popularity amongst Cypriots. To answer this queStan,Cassia
(1999) argues in relation to official nationalist campaigns orsingspersons, that the
specific approaches draw their success by building upon andtireflelee particular
memoriesand experience®f the people. He explores these memories and experiences
through the analysis of religious symbolism. Although cautious aboutbgestions,
Sant Cassia draws parallels between the campaign photographShastian and
Islamic iconography and goes further to establish a connectiomed® current
cosmological perspectives and theological tradition. Although he feauseeligious
symbolism and dogma analysis, explaining less how such symbolisinsebgious
doctrine manifest themselves in peoples’ everyday lives, he managesyer, to
demonstrate how nationalist symbols and rhetorics are patternkd shape of local
experiences and memories, and illustrate, to a large extenpoihdar appeal of

nationalism.

Highlighting the connection between processes of nationalism and local expsrand
conditions is a task that Papadakis (1998) also undertakes in his own agimogr
accounts of the Cypriot conflict. Many theorists have treattnalism as a process
mainly articulated from above (Gellner 1983; Anderson 1983), whereas,atherder
to explain the mass popularity of nationalism, have developed prirstr@disguments
that see nations based on pre-existing ethnic coresthoies(Smith 1991: 37), thus,
dangerously naturalising nationalism. Papadakis, however, seeks to sgthestwo
approaches by presenting how nationalism is internally contestexhga Greek

Cypriots.

He isolates two models of nationalism: the ‘Greek’ model and @ypriot” model,

which he associates with the major right-wing and leftgaparties respectivell The

1 In the Republic of Cyprus, the major right-wingtyas named Dimokratikos Sinayermos [Democratic
Rally] (DISI), whereas the major left-wing party éslled Anorthotiko Komma Erghazomenou Laou
[Party of the Uprising of the Working People] (AKEL
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Right stereotypically suppoénosiswith Greece, emphasise their Greek identity on the
expense of their Cypriot identity, and present history as an estraggle against their
major threat, the Turks. On the other hand, the Left stress thgrid@hess’ rather than
‘Greekness’, react with suspicion to the ideaeabsisand express their desire for

rapprochement, independence and the reunification of Cyprus.

In order to present nationalism as a contested process, Papheéakdiverts attention
to the individual supporters of these parties, illustrating how ‘gramchthees’ are
linked with local and personal history (1998:151). One of the main them#éssof
discussion ‘concerns the ways in which such narratives exprdégassdication and
assign blame to other agents’ (ibid.). As Bhabha (1990) has chasticadlyi argued,
the nation’s construction needs to be searched within social lifenahd ambivalence,

in which it is narrated top-down and by those who live it.

Papadakis became alerted to the inherent link between ‘the nadodakhe personal’,
when the personal biographies he was determined to collect would oftenntar
political commentaries on local or national history interweavedh wersonal

experiences. As he testifies,

| gradually realized that personal narratives consistently edolve
into wider commentaries as the narrators addressed certain key
historical junctures. At such junctures individuals were inevitably
incorporated into events of wider significance even if they had not
been active participants. The ways in which people became
involved, however, were not uniform, because these trajectories
depended on the actors’ respective political affiliations (1998:160).

As suggested here, nationalism is not a one-way but a dialgoticaess. The parties’
rhetorics gain appeal because they are adapted on their supporsyeapexperiences
and memories; on the other hand, these experiences and memersdsed and re-
constructed through peoples’ exposure to the ‘grand narratives’ iohal&m. At the
same time, subscribing to political parties’ ideologies does mpt ttee same meaning
for everyone. Papadakis’'s informants justify their membership irntiqgadliparties
presenting a wide variety of reasons and engage in selfttefleand criticism.

Therefore, ‘if anything unites Greek Cypriots in a commuiiityg their participation in
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a debate about what constitutes the nation, not some shared concefttiennation
(Papadakis 1998:162).

It is then possible to examine how individuals have the potential tegtally deal

with nationalist ideology and symbols, engage in self-reflectrmhaaticulate counter-
nationalist discourses. There have been many studies on the codagmrial memory

and perpetuation of nationalist ideology and ethnic dichotomies in Cypiels studies

have focused on education (Bryant 1998a, 1998b; Spyrou 2000, 2002), political ritual
and commemorative events (Papadakis 2003) and ethnic stereotypes (8nd
Theodossopoulos 2004; Papadakis 2004) in the construction of ‘otherness’ and creation
of an ‘imagined community’ (Anderson 1983). The important common featurest

of these studies is that they try to go beyond identifying asdritbing the assumed
totalising effects of nationalism; they rather highlight the esses through which

individuals manage symbols and meanings in their everyday life.

By focusing onforgetting rather thanmemoryin Cyprus, for instance, Papadakis
(1993:139) attempts to reveal how the two are interlinked. Greek Cypriot histquiygr
has underplayed or even been silent about some events of the pgbphedise the
internal unity of Greek Cypriots and endanger their national saarse agendas. These
ambivalences in official historiography, however, create spacedifferent views of
history that individual agents seek to fill with their persomatiss and experiences of
what happened in Cyprus. Certain groups of Cypriots, for example, do metthka
official narrative’s silence on interethnic conflict and, forith@vn purposes, violent
events of the past hold a dominant position in their narratives of thaoC history
(ibid.:147). It becomes understood, therefore, that the spacegatefht in official
historiography are internally and internationally contested, adiffezent experiences

of the agents may give rise to different memories (ibid.:139).

The interplay between official historical narratives and individoeemories and
experiences is utilised in this thesis as an important aralykns in order to
understand the construction of political subjectivities and the atimolaf counter-
discourses. In large parts, my research traces the ways, i W@yprio-centric
narratives of the past have been historically constructed and articidadéédraatives to

the dominant traditions of Greek and Turkish nationalism in Cyprus. @gtsi in the
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island and the diaspora have experienced and presented their ownieglead
marginalised and under-represented in the mainstream discowsesrding to
Peristianis (2006a), anthropological work in Cyprus for a long time otrated its
attention on the study of ethnic politics and ethnic nationalism orexpense of
Cypriotism that is characterised as a form of civic natioma(Brubaker 1998; see also
chapter 2). Loizos, for instance, in his historical account of Gretgnaéism in Cyprus
from 1878 to 1970, focused merely on this form of nationalism as heevasnced
that the quest foenosishad rendered another type of nationalism, Cypriot nationalism,
impossible (Peristianis 2006a: 101). Peristianis, however, arguea foatn of civic
nationalism has developed in Cyprus and its history, discursive formaatd dynamics
has been documented in more recent works on the topic by the authelf asnsell as
other academics (Stamatakis 1991; Papadakis 1993, 1998, 2006, Mavratsas 1999). Mos
of this work has investigated how Cyprio-centric ideas are graglon particular
contexts and times in order to challenge the long-term dominaretaro€ nationalism.

| build on these research findings and take them as an anahadisial in the thesis in
order to move beyond this binary and focus on Cypriotrsitself, aiming to examine
how it is (re)constructed, understood and practised in everydayndehaw new
identities but also contradictions and shifting power relations gan#rough these

processes.

However, | do not document these narratives as missing blocksuthf itr the
historicisation of the Cypriot conflict. Foucault (1980) explains howryewsscial
discourse with particular claims to ‘truth’ encounters a countmedrse that aims to
challenge it. But as he suggests, ‘truth’ should be defined gwdHbact of the struggle
between competing discourses; in other words, there is no absototecaidruth to be
achieved, as it is power that always produces particular iderg ehat is true. To a
large extent, | examine in the thesis how particular claimeutb develop through the
antagonistic but also dialectical relationship between ethnic nhsionand Cyprio-
centric articulations of the nation and | argue that the palitepertoire of Cypriots is
discursively pre-determineby these two ideological traditions. Cypriotists, therefore,
often reproduce the language of ethnic nationalism (although the oppostss is
also observable) not only as a sign of what Herzfeld (1997) caltsiral intimacy’, an
essentialising process of reverting to the dominant language dftates in order to

represent the national self to outsider others, who are considenggher power; but
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also in order to engage critically with Cypriotism itself, whié renders their own
experiences and identities marginalised. Because, although a pppatsiimed
unifying idea, Cypriotism as a discourse stems from and creates pafbcularpower

which produce internal spaces of exclusion and oppression.

Butler (1997: 2), building on the Foucauldian theory of discourse, argues/¢hall
speak within a language that already exists, when she asksurlgulnerability to
language a consequence of our being constituted within its terms?4er then to say
that ‘[i]f we are formed in language, then that formative @oprecedes and conditions
any decision we might make about it, insulting us from the staitwsese, by its prior
power’. In other words, political subjectivities are produced throwggeating and
performing an established language and, therefore, reinfotagngawer structures that
maintain the discourse, within which they operate. However, ‘countectsp@ad.15)
that resists the dominant discourse is possible, but, instead ohgpoasistance within
the framework of ‘individual agency’, Butler suggests that & lie this very notion of
repetition. She (1993: 220) argues that every act of repetstisimilar but not identical
in various contexts and it is performativity that enables the iogant and fragile
possibility’ of transforming the discourse by exposing the powkich sustains it. This
iIs an important idea in examining how Cypriotism is performed bitiple agents in
ways that reinforce established understandings of ‘Cypriotness’ raatk cparticular
identities around this notion. But through performing Cypriotism, individganes
simultaneously reproduce and transform the power structures, within which theieati
imagined, and the thesis traces these processes as they umravaimber of social

spaces.

Bryant (2004: 7) has observed that ‘Cypriotness’, articulatechstydbreekness’ or
‘Turkishness’, has been growing as a form of identification in ghst few years.
Cypriots have increasingly imagined themselves independently ebciated
motherlands. ‘The EU has presented new possibilities, new fornsaréness and
otherness, and hence a new hierarchy of values in which itsgfeoseot simply to live
Cypriotness but even to value it’ (ibid.). Also, the opening of the Greenin 2003
and the prospects for a solution temporarily raised by the Annarbmaght Cyprio-
centric discourses to the foreground in public debates and languagésduinder

academic investigation. From studying division and separation, reseatarned their
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attention to new contexts of contact and communication created bydsuelopments
and to their potential impact on the future of Cyprus. A body of wor&rossings was
produced to investigate the new realities that were produced thriodgaction
(Dikomitis 2005, 2009; Demetriou 2007; Hadjipavliou 2009; Bryant 2010).

Such research unravelled how new opportunities for bi-communal relapenshi
friendships, sharing of space and memories and political co-operation erapdyedre
utilised; at the same time, however, contact and communicatiote@¢raew borders
and divisions, some times in unexpected patterns. In her recent book &EhenP
Pieces: Belonging in the New Cyprus’, Bryant (2010) demonstrateghewapening of
the checkpoints significantly challenged long-standing ideas, imagi@ind myths on
both sides. Greek Cypriots crossed to the North to realiset thasinot the backwards
and wrapped in a time-capsule place that their media and offigiiical rhetoric had
propagated; this realisation led to another, perhaps more painful, tandiéng that the
return of the Greek Cypriot refugees to their houses in the Nortimdmeat importantly
the return to a social space and community in the way thawibesy before 1974, was
now an unattainable dream. For Turkish Cypriots, the opening of the boollegssed
the idea oftanima recognition, as it had for years been pursued by Turkish Cypriot
political leaders (ibid.: 170). Consequently, the opening of the checkpairgenme
respects widened the distance between the two communities.

The analysis of the political developments in ‘New Cyprus’ émms of ‘new
opportunities for contact’ and ‘new borders’ is employed in the tlasse helpful way
of exploring how political subjectivities and power dynamicenfdout also shift in
particular times and contexts. However, the thesis moves beyond iegptbese
processes solely on an inter-ethnic level. It is argued hetg dhaCyprio-centric
discourses became popular and Cypriots debated the future of tla natrenewed
interest of members of the diaspora in Cypriot politics reduttenew venues of contact
between the island and Cypriots abroad but also in new spaces ofitandi conflict
between these contexts as well as on other intra-diasponie;eifinic and inter-

generational levels.

Considering the large numbers of Cypriots who have emigratedhandonnections

between those who live in the UK with the island, one is left to wonder why the study of
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the Cypriot diaspora has not been adequately incorporated into the acadensisiaisc

and research on nationalisms and politics in the island and whyaitkeon Cypriots
abroad has developed to a large extent as a theoretically armbdwmlegically
independent body. Most of the literature on Cypriots in the UK isocfokgical
character and has explored mainly the diaspora in their host ceayrfivgusing usually
unilaterally on Turkish Cypriots (Ladbury 1977; Robins and Aksoy 2001; €anef
2002;) or Greek Cypriots (Anthias 1982, 1992). The main emphasis of such studies has
been the reproduction of ethnic and cultural identity (Constantinides 18dgef&ood
1986; Papapavlou and Pavlou 2001;), the geographies and politics of mifCatidey
1970, 1987, 1989; Solomos and Woodhams 1995;), gender and class (Anthias 1992).
Increasingly, researchers also became interested in genataaspects of migration
and identity formation. Canefe (2002) and Anthias (2002, 2006b, 2008) focused on
second and third generation Turkish and Greek Cypriots respectivelydar to
critically examine issues of ‘belonging’, ‘multiple alleges’ and ‘hybrid identities’.
From a media studies perspective, Georgiou (2001) has focused on &da m
consumption in the Cypriot Community Centre contributes to community aotietr.

In terms of political organisation, Adamson and Demetriou (2007) attateGreek
Cypriot diasporic politics challenge the neat fit betweenestanhd ‘national identity’

and Jstergaard-Nielsen (2003) examines Turkish Cypriots’ pattapan the host-
country’s political establishment and argues that a limitedsact® power structures
impedes on the lobbying potential of the community for issues congei@ir country

of origin. More specifically about peace politics in London, Bertrar@D42 studies
official political organisations and their actions in London and argbas although
Greek and Turkish Cypriots have lived in the diaspora side by bele, s only a small
number of bi-communal organisations. As he suggests, the politicaledebetween
nationalist and Cypriotist sides are articulated mainly witaithecommunity. The most
recent ethnographic study of Greek and Turkish Cypriots in London by G2R@r)
presents the relationships between the two communities atygasicular historical
point, just before and after the Annan plan. Goker, who conducted resealch wit
members of both communities, argues that political developmefigprus awakened

old stereotypes, revived particular memories and consequently patraan everyday
local relationships between Greek and Turkish Cypriots, who weredfdecreflect on

and re-negotiate their own past and identities.
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Such literature has comprehensibly described the development aathéidn of ethnic
identity among Greek and Turkish Cypriots in London, but it has beerdeserned
with how such identities form and shift in intra-ethnic spaces —bottudise and
actual- that connect and disconnect the diaspora and Cyprus. On theapithestudies
of nationalism in Cyprus have extensively traced the ways inhwthie nation is
debated internally in the two main communities, however, they hasdooked to a
large extent the diasporic perspective in this process. The studyypriotism,

therefore, in a transnational context, provides a lens that biwege two theoretical,
empirical and methodological trends together, through logics atttbdseexplained in

the following section.

1.3 Studying Cypriotism in a transnational context: methods, sites and chatiges.
Logics and Anxieties of Multi-sited ethnography

In order to study how connections between the Cypriot diaspora apuCwyre
constructed, imagined and articulated through ‘peace politics’ ambulges of
Cypriotism, this research is concerned with the institutionarosgtion of Cypriots in
London. However, in its core, it is not an ethnography of the politicshese
organisations. It looks at how ‘community associations’ produce partitada of
authority and power and how they articulate ‘peace’ in the proceagpobpriating it
and often monopolising it, but if it was to limit itself there thesis would not be able
to answer how, when and why Cypriotism finds appeal among CypriotseitJK
beyond party ideologies, organisational membership and political .viResearching
Islamist and secularist politics in Turkey, Navaro-Yashin (2082:chose to not take a
conventional methodological approach by only recording ‘articulated, carssend
formalized narratives’, which would have confined the political witlwhat we
typically understand as public sphere, but to also look for it beyondasedunts. In
doing so, the author managed to avoid reproducing essentialised poétegbries and
identities in representing Islamists and secularists as ‘conties’. As this project
endeavours to move beyond sharp distinctions between peace-supporters and
nationalists, it follows similar paths by tracing discourseCgpriotism and peace
within but alsobeyondand outside official political accounts and locating them in
multiple other contexts, where they are reproduced and simultanetusigturn to

Butler (1997), are shifted. After all, the main purpose here isntavel the internal
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divisions and contestations of Cypriotism, which is often imaginedoasogenising

and unifying.

Otherwise, the thesis would have missed important connections betwegeal f
political ideologies and other narratives that frame individual expees. As the
following chapters demonstrate, it would be, for instance, inadeqaastutly the
popularity of Cypriotism among some first-generation Cypriotd.amdon without
locating it within their particular experiences of migration, ahhare often presented as
a result of their economic and political marginalisation in Cyprus before deptuttire
UK (see chapters 2 and 3). Similarly, it would not be possible toduliierstand ‘peace
politics’ by second-generation British born Cypriots without contdising it within
broader inter-generational tensions over cultural identity and aythorthe diaspora
(see chapter 4) or within struggles for ‘cultural authenticityiew their legitimacy ‘to
speak as real Cypriots’ is challenged by those living in Cypushapter 5 discusses in

relation to their online interactions and exchanges.

Identifying, therefore, ‘peace politics’ with organisationatustures and official
accounts as main centres of power would privilege an one-dimensional understanding of
political discourse and would overlook contexts where the discourseprfo@ym is
reinforced but also contested through the enactment of more complegr pow
relationships, multiple individual and collective identities and shyfiaxperiences of

both inequality and empowerment. Moreover, this approach would risk treating
diasporic politics as static and unequivocal and reproducing essaatiabncepts such

as ‘community politics’, at the same time missing spentaneity in which new sites
emerge as discursive contexts of Cypriotism, and dyxgamism with which they

transform and shift.

To capture these processes, the research endorses to atargeh® methodological
aspirations of ‘multi-sited ethnography’, which has been formed dindlated through
a large body of anthropological literature in the past fewades. Whereas
anthropology for a long time had focused on the study of culturesdigarticular
geographical areas and ethnography was traditionally defingdeagroduct of such

study, more recent reflections on the ‘field’ have expanded the imaygich it is
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conceived and approachéd Such critical move was prompted by an increasing
realisation that processes of globalisation, movements of people, tlnds
information, make it increasingly inconceivable to describe thedwasl a mosaic of
neatly defined cultures anchored to specific physical locationptéGand Ferguson
1992; Appadurai 1990). Marcus (1995:96), therefore, suggests that ethnography should
be adjusted in order to ‘examine the circulation of cultural mimgs, objects and
identities in diffuse time-space’ and proposed a variety of metioogthnographers to
construct fields, in the absence of physically bounded sites, loyfolh people, things,

metaphors, narratives, biographies and conflicts.

In line with these suggestions, fieldwork research for thisshemnscended the idea of
a geographically bound ‘*field’ and followed people, narratives and pbgrs through
multiple sites, from community associations in London to summer lyoligas to
Cyprus and from online interactions of Cypriot groups on Facebook to crossitigs
Cypriot Green Line. The question, however, that emerges heteaissert of ‘field’, if
any, is constituted out of this movement between contexts. Althouiifnogological
research has increasingly moved away from traditional ethploigraractices and has
been involved in the study of multi-sited processes, multi-sitetbgtaphy still creates
some methodological anxieties for the anthropologist. It definitely mavag iom the
holistic ethnographic representations that have focused on localisefatiom to the
global. To resolve such anxiety, | return to Marcus (1995: 99), who adsottett
multi-sited ethnography is not the portrayal of the world sysiesna whole anymore;
rather, ‘[...] there is no global in the local-global contrast nowirequently evoked.
The global is an emergent dimension of arguing about the connection aitesnig s
multi-sited ethnography’. Moreover, Gupta and Ferguson (1997: 5) argua tieat
redefinition of the so central for anthropology ‘fieldwork’ has tadbeeloped ‘not with
a time-honored commitment to theeal but with an attentiveness to social, cultural, and
political location and a willingness to work self-consciouslghatting or realigning our
own location while building epistemological and political links with other lbaas’

(emphasis in the original).

12 Besides the foundational work of Gupta and Fergud®92, 1997), Marcus (1995) and Appadurai
(1990, 1996), more recent edited volumes have itedisand expanded the discussions on what
constitutes the ‘field’, including Coleman and Qudl (2006), De Neve and Unnithan-Kumar (2006),
Falzon (2009), Coleman and von Hellermann (2009).
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We are, therefore, directed to a flexible (Merry 2000) and oppotiwifidarcus 1995)
ethnographic practice that is less concerned with circumsgritie field and more
focused on translocality (Freitag and von Oppen 2010: 19), or, otherwise, iotethe
links between different and multiple locations and sites. Flexibaditd opportunism
proved particularly crucial in my fieldwork, as they allowed madjust my movement
and strategies in order to follow connections between sites thaactpy€merged and
expanded ‘the field’. In other words, starting with an initia¢ sfteldwork developed
not according to a pre-existing plan fixed on where Cypriotismdcbal located, but
responding to the ethnographic opportunities rising in the process. Conseqgtiently
selection, study and presentation of these sites are not exhanfstiesv Cypriotist
discourses and identities could be examined in a transnational cortest.
ethnographic settings of the thesis are those that emerged g intes-linked and as
more conspicuously concurrent in the period of fieldwork. By acknowledbisgand
by highlighting again the spontaneity and dynamism, with which sierialise and
shift, the thesis does not aim to present a neat and lineamaafaheir connectedness
by articulating it as inevitable and predictable; it ratheogaises the need to pay
attention to connectivity the continuous and often unpredictable production of
connection between contexts, as an inherent feature of fieldwork taidnade of

study.

Another concern about multi-sited research lies in its fragmentgure. As traditional
ethnography has secured its authenticity and power through londiééimork in one
place, multi-sited ethnography has often been considered wealemis of intensity
and ‘depth’ (Falzon 2009: 7-8). It is true that in multi-sited ethnograpti¢ all sites
are treated in the same scope and scale of study (Hannerz [d086)pf the fieldwork
time for this thesis, for instance, was spent in London, internbigexhorter periods of
stay in Cyprus and, although the research process was long, &&imgonths to
complete, still the movement between different contexts inevitablylved dividing
the available time across them —often unevenly. This approach, evidifgignt from
conventional anthropological ‘village ethnography’, does not necessantle to result
to a compromised quality of the research product. Siding again witbus1d1995:
100), ‘to bring these sites into the same frame of study and to posit their réligsons
the basis of first-hand ethnographic research [...] is the impartanitibution of this

kind of ethnography, regardless of the variability of the qualityaawessibility of that

28



research at different sites’. Moreover, in many cases, theogigpionate time length
spent by the ethnographer in particular sites often refleetsvays such contexts are
experienced by the research participants themselves. My motefoe instance,
between Cyprus and London coincided to a large extent in terms ngtand duration
with that of many Cypriots, who travelled back and forth. In this eseimstead of
bringing limitations, ‘multi-sitedness’ can prove an importanatetyy for participant
observation. Falzon (2009: 9) underlines this by writing ‘[...] in myed&ss involved
moving around, as my people did, and experiencing a broader but possibtevsha

world, as they did. Understanding the shallow may itself be a form of depth’.

Such realisation also allows for an ethnographic account of westbleyond the
everydayness of experience, on which anthropology has typicallyemated its
attention and focus as a characteristic feature of fieldwatinduishing the discipline
from other research traditions. Malkki (1997), reflecting on her woith Wiutu

refugees in Tanzania, highlights that the ethnographic preoccupatiothe everyday
and ordinary provided an inadequate lens for capturing what her infermvaré most
concerned about; extra-ordinary and transitory phenomena that neswledfugees and
defined their experience as such. Similarly, while, on one hand,slfesed on
researching political identities and discourses of Cypriotisraugh everyday life in
London and routinised practices, on the other hand, historical contingeacd
transformative events directed my study to investigating #i@sbrought individuals
together in ways not previously expected. The anticipation for the @e08ons in the
Republic of Cyprus, for instance, contributed to the emergence andfiimgriof online

Facebook groups in which some Cypriots from Cyprus and the diasporaancited a

common agenda of demanding change of the state leadership (see Shaplso, the

opening of Ledra street in Nicosia after the elections, promptediged interest in
crossing the Green Line among many of my informants producingwa body of

narratives by those who experienced the crossings —and as acghédter also among
those who chose not to cross (see chapter 6). Multi-sited ethnogthptefore, was
crucial in investigating these ‘accidental communities of mgina term utilised by
Malkki (ibid.: 92) to describe common experiences and relationshipsgtakiape at a
particular point that ‘neither correspond to any ethnologicatggrizable community,
nor form with any inevitability’. It is often the case that dagheir ephemerality and

fragility these contexts escape the ethnographic gaze aifitant; however,
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following Malkki, the thesis aims to illustrate how these temporsites have a
powerful impact on the identities, language, memory and imagmaif those who

experience them.

Not all multi-sited ethnographic projects necessarily cruatsonal borders (Falzon
2009: 13), this research, however, does trace the development of psiitigdtivities
and Cypriotist discourses within a transnational context. Wheheastudy of the
transnational has challenged the stiff associations of particulaures and territories
and of individual identities with bounded communities, the employmentutif-gited
ethnographic methods to capture cultural and identity production in diedsdistant
milieus does not disqualify the anthropological preoccupation witkdhstruction and
meaning of place within such processes; on the contrary, ‘[...] csa@eer how we
understand the role of place, space and locality have become even vitmet’ e
(Coleman and Collins 2006: 2). This clarification is important heréha thesis, by
moving between different contexts, aims to investigate both teeofgdlace(s) in their
production as well as place-making practices within them. On ok has argued that
we cannot understand the ‘production of locality’ (Appadurai 1995) in Londibvout
examining how ‘Cyprus’, as a particular place (and temporateete for that matter)
iIs employed as an imaginative resource; or we cannot fulbrpreét the stylistic
formation and character of Cypriot groups on Facebook without assodiagimgwith
the symbolic dominance of the Green Line as a focal point in thdstape of peace
activism’. On the other hand, and diverting here from Appadurai irstefrfocus, the
thesis is also concerned to large extent with how individual expms and inter-
personal relationships, which deatedin particular places, shape and determine the
condition of transnationalism. For instance, the discursive developmenpatticular
type of Cypriotism in London that does not only highlight ‘past peaasfekistence’
but also ‘present coexistence’ between Turkish and Greek Cyprioigrys much
defined by local relations and dilemmas between members of theomvmunities, that
do not necessarily emerge in the same patterns in Cyprus. discassed in the next
session and more extensively in chapter 5, while online spacegpoma@arly
characterised by their placelessness, attention to the phigsiadons from which they
are accessed reveals the importance of place in shaping the asd effect of

Information technologies as tools of political mobilisation.

30



Narrating the Fieldwork: Sites and Strategies.

Fieldwork for the thesis took place between October 2006 and Sept2@tiBrwith a
longer period of research in London for 16 months and two shorterrgddd Cyprus
in the summers of 2007 and 2008. Although it was originally designedttéol a year,
historical changes in Cyprus, such as the elections of February 2008 eevived
climate of political hope just before them, made the extensiomeofrdsearch time
almost compulsory in order to capture the impact of such shifts ofietdesettings.
For, while | was researching for almost a year ideas onepaad reconciliation and
Cypriot identity between 2006 and 2007, my fieldnotes were rich with tivasaof
marginalisation, disappointment and pessimism by those who appearedomostned
with these issues both in London and Cyprus. The anticipation of theoedgct
however, contributed to a revitalisation of Cyprio-centric discouases| continued
fieldwork to investigate such change as well as new sites ibcppbr ‘communities of

memories’, that it prompted.

My interest in diasporic politics developed during an MSc course in Forced Migedt
the University of Oxford that | took in 2004 and for which | preparelesis on the
politicisation of Kurdish refugees in the UK. At the same tirhédad worked as a
‘Greek teacher’ at a Cypriot school in Brighton since 2003, a poditiat | held until
2007 and which increasingly made me aware of Cypriot ‘communitiethe UK.

Combining the two, therefore, | embarked on the DPhil to examinécpblind ethnic
identity in the context of Cypriot life in London, especially strbgkthe different ways
in which various diasporas are represented in popular discoursesedial ancounts;
the Kurdish diaspora, for instance, as more radicalised and confhebging, whereas

the Cypriot as quite ‘peaceful’ and peace-supporting.

As North London has historically become the place where most Cypganisations
are concentrated and a large number of Cypriots reside, | chassmit initial field site.
The connections and long-term relationships that | had estabhsiiedCypriots in
Brighton were of valuable help in entering the field, as some of the#oduced me to
their contacts, friends and relatives in London. My primary objectaiagbto study
‘peace politics’ and discourses of bi-communalism and Cypriotisnas|wery quickly
directed to the Cypriot Community Centre (CCC) in Haringey, as ajnide main

organisations claiming to represent all Cypriots. Its main buildiog,very far from
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Wood Green tube station, is open to Cypriots, who want to socialibe toffee shop,
to hire its function rooms for gatherings and events or to use utspha services
including a unit that caters for the elderly and disabled. | wastgg a permission by
the manager of the centre to conduct research there and ddshkartinterviewing
managerial and administrative staff members. | also sat imglwrganisational
meetings, conversations among members of staff and counsellisgpnse®ffered
particularly to elderly Cypriots, who sought advice about bureaaaatl legal issues,
usually regarding housing. Unlike a large body of work on what has tetegorised as
‘anthropology of organisations’ (cf. Wright 1994; Corsin Jimenez 2007)inteption
was not to make the Centre my core ethnographic field and prodcm@@ehensive
account of it as an organisation; | rather treated it as omay sites, where Cypriotist
discourses are produced, and although | studied how the ‘official linkeofentre is
constructed, articulated and practised through its operationatiastiin order to move
beyond official accounts of politics, | also diverted my efforts adoumenting the
narratives and everyday interactions of Cypriots, who gatherdteatentre’s coffee
shop. Including a core of 20 regulars, at its busiest times tfeecdiop hosted up to 50

people, in their majority middle-aged men.

In the first four months of fieldwork, | visited the Centre dadyd engaged in
participant observation, which often involved taking part in discussionshingt TV
news and reading newspapers with the regulars. Simultaneousbnduated un-
structured and semi-structured individual interviews and collediedtiories. Like in
the whole duration of fieldwork, | used a voice recorder to recorchtbeviews when |
had the consent of the participants, which | later transcribed, als® took notes of
observations and discussions. At the end of every day | typed the amateexpanded
them into a more detailed ‘field diary’. The accounts which lectéld were focused to
a large extent on the everyday practices and experiencée i@entre, which some
times emerged as reinforcing its official ideological line and othgKunter-narratives
and ‘everyday forms of resistance’ (Scott 1985) to its ‘palitad representation’.
However, | realised that such accounts were also connected toeexesrand contexts
outside and beyond the physical and discursive walls of the Cypeiatre. | started,
therefore, to study more broadly ‘Cypriot life’ in London, and through Sadag |
made contacts and conducted interviews by meeting Cypriots inietyvaf places,

including houses, coffee shops and businesses. Surprisingly quickly, | fouredf mys
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getting invited not only to political gatherings and organisati@vaints, but also to
house meals, family functions, and important occasions, such aseerggag and
weddings. Although these contexts are not necessary politicis@tbgoften emerged
in them in unexpected ways and this offered an important insightthetonultiple
processes in which political subjectivities are enacted anculatied. Following also
the accounts of non-Cypriotists, or even anti-Cypriotists, and thigraictions with
supporters of Cypriotism provided an opportunity to move beyond the studypab€C
centric accounts and experiences oimiernally and to locate them within broader

fields of social relationships, in which they are employed and (re)constftcte

Having said this, | continued to return to the Cypriot Centre almosklwéhroughout
the rest of my fieldwork, as it was always a place to cbiews, attend events and
arrange meetings. For similar reasons, | also spent time@rdlcted interviews in
other associations and institutions with a Cyprio-centric agendagding the Turkish
Cypriot Community Association (TCCA), the leftist Greek Cyprinewspaper
‘Parikiaki’ and the leftist Turkish Cypriot newspaper ‘Toplum Psstd hrough them |
made contacts and interviewed ‘community representatives’ and ottersheld
official ‘community positions’. In the last two also, | had the opporjutot research
their archives, collecting useful background information on media eapeg®N of
‘Cypriotness’ in London. Since ‘Parikiaki’ is tightly associatedhwthe CCC, and
‘Toplum Postasl’ with the TCCA and all four organisations clanpitomote similar
political ideas, | was interested in tracing the connectionsdeasubnnections between

them.

In ‘Toplum PostasI’ | met Serhat, who was involved in setting upapgrepresenting
British born Cypriots and | was introduced to the ‘peace politicsecbnd generation
diasporic Cypriots. A number of them had already been involved in siggninformal

bi-communal meetings in various spots in London, which | attendepasie@pant and

to conduct interviews. Most meetings had been arranged throughe osdicial

13| borrow this idea from Gledhill (1994), who makessimilar suggestion about the study of social
movements. According to him, work on ‘social movesé has often identified them with ‘the people’
by abstracting from the relationships between pigints and non-participants and from the largeasir
and fields of social relationships within which Edcmovements operate. Anthropologists have
emphasised the need to shift focus from movemerttset social arenas where they exist, and to thdyst
of individual identities through an ethnographicarstanding of social relationships (Burdick, 1992)
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networking sites. Especially Facebook seemed to have emergedimportant site of
interaction for young peace supporters in the diaspora and Cyprust, dénerefore,
became another context of field research. | followed three panti€acebook groups
for almost a year from October 2007 to September 2008 that aimedhgotdgether
Greek and Turkish Cypriots from all around the world. By making aiqudast, |
introduced myself and my research to the participants of the gradgs@llowed their
activities and discussions in order to develop a textual and visuaissnaf how
individuals and groups present themselves through their written aexivell as

photographic material, which they use and exchange.

Discussions on the Internet often raise particular concerns disoetfécts of electronic
communication. Questions such as ‘What is the Internet doing to conatianit,
‘How has the Internet changed our lives?’, ‘Is the Internet evijamd?’ have been
dominant within the contexts of public discourses, the academia,|fpaiiiecs and the
Internet itself. Such concerns have been based on the idea thatwtheforenation
technologies are able to create a new type of communicatiorcoaséquently a type
of life, different and apart fronthe rest of social life. However, such approaches have
been criticised in anthropological studies of the Internet (Hine 2d0@&r and Slater
2000; Guimaraes Jr. 2005) for their insistence on treating cyloersmman experience
of extreme ‘disembedding’ from an offline reality’ (Millen@ Slater 2000: 4). Miller
and Slater, in their own research on the Internet in Trinidad, pothetoeed to treat
the Internet as embedded in other social spaces instead of asaurgbgyian apartness
from real life. As the writers suggest (ibid.: 5), even in cagesre people treat online
communication as a world apart, ‘this is something that needs tockadl\s explained
as a practical accomplishment rather than the assumed point paftude for

investigation’.

Although I eventually met face-to-face and interviewed marthi@treators and central
participants of the Facebook groups in offline environments, the purpas&avdo
achieve some sort of authenticity by matching identities andnirafiton between online
and offline settings. Verifying online information by pursuindin# research has only
resonance, if identity is accepted as a singular categoryglC1995). On the contrary,
following Miller and Slater (2000: 10), | wanted to examine how ‘peeplgage with

material culture through versions of themselves that are bothulatéd and
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transformed through that encounter’; how Cypriots use and understahddmet and
how they construct and debate authenticity themselves; whetheroandhéy build
boundaries between the offline and online; and to what extent thisctien relates to

broader cultural settings and social relationships.

With such method it is possible to move away form the focus on teenéttas a
cultural domain and treat it as a cultural artefact. Technakbgyoduced by people in
specific contexts and is formed by the different ways itesnated, imagined and used.
‘To speak of the internet as a cultural artefact is to sughestit could have been
otherwise, and that what it is and what it does are the producttafadiyl produced
understandings that can vary’ (Hine 2000: 9). Although we often talk ahbwoait
Internet’ as one object, the Internet and technology in general Mhatezpretive
flexibility’ (Escobar 1994); they have different meanings inatiéht contexts and to
different people. In his recent book, ‘Tales from Facebook’, M{{&11) reinforces
this idea by explaining why we should not speak of one but many Facelodks
case, Facebook is particularly Trinidadian, whereas what | aidernwmnstrate in the

thesis is some of the ways in which Facebook is Cypriot.

Whereas many of the main users of the Facebook groups were ihdsedlon, others
were located in Cyprus and | had the opportunity to interview them téerdaheir
meetings during my research there. My first field trip ¥gK@s was planned to follow
some of my informants from London during their holidays in the islamdt@ace their
cultural and social activities and interactions. At the timeardestination for many
of them was Larnaca and places around it, so | rented a rotve cemtre of town and |
made it my basis for four months between June and September 20@ugAhltl
travelled to most parts of the island to attend meetings and cantireiews. Those |
knew from London introduced me to their family members and invited ortbeir
houses and | often accompanied them in their visits to relatiiesgor out. With some
of them, who came from refugee families, we also crossed to the North gaetisiand
to visit villages, from where they or their parents originated. They alsm@ur contact
with ‘returnees’, Cypriots who used to live in London and had ‘returne@yfus and
| conducted interviews with a number of them. Investigating theialfftonnections
between the diaspora and the island in the context of Cypriotisiso |aaranged

interviews with politicians, particularly of the leftist AKEh the South and CTP in the

35



North, and discussions with local peace activists. | attendedcthderence for
Overseas Cypriots’ in Nicosia and visited diasporic associatiowsirious cities and

villages in Cyprus, which organised re-unions and communal events for the ex-pats.

While the first part of fieldwork in Cyprus traced more broadlyvheultural and
political identities are enacted and performed by diasporic Qtgpwhen visiting the
island, the second field trip in June 2008 was more focused on tracinthé@lection
of the communist party leader Christofias had contributed to cenealisation of
Cyprio-centric discourses and its impact on political contextshich Cypriots from
London participated. This time | rented a room in one of the univensiggels in
Nicosia, which was located just next to the Green Line anddrdeoe activities of
‘peace supporting’ groups that had formed by Cypriots from both sidésedrine and
London. | attended meetings, gatherings and followed the preparatioronfesence,
which was organised for the first time through Facebook. The opening of thepcimec
at Ledra Street, the main pedestrian road that connects Northoatid icosia made
‘the other side’ more accessible by foot and | engaged in moubaregnd informal
crossings with young Cypriotists, who stepped over the Green Lin® nvigit family
houses and old villages but to see friends, socialise and organiseap@itents. In
order to examine what was particular about these new informaspapeace politics
and their (dis)connections to organised politics, | also discussedethepolitical
developments with officials and politicians again on both sides of thadisand

attended meetings of the youth party clubs of CTP and AKEL.

After almost two years, the fieldwork that started in London had toobeluded in
Nicosia, in September 2008 before returning to the UK. As witho#tmsr fieldwork of
course, everyday life and socio-political events did carry onh@ir thormal and
abnormal rhythms beyond the end of research, and | left Cyprdstaemciting debates
on the much anticipated start of ‘peace talks’ between therteafiehe two Cypriot

sides.

Whose Voice? Fragments, Boundaries and Silences

The term ‘Cypriot’ is not employed in this research as alfixed static identity to be
located within bounded geographical areas and, particularly in teeo€élse diaspora,

to be identified with notions of community. Individuals live complex andnfranted
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lives in large cities like London and in their everydayness en#ferafit identities,

which are often re-prioritised in different contexts. Whereagitiomal urban
anthropology focused on so-called ‘urban villages’, urban areas tbampassed the
social, economic, religious and work lives of people joined by oéblseic ties and
institutional relationships (cf. Whyte 1955; Gans 1962; Hannerz 1969), urban
anthropologists now not only find it increasingly challenging to piopfee down into
concrete communities, but have also questioned whether urban villages had ever been a

cohesive or as bounded as previous ethnographies claimed (Merry 2000: 128).

But even if urban villages do not exist, this does not mean that etleritity is not
imaginedas anchored to particular spaces and places. As discus$edthesis, those
who lived in North London perceived themselves as ‘closer to the coryntiran
those, who did not and, therefore, as more Cypriot. Since | was iivirgntral London
during fieldwork, | would often receive comments such as: ‘See? You make theeffort
take the tube and come here and you are Greek. There are others wbbelen
bother and they call themselves Cypriots’. As much as the inteniertoacompliment
my commitment to researching ‘the community’, these stateraéstugeflected broader
discourses on cultural authenticity and boundaries. Taking North London as a main field
site, the thesis does not aim, therefore, to privilege it asitheraic locale of Cypriot
voices; quite the contrary, it aims to highlight how particulargdaand spaces come to
be imagined as such and what effect this has on reinforcing sooes wdhile silencing

others.

To some extent, the thesis also appears to focus more on Gypelkt rather than
Turkish Cypriot voices. This is, however, due to the fact that thendsdas been
designed to examine discourses and practices of Cypriotism. i&seitplained in
chapter 2, Cypriotism, in all its rhetoric of bi-communalism androomidentity, has
not historically gained large appeal among Turkish Cypriots. Thk d&dclarge
representation of Turkish Cypriots in Cyprio-centric politics tigrefore, more an
endemic characteristic of Cypriotism itself -which stdmains a point of concern and
debate both for Cypriotists and their critics- than just a methoalolgmitation. As
Hatay and Bryant (2008a) have illustratd€ibrisliik or Cypriotism for Turkish
Cypriots has increasingly diverged in meaning from that amoregkGCypriots.

Although 1 did conduct interviews with Turkish Cypriots and researdthoirth Cyprus,
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this was done in the context of Cypriotism and to the extent higafdcus permitted;
indeed an ethnographic study of the development and articulatikrboglilik in the

diaspora and Cyprus would be of great comparative and analyticalhexeiehowever
due to time constraints it fell beyond the means and scope of fieigrca. The term
Cypriot is used in the thesis with all the acknowledgement of liehading and
exclusive connotations that it has for many Turkish Cypriots. Howetas used
persistently here, as this is how most Cypriotists, Greek arkish Cypriot, describe

and identify themselves, even while continuously debating its content.

Along similar lines, if the voices of women ‘sound’ weaker than é¢hof men
throughout the thesis, this has to be attributed to a large extidat fiact that organised
Cypriot political spaces in the diaspora, including ones that appea pnogressive,
are mostly inhabited by men. In Cyprus, there have been womenipsggadvocating
for re-unification, and Cynthia Cockburn (2004) describes the organisatioin
activities of ‘Hands Across the Divide’, the most conspicuous of tivelmer book ‘The
line: women, partition and the gender order in CypfusHowever, such efforts
promoting peace on the basis of a shared womanhood across the Greleaveingen
remained separate or parallel to other contexts of ‘peace cpolitiQuite
characteristically, in September 2008, after a meeting | haddosid with a Greek
Cypriot community activist, Mr. Stavros, and his wife, Mrs. Koula, blotimg in
London, he invited me to go with them to a bi-communal gathering of NGO
representatives and activists, who were organising a peacstprat¢he Green Line.
Their meeting took place in the private room of a coffee shop in NMidbsia very
close to the Ledra Palace check point. As | had not been officialited by the group,
Mr. Stavros asked me to stay with his wife and observe but nak.spéen we entered
the room, eleven men, Greek and Turkish Cypriot, were sitting arourngtabibe; Mrs.
Koula and | were given two chairs to sit separately behind thefter & long
conversation on organisational issues, one of the men said turning resthét's a
shame we don’t have here any representatives from other Cypriahwuties,

Maronites or Armenians. And as a matter of fact it's a shdmaewe don’'t have any

14 At the same time the gendered image of ‘the mathgng for her missing son’ has been placed in a
central position in state politics on the missirgrgons (Sant Cassia 1999, 2005; Bryant 2002: 515;
Uludag 2006).
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women’. Whereas understanding women'’s political representation ancigadidn in
Cyprus is beyond the aims of this research, gender has beenra peitt in the
agenda of second generation diasporic Cypriots, when contesting ‘traditiazaée
politics in London and the thesis examines how the trope of gender isyeudy

these young Cypriots to revisit and revise Cypriotism in chapter 4.

In terms of locating the ‘voice’ or character of the ethnograpéigwork for the thesis
transcended bounded understandings of ‘going out there’ or ‘doing anthroptdsgy
to home’'. Taking the tube to reach the ‘field’ as well as takimgplane to go away
were both parts of the process and, as Hannerz (2006: 24) highlightexpeclences
form and inform anthropological work more and more, while challengimgy t
epistemological and ideological (and often moral) bases on whahcategories have
been constructed. The thesis is also based on ethnographic methogs begtond
practices of ‘studying up’ or ‘studying down’, which often impl vertical
understanding of power not only inherent in the ethnographic context buietgeen
the ethnographer and the people she studies. In terms of genderdwaioa and
class, | found myself working in constantly shifting contexts atatiomships of power
with my informants. Therefore, as the field here is construayed...]tracing webs of
relations between actors, institutions and discourses’ (ibid.), thennofi ‘studying
through’, which Hannerz proposes, fits more comfortably with the naitireny

research.

Because of my Greek nationality and language, | found myself donmes in
conferences and other academic and non-academic contexts beinpedess a
‘native’ or at least a ‘not so outsider’ anthropologist. Whereas obyithusse terms are
based on an assumed understanding of a shared culture between @de€&k®eak
Cypriots, a cultural affinity constructed along these linesnwea®r taken for granted by
my informants. Most of them supporting Cypriotism, they were keemérghlighting
our cultural differences than emphasising any sort of ethnictmmaakinship. On the
contrary, there were other aspects of my identity in theispective that defined my
being an insider or an outsider; was | leftist? What did | votenf the last elections?
Did | support peace? Was | an activist? It is such contex¢dalimderstandings of
belonging that question traditional distinctions between ‘real’ amétive’

anthropologists and commit the ethnographer to an ‘involvement that is bedlyas
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subjective as it interacts with and invites other subjectwvitie take a place in

anthropological productions’ (Narayan 1993: 682).

To ensure anonymity, | have changed all the names and some biodragfbroaation,

where needed, of the participants in the research. | have trigdet@gnmon Greek
Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot names and | have avoided any resemliatween real
names and pseudonyms. As an exception, | have maintained some ajitied pames
of organisations and institutions and those of some officials and @oigiovith whom

| conducted formal recorded interviews, wherever this was necessalgrity. c

1.4 Thesis Overview

In order to trace the connections between the diaspora and Cyprughtdiscourses of
Cypriotism and the practice of ‘peace politics’, the thesidivéded into five main
chapters that examine inter-related contexts, in which these ¢mmseemerge and
become (re)articulated. Chapter 2, therefore, starts from London satsd the
background for the rest of the thesis by introducing and debasngain concepts:
diaspora, peace politics and Cypriotism. The social geographiesvanment between
Cyprus and London are presented in the chapter in order to illustratéhe two places
become cultural imaginative resources and are reconstructétk invays Cypriots
debate identity in London. Whereas Cyprus is seen as the source ariganal
Cypriotness, London is treated as the place, where an authentic Gggsiotor which
co-existence and bi-communalism are considered a fundamenaloaithas been
preserved. Cypriotists in London, therefore, claim for themselves asruptid and
historically consistent Cypriotness, which, according to this meetabas been lost in

Cyprus.

As such an authentic Cypriotness is often articulated by-gésération Cypriot
migrants through appeals to a communist identity, chapter 3eéears the politics of
the past as established through debates over ‘official’ and ‘uradfficistories in

Cyprus. The Leftist historical account, particularly that of AKEhas been
characterised in popular and academic discourses as a countgv@daalominant
nationalist history and as representing the voices and experighitesupporters that
have been marginalised in and excluded from official narrationtheofpast. In this

chapter, however, close attention to the narratives and experiehtestists in the
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diaspora reveals that these are often underrepresented in he-E3ntric historical
narrative of AKEL, which appears then itself as containingoitsh silences and
‘unofficial’ histories and becomes open to internal contestatiomdiyidual members

in London.

Chapter 4 carries on with the politics of history, but it also titsttention to the
history of politics, in order to examine how Cypriotism offers a platform on whieh-int
generational struggles over cultural and political authority in th&spora are
crystallised. Whereas British born Cypriots are often renderedptosition of cultural
inauthenticity and are presented in popular discourses as ‘in-betivercultures,
Cyprio-centric peace politics in London provide some British born Cypaidiscursive
and political tool to reinstate understandings of Cypriotness atidHBess that reflect
their own experiences and divert from hybridised notions of identitgntering the
debate of ‘who is a Cypriot’, British born Cypriots challenge domiflantiscapes of

politics’ in London, from which they have felt historically excluded and alienated.

British born Cypriots also found and founded alternative political spacése Internet,
away from established traditional structures, and chapter 5 follogis activities on
Facebook, which emerged as a popular online context for the organisation of bi
communal Cypriot groups. The chapter examines how connections between th
diaspora and Cyprus are created and what kinds of political actdeselop in these
settings. Far from separate from ‘real life’, Facebook pslitit is argued here, have to

be studied as embedded within offline socio-cultural contexts and pbymamics in
order to understand to what extent these are challenged but also cepracdiline. In

this sense, whereas the Internet created new opportunities foactmder among
Cypriotists in the diaspora and Cyprus, it also highlighted and consolidisting
boundaries among them by revealing that the definition of ‘Cypsetra the core of
Cypriotism is not uniformly shared by everyone.

Chapter 6 encapsulates most of the divisions and power struggleg &wpriotists

described in all previous chapters as expressed through discours@saatices of
crossing the Green Line in Cyprus. Whereas border-crossing hapdreeived as an
ideological and moral commitment for Cypriotists and peace-suppptter opening of

the border has provoked various and contrasting responses by those mastdetgpec
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cross it highlighting the implications of other existing boundarieswa-ethnic, inter-
generational and ideological levels. It is not only ethnic natianaligat consolidates
the border, it is argued here, but the border is created and texhatizhin a discourse

that —at least on the surface- promotes its elimination.

Finally, chapter 7 outlines the main conclusions by bringingettey the core
ethnographic and analytical points of the thesis in order to argueattmugh
Cypriotism is popularly understood as a unifying discourse, its sfumy the
perspective of the diaspora unravels it also as divisive andatiiecontested. As such
contestations are often articulated through claims over cultutemtidity and identity,
the thesis aims to illustrate how archetypal distinctions tetweric and ethnmultural
nationalisms are misleading, since both types of nationalisnomsrate —on different

levels- a preoccupation with defining and establishing a shared culture.
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CHAPTER 2

‘Who is a Cypriot?’ Diaspora, Peace Politics and Cypotism

2.1 Introduction

Two months after his election as president of the Republic of Cypruday 2008,

Dimitris Christofias visited London in order to meet with diasp&igpriots. In his
speech at the Alexandra Palace hotel in North London, he acknowledgagpuet of
the community and thanked them for contributing to his electoraryicHe promised
to enhance co-operation between Cyprus and its diaspora and togeyattention to
their problems. As he characteristically said, ‘we need to dbegvand warmth to all
Cypriots abroad, who live in their second countries [meaning Cymuher first

country] (quote from field-notes, 18/05/2008). Christofias declared his donemt to

work hard for peace and re-unification and, setting the ideologimalefivork for his
speech, he highlighted that ‘there is only one peolgles)(in Cyprus, theCypriot

people’, an implicit criticism to Greek and Turkish nationalisfren which the newly
elected president wanted clearly to take distance. Continuing #iengame line, he
remarked that ‘Turkish Cypriots have been an equal partner since 16866, tlse

London-Zurich agreement. This is something some Greek Cypriots lbavear

clearly’.

Christofias’s speech was attended by a large number of London-®gsedts. ‘This is
the most charismatic speaker I've heard. He really managedwe me and make me
cry. This is the type of leader we need for Cyprus; degistaight-forward and
simple. He is one of us’, was the comment of Mr. Yiannis, an gld&EL supporter,
who has lived in London for the past fifty years and for the fins¢ saw the secretary
of his party getting elected as the president of Cyprus. Althouglaftimty that he
expressed towards the speaker was explained by Mr. Yiannis asnment on
Christofias’s ‘simple manners and humbleness’, his statements twei of us’, has to
be understood also through his ideological identification with the peagident as
communists. Such reactions were not unexpected, since the mejattity crowd who

gathered to welcome Christofias were leftists, supporters fphity, or ‘peace
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supporters’, who saw his election as a new ray of hope for re-atiweiliand the re-
unification of the island. As the president made the trip from LondonyfwuS to
assure them about his commitment to peace, they also made the trip to Alexdacka P
to reaffirm their trust in his plans and the willingness of tlaspplbra to play a positive
role in them. This is after all, according to popular discoursgseage-supporting
diaspora that has paradigmatically practised coexistencéein lives away from

Cyprus.

—

Figurel. Queuing to congratulate the President —Chrisisifi speech at the Alexandra Palace Hotel confereaom, 18/05/2008

This chapter sets the background for the rest of the thesis byngxgrhow ‘peace
politics’ and Cypriotism have been discursively articulated and raattyrdeveloped in
the diaspora. The first section (2.2) offers an overview of tlogals geographies of
Cypriot movement between Cyprus and London and also highlights how these t
contexts are interlinked through the ways they are imaginaddiduals and groups

in the diaspora in the process of being utilised as symbolic blocks for the coostaict
transnational identities. The next section (2.3) interrogates tienraidtthe diaspora by
building on diaspora theories and current critigues and suggestsnthetpansive
definition of the concept needs to be applied for the purposes of ths. thks, we
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look at the ways ‘motherland’ politics institutionally operate Liondon, with a
particular focus on organisations that support peace and re-unificebovever, far
from the popular understanding of the term as unifying, the meamdgpurpose of
peace divide the diaspora in multiple ways. Section 2.4 outlines tlweyhastd the
discursive formation of Cypriotism both in Cyprus and in the diaspothelmarratives
of diasporic Cypriots, Cypriotism, articulated through the languzfgcoexistence and
common identity between Greek and Turkish Cypriots, is presenteérnms of
continuities between a pre-migration past and a diasporic presentupgioyes to such
continuities are seen as tensions transported to the diasporictdootexCyprus and
external to the experience of coexistence in London. The partiexferiences and
ideological articulations of coexistence in the diaspora offer iddals a platform to
negotiate these tensions on a local and interpersonal level. Fihallast part of the
chapter explains how Cypriotism is experienced and understood as affaounter-
nationalism or a ‘good nationalism’ and asks to what extent a di@drptomy between

ethnic nationalism and Cypriotism is empirically observable and andlyticszful.

2.2 From Cyprus to London and back and forth...: the social geograpbs of
Cypriot migration and movement.

Appadurai (1996) has famously argued that in a modern globalised vhariacterised
by migration and constant flows of people, ideas, capital and reddiaiages, ‘the
production of locality’ takes place through the imaginings of mualtipther socio-
cultural landscapes that transcend the borders of the nation and pnoMttuals with
symbolic resources for articulating and negotiating identitieBowing Appadurai and
in order to trace the movement of Cypriots between London and Cyprusgexhe
section presents these two geographical contexts not merelysisghtand bounded
nodes within a transnational field, but as places, whose meanirgpnistantly
(re)constructed within a nexus of individual and collective expergnhgstorical
contingencies and political ideologies. What is largely argueed isethat ‘Cyprus’ is
(re)produced in London through various processes and, on the other hand,
understandings and experiences of London mediate the ways ‘Cyp(reyeistered as

an imaginative field.
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At the same time, ‘Cyprus’ and ‘London’, as ‘symbolic resourcemagjining’ are not
equally accessed and utilised by everyone. After all, theyliaoairsive constructions
within complex power structures and we have to examine how andpattizular

‘knowledges, images, and discourses are ... authorized’ (Bhabha 1994A270)s

argued here, individuals reproduce established power structuregibippting in these
discourses; however, on a micro-level they also appropriate particoéges and
symbols in order to make sense of their own position within locabevatier relations
of power. For Appadurai, imagining is tightly related to individugércy, as ‘the
individual actor is the last locus of this perspectival set of Eamkss, for these
landscapes are eventually navigated by agents who both experience arndtedasier

formations, in part from their own sense of what these landscapes offer’ (ibid.: 33).

London

London has been the field-site of a plethora of ethnographic studieg, ahavhich

focus on its migrant and diasporic groups to discuss the experienggrafion and the
development of their cultural and political identities (Adams 1987xakider 2000a,
2000b; Back 1994; Baumann 1996; Dench, Gavron and Young 2006; Eade 1989;
Gardner 2002), the tensions between racism and multiculturalisrbgtiet al. 2008;
James 2005; Keith 2008; Hewitt 2005; Watson 2009; Roméan-Velazquez 1999) and the
interplay between globalisation and localisation (Eade 1997, 2000; VerRO@t
Wemyss 2009).

Tracing the history of the British capital from its impeniabts to its current global
character, Eade (2000: 179) alerts us to the two-fold way that London is presdhted t
unsuspicious visitor; on one hand as the residue of a ‘pure’ nationadrmhsine the
other hand as a modern cosmopolitan city. ‘Most tourists stilt thel famous sites
redolent of the nation’s past but the guide books urge them also toeshomuon’s
multicultural diversity and alternative locales. Although Soho ir@sady portrayed as
an alternative locality within the imperial capital, Spiglds and Docklands add new
themes to the global city’ (ibid.). Tourists are encouraged iionasonly central spots
but ex-industrial and working class areas, such as Soho, Spitalfietl Docklands, to
acquire a complete taste of ‘authenticity’. The contemporamgseptation of London
as a ‘tolerant melting pot’, however, Eade argues, masks theiainpast of the city

that has been marked by economic and political tensions and inegutigite still
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determine and define the experience of particular groups and locahwuties.
Multiculturalism is a by-product of colonialism and Cypriot migra to the UK,
similarly to so many other migrant movements, took place within toi®nial
framework. Many Cypriots initially settled in impoverished and imgizisareas of
London, which contributed greatly to the stereotypical images of dédwegerous
migrant’ that were generated in public discourses at the afwout various ethnic

groups including those who came from Cyprus

A number of Cypriot®, mainly Greek Cypriots, had already settled in London before
World War 1l (Oakley 1987:3). However, Cypriot migration to the Udtgely
developed and peaked in the 1950s and 1960s. According to the 1966 Census, 100,000
migrants from Cyprus had arrived in the UK, of whom 75,000 werekG@spriots
(Oakley 1971:2) and the rest predominantly Turkish Cypriots. Wheneanajority of
pre-war settlers were single men (Solomos and Woodhams 1995:234), in the subsequent
decades, Cypriot settlement in the UK took to a large extenfotine of extended

family units (Oakley 1971). As an effect of and after the 1962 Comvealth Act,
however, migration influx declined and only immediately after the 1@&din Cyprus

a new wave of Cypriot migration to the UK took place. Accordm@anefe (2002:65),

the number of the post-1974 migrants was quite small compared toettadl ovasporic

Cypriot population. In the post-conflict period, about 12,000 Greek Cypriots, mainly
displaced from the North part of Cyprus, and 15,000 Turkish Cypriotedno the UK
(Bertrand 2004:99). Although many Greek Cypriots returned to Cypres E{74 to

take advantage of the economic booming in the island, during the ysats of
settlement in the UK Greek Cypriots were four times mora tharkish Cypriots
replicating the same proportions as in Cyprus (King et al. 200&s8)f more recently

and including British-born children of Cypriot origin, the Foreign and Commealth

Office counts over 300,000 Greek and Turkish Cypriots, who live toddieduntry
(Foreign and Commonwealth Office 2009).

!> Solomos and Woodhams (1995: 234) argue that this particularly the case for Cypriots in the pre-
war era until the end of 1930s. As Britain moveairra period of depression to economic prosperity in
the 1950s, discourses about the social and palizance of Cypriots in British society shifted wgui
considerably. Dench (1975) also discusses simikgatively charged images of Maltese migrants,
usually single men, who shared work and residesfiates with Cypriots in the 1930s and 1940s.

'® Their numbers are estimated to have been betvir@md eight thousand just before the war (Solomos
and Woodhams 1995: 232).
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London was and remained principally the place, where Cypriot mgycamicentrated.
The early migrants settled mainly in its central areas amuhd the West End, before
other parts progressively started becoming ‘Cypriots hubs’, ssscfCamden and
Islington that in the 1950s seemed to have the largest numbers obtQwsidents.
After the 1960s, however, a concentrated movement took place particwdatiyvards
to areas such as Hackney and Haringey. Economic prosperitycapdsato better
housing allowed some Cypriots to keep moving further up to the boroughsieldE
and Barnet. Some also settled in the south of the river in plactsasi$outhwark and
Lewisham, but North London has remained the centre of the ‘Cypmaisdape’.
Haringey was for a long time the borough with the largest iGypopulation (Alkan
and Constantinides 1979) and it is still along Green Lanes and itrele¢ssof Wood
Green and Turnpike Lane that one is likely to come across a coogpioumber of
Cypriot grocery stores, restaurants, businesses, community organisatibosls and

churches.

In terms of areas of settlement, it is characteridtat there has been a significant
overlap between Greek and Turkish Cypriots. Although many more Tu@kiphots
have concentrated to the north-east and south of London than Greek Cypaikitsy(
1987:15), in the 1950s a large number settled in Camden and over the deltawesl f
a northwards movement similar to that of Greek Cypriots (Robins Asmby
2001:690). Writing shortly after 1974, Ladbury (1977) argues that membédrstiof
groups lived ‘side by side’ in London even after conflict and divisiordemthis
impossible in Cyprus. Although at the informal, everyday level, iotera between
Greek and Turkish Cypriots was quite uncommon, in institutional and gmeid
contexts, there was exchange, coexistence and often co-operati@etebembers of

the two groups.

The spatial concentration of Cypriots in North London has been one ofihaeasons
but also a great result of the development of an ‘ethnic economy’, dtadiby small
shops and clothing factories, in which many Cypriots have been inveithert as self-
made employers or employees (Anthias 1992:9). If we can speaneofethnic
economy’ (‘Cypriot’) or two different ethnic economies (Greekpfgt/ Turkish
Cypriot) depends on the extent to which people emphasise an identitytibsel a

network based on a common ‘Cypriotness’ or separate ‘Greeknesslakishness’.
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Since the first years of settlement, however, many Greek aridsh Cypriots shared
work spaces and worked next to and with each other (Constantinides 1977277). |
many cases, Cypriot employers, who established small or lawmgeesses, relied on an
‘ethnic’ labour force, consisting of their own compatriots. This tekaa kind of
economic interdependency between Greek and Turkish Cypriots, althougiglasy
(1977:314) highlights, not always an equal one. Turkish Cypriots, who welersma
numbers, tended to depend for jobs more on Greek Cypriots than the oppoasite, as

latter were more likely to own their own business.

Alongside businesses, a cluster of ethnic organisations, including tipeiolCy
Community Centre (CCC), the Turkish Cypriot Community AssociatictdGA), the
Turkish Cypriot Women’s (TCWP) project, a number of media orgéiniss and many
other cultural and service-providing centres have contributed to réegtian and
maintenance of a ‘North London landscape of Cypriothessnd particular
‘geographies of Cypriot politics’. | will return to the extensigdiscussion of these
concepts later in the thesis (see chapter 4) in order dmiag how in a popularly
proclaimed cosmopolitan and diverse city like London ethnic group repatise and
political power is articulated in terms of geographical divisions #&whlised
understandings of cultural authenticity and how individuals experieepeyduce and

negotiate these discursive and physical borderlines.

Eade’s work (1989; 1997; 2000) is important again here as he hasiwelieasalysed
how in resistance to the homogenising politics of nationalisntheressentialising
projects of multiculturalism that create sharp divisions betweemnuwnities,

17 1n order to complete the picture of Cypriot setttgmin the UK, it has to be highlighted that Cypsio
are to be found in many other places of the courggpecially in big cities, such as Birmingham,
Manchester and Liverpool. Many Cypriots from Londalso moved out of the city progressively
(Anthias 1992: 8) and established themselves irhtspitality and catering industry in seaside towhs
Southern England. In most cities and towns, theze¢@be found some community organisations usually
operating through Cypriot churches and schools. tMbshese communities, however, maintain links
with London in various ways. For instance, many g of Brighton often travel there to do business
buy ‘Cypriot’ products, participate in political cultural events or use particular services. Irepttases,
especially when distances are longer, contact thighcore of the ‘imagined’ Cypriot community in the
UK does not involve physical travel, but takes plaélerough the UK-wide dissemination of newspapers
published in North London; through letters with dpmce from the Archbishop that are read in thelloca
churches; through material and guidelines senbdallschools by the High Commission of the Republic
of Cyprus in London; or through various ‘ethnicogucts that arrive in local specialised shops farm
via the capital city.
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alternative hybrid identitié& emerge in postcolonial London. Some migrants and their
descendants, for instance, develop multiple allegiances includingctraection to

their countries of origins. Their particular and localised expeeg of the British
capital plays a major role in how these transnational contertsadiculated and
understood (ibid. 2000: 181). As the ethnographic data in this chapter and throughout
the thesis suggests, particu@dypriot understandings and representations of London as
‘multicultural’ and as a place of ‘coexistence’ mediate aridcafthe way Cyprus is
imagined, experienced and envisaged

Cyprus

Although there were Cypriots in the UK since the 1920s, their contiffct Cyprus
before World War Il was limited due to financial difficultiesdarestrictions in travel
and communication technologieSqnstantinides, 1990: 92—-3). Those first migrants left
Cyprus with very few hopes of reaching back its shores any 4one and many of
them managed to visit their island only decades after tisirdeparture. After the war,
progress in technology and travel made communication between thatsigral their
‘home’ place increasingly possible, which enabled the developmerdiasporic

practices (Adamson and Demetriou 2007: 506).

Cyprus strongly figures in the discourses and practices of thbeeive in London,
even though the ways that it is imagined and debated areofarfomogenous and
unitary; on the contrary, what becomes apparent in all chaptdris dfiesis is that such
debates are embedded within broader relations of power and intetlaaghdwidual
experiences, identities and narratives. Although its meaning yhigriable and
contested, however, Cyprus is still treated as a source befatid’ identity for those in
London who call themselves Cypriots. One way, for instance, thaeridity is
articulated and experienced in material terms is through food. ihikegher migrant

contexts (see for instance Gardner 2002; Law 2001, Mannur 2007), Cyphiotgaov

8 However, Eade (2000: 181-182) does not acceptriteof cultural hybridity uncritically. He still
alerts us to the need to move beyond celebratodenstandings of hybrid identities, as they often
underplay structural and institutional inequalitieacism and exclusion that define the experierfce o
many migrants and their decedents in the UK. | algmand on the critiques of the notion of hybridity
chapter 3, by highlighting that exclusion and maafity are also constructed and experienced within
broader transnational socio-political and ideolabgfcameworks.

' The word ‘imagined’ mainly refers here to the disses through which past and present are
articulated and understood; the verb ‘envisageaitmt future orientation and it is, therefore, égpd

to refer to hopes for and perspectives on the éutur
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back to London after their visits to Cyprus often bring with theritional ‘homeland’
food, such asalloumiandsheftalig as well as fresh vegetables and fruits. It was very
often the case at the Greek Orthodox Church on Séhttst in the after-service tea,
participants would make the effort to offer goods that they had brewvitththem from
Cyprus. Their freshness and higher quality compared to whaailalale in the UK was
always the subject of discussion. Moreover, the fact that the foodrbaa g@nd been
produced in Cypriot soil was often stressed highlighting a procgsshich ‘real’
Cyprus is being transported to and consumed in Lofiddfhereas there is an
underlying Herderian logic that connects soil and blood here, | talabthee example
less as a straight-forward manifestation of ethnic reproductidnnzore as a context
that highlights how claims to authenticity are implicated intdi@aar power relations
and structures. Because it was through these generous offergymfaibfood that one
could make a statement about their ability to have travelleg/pouS in front of those
who did not. The talk about the food was most of the times accompandischgsions
about where one went, who they saw and what news they brought with Ithether
words, ‘bearing gifts’ of a particular type often served as a tdohegotiating
someone’s legitimacy ‘to talk about Cyprus’. This is important,refloee, in
understanding contestation over particular types of ‘authenticitg’ ‘authority’ as

intrinsic part of diasporic practices and politfcs

However, not everyone participates in these processes on theesainé&Ve can argue
that many Cypriots in the UK express a diasporic consciousndssientity when they
claim a connection and allegiance to Cyprus. There are, fance young individuals
who have never or rarely visited the island, who present themsedvigmorant of or

even indifferent to the socio-political affairs there, but who woultidentify —and

2| attended the Sunday service of a number of Gtasrin North London and other areas outside tlye cit
in the course of fieldwork. There is usually areaftervice tea provided voluntarily by women famaall
donation towards the church’s charitable fund fftlexo tameio].

2L Dikomitis (2004) provides a similar ethnographiaunt of Larnatsjiotes, Greek-Cypriot refugees,
who returned from a visit to their ‘home’ village North Cyprus bringing with them water, soil andd.
Dikomitis compares the sacredness attached to thabstances by the refugees to that normally
experienced in cases of pilgrimage.

22 Yeh (2007) examines the tensions emerging arolaiths to ‘authenticity’ amongst three groups of
Tibetans, who arrived in the USA around the sammeetibut have different relationships to the
‘motherland’. According to Yeh, an embodied knovgedof Tibet as a physical place and language
command are valued highly in this intra-diasponatest over symbolic resources. Klimt (2000) loaks
the relationship between the diaspora and ‘homeéland examines how discourses of authenticity
amongst Portuguese migrants in Europe often difrern hegemonic ideas of ‘Portugueseness’ in
Portugal creating competing ideas of what it meembe Portuguese’.
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sometimes adamantly declare- themselves as Cypriots agast British-Cypriots.
Whereas various patterns of migration and displacement often emelgelife stories
of these individuals, as Anthias (2006a: 182) notes, ‘[tlhese are nalsalmore
important than other types of dislocation native youngsters experibatthey form a
particularly meaningful part of the construction of the familiafrative; they are stories
that are perpetually recycled within the family and by tbkectivity as a whole in its
social reproduction and its cultural practices’. In other words, @tildeintification is
relational and situational and should not be privileged analytically aher identities

or modes of identification.

At the same time, there are other individuals, who are more antitesms of their
diasporic practices and they keep an open interest or involvemefet amdl politics in
Cyprus and London. Some of them, in particular, travel often betweendhmtmtries
and are well-known in social and political circles in both placé® fivo categories,
however, of those who emerge as more active in a transnationattcantdethose who
do not are mainly of descriptive value because on a deeper ealabmtid empirical
level they are neither fixed nor bounded. As | highlight in chapter #cipation in the
cultural and political life of the diasporic community may varytighout one’s life
cycle and demonstrate peaks and lows. Moreover, although diasporicggacgoften
articulated by those engaged in them as a matter of persbaoigec transnational
identities and activities are enabled and restricted by othaalsstructures and
identities, such as gender and class, and by broader politicalideadbgical
frameworks. Economic capital, for instance, plays an importantrréle production of
transnational livesThere is a considerable number of older Cypriots, whose low
pension and lack of savings do not allow them to visit Cyprus. Siypitaome younger
Cypriots also face financial obstacles in their desire to ltrevethe island. Such
individuals, therefore, experience a limited access to partityes of ‘knowledge’
and claims to ‘authenticity’ that are associated with & ffiesd visit to Cyprus and the

engagement with life there.

On the other hand, not everyone who is financially able to travelargbetween the
UK and Cyprus is recognised as an active agent in the socio-golifee of either
context. Besides individual levels of interest, the lack of soci@arks, connections

and know-how of politics emerge also as major restrictive blockghi® diasporic
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practices of some Cypriot®©ne of the main concerns, therefore, throughout the thesis is
to illustrate how diasporic involvement in ‘peace politicstanditionedby particular
types and levels of social and cultural capital but also how it prowadeontext in
which individuals camegotiatetheir structural position and identities both on a local
and transnational level; in other words, one of the main study gogsteals with how
Cyprus is discursively constructed and contested as a sourcehehtity in the

diasporic context.

2.3 (De)constructing the ‘Cypriot’ Diaspora: political organisation and divisons

In the past few decades the term ‘diaspora’ has been extensimelpyed, analysed
and critiqued in academic discourses across multiple disciplifeddg. This section
offers a description and analysis of the ways such definitions @ingues can be
applied to the study of Cypriots in the UK. Even before such an ditéropwever, a
primary question on the issue is whether one can speak of one oyprot@iasporas
—a Greek Cypriot and a Turkish Cypriot (Bertrand 2004: 93). It besomstantly
apparent that an absolute answer is not possible, as it depends oralpahtic
ideological identifications both on an individual and institutional levebstViof the
Cypriot organisations in the UK identify themselves as eitheeksor Turkish Cypriot
and attend to the needs or causes of their respective ‘eginoigs. Such organisations
include community associations, refugee pressure groups, media;gbgidrties and
cultural centres. Although the majority of them strongly emphasise theiradi€ypriot
identity vis-a-vis respective ‘motherlands’, there is a numberinsfitutions that
embrace official Greek or Turkish-oriented nationalist valuesogatate closely with
other organisations that cater for the broader Greek or Turkismuaoities in the UK.
However, because the term ‘Cypriot’ is used in public discoursieeilK almost as a
metonym for ‘Greek Cypriot’ (rather than as inclusive of Turkigipridts too), many
organisations that are self-proclaimed as Cypriot are in essarlg representative of
Greek Cypriots. The National Federation for Cypriots in the UKirnfstance, is mostly
comprised of Greek Cypriot groups and associatfondReconciliation and

rapprochement are less central for some of the Cypriot oegems that mainly deploy

28 Although some of them have Turkish Cypriot membtrs. Also, groups from other minority
communities of Cyprus operate under the umbrellahef Federation, such as the Cypriot Maronites
Association. In a personal communication, howetles, president of the Federation, Peter Droussiotis
expressed his commitment to approach and work roosely with Turkish Cypriot organisations and
representatives in the future.
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a particular historical narrative and understanding of the Cyprus problem aéntice
official nationalist language that developed amongst Greek Cyaitas the division.
They instead focus on human rights, especially on the right of Greek Cyjugéeas to
return, and protest against Turkey’s intervention in 1974 and the swecessupation
of the north part of the island. Likewise, Turkish Cypriot groups, sutBnalsargoed!;

campaign for the lift of the international embargo on TRNC and itmgnition of its

residents’ human rights.

Lobbying local British politicians, organising events and protests Gamlpaigning
through various media are the main political strategies oethesups. According to
Bertrand (ibid.: 101), the Greek Cypriot voice developed as particulatlyential
during the election campaign of New Labour in 1997. The Labour Partjiuay
triumphed electorally in North London, even in constituencies like Ehftakt
previously belonged to the conservatives. As a result, ‘[nJo North Lohdbaur MP
can miss a Greek Cypriot event, even when this event is quibealét and does little
to help reconcile Greek and Turkish Cypriots’ (ibid.: 102). Compared reeks
Cypriots’ political influence in the UK, @stergaard-Nielsen (20837) characterises
Turkish Cypriots as ‘invisible’ within the British political semmainly because of their
lower numbers of registered votes but also of the complexities ird/alvine attempts
of some leaders to establish and maintain a distinct identiaclued from the Greek
Cypriot and wider Turkish community. Howevéimbargoed!has managed to battle
with such ‘invisibility’ to a successful degree. It was fii@inded in 2004 and by 2007,
when research for this thesis was taking place, it had manadetconsidered a very
active Turkish Cypriot pressure group to the extent that it wa®iped by many other

Cypriot lobbying parties as politically ‘dangerous’ for overshadowhegrt.

However, not all Greek and Turkish Cypriot diasporic organisatiams along
antagonistic or mutually exclusive lines. A large number of Londorri@gpsupport
reunification and peace as a solution for Cyprus that will milreir own experience of
coexistence in the diaspora. They hold a Cyprio-centric perspexutithe Cyprus issue
that diverts from the dominant Greek and Turkish nationalisms, comrbtarhyed for
the separation of the island. The ideological articulation as aslthe everyday
practices of this Cyprio-centrism will be discussed and andlgsgensively in the next

section. What needs to be highlighted here though is that followingasieAnnan
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period of disappointment and just before the presidential electionspru€in 2008,
Cyprio-centric discourses resurfaced stronger in the diaspora giedtar willingness

for co-operation between Turkish and Greek Cypriot organisations wasndeated in
support of a solution for their common ‘*homeland’. Many of these atsempte
presented as political projects of one, united Cypriot diaspora, hqwésnr
organisations are ‘bi-communal’ or ‘inter-communal’ in the sensktligatwo main or

all communities of Cyprus are represented in their membershng. Cypriot
Community Centre (CCC) in Haringey is the most enduring and edtatiliamongst
them. Founded in the early 1980s, it is supported by AKEL, which hes the only
Greek Cypriot political party that boasts Turkish Cypriot sugfioBin the other hand,
Cypriots United (CU) was founded as recently as 2007, by second-generation Greek and
Turkish Cypriots to articulate a pro-unification diasporic voice iperiod marked by
excitement about the anticipated —at the time- elections irRépblic of Cyprus.
‘Friends of Cyprus’ is also a group that endorses bi-communal vahdelagses often
both with the CCC and CU. It was established in 1974 in London andhactsylh
meetings, seminars and publications. As most of its core meiategrisowever, British
MPs and other leading political figures lobbying for a solutiothto Cyprus problem
through parliamentary politics, it could not be characterisedcailgi diasporic.
Similarly, the Association for Cypriot, Greek and Turkish Afff®&€GTA) chaired by
Zenon Stavrinidis and established in 1992 in London promotes understanding-and ¢
operation on an academic level by encouraging dissemination of knovdeunyegst
scholars from Cyprus, Greece and Turkey. As the most signifidastefore, bi-
communal diasporic organisations in London, CCC and CU are ethnographicall
presented in chapters 3 and 4. Their narrational juxtaposition unravetslganter-
ethnic but also inter-personal, generational and ideological irdegpdaiic tensions.
Although these organisations claim to represent the voice of theoCysspora, a
closer ethnographic account of their internal dynamics challetiggesunity and

homogeneity that are assumed as essential prerequisites in any pfoepsssenting.

Precisely because of such empirical data, the ‘politics oéseptation’ emerges as one

of the fundamental concerns about the uses of the term diaspora atfdemic

24 Until 1958, AKEL openly had Turkish Cypriot regised members. Under the pressure of TMT, most
Turkish Cypriots withdrew from the party, althougtcording to AKEL's claims a considerable number
continued as secret members. In the diaspora,uimber of Turkish Cypriots supporting AKEL is even
higher, allegedly reaching twenty per cent of therall party membership (Bertrand 2004: 106).
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discourses. Most of the foundational literature (Hall 1990; Gilroy 1888prd 1994;
Cohen 1997) celebrated the concept as a useful way of studying gfgopsple who
have been dispersed from their original homeland, but at the saraentamtain
relationships with it. Diasporas are often described in termshedet transnational
relationships that develop across national borders and challenge afleadtural
homogenisation under the hegemony of the nation-state. By focusing on porders
Clifford (1994) claims that diasporas define themselves againshatien-state and
indigenous claims by ‘tribal’ peoples. The nation-state, as comenototy and time, is
subverted by diasporic attachments, as national narrative canimoilasspeople who
maintain strong ties to a homeland and ‘whose sense of identintially defined by
collective histories of displacement and violent loss cannot be “clmedierging into
a new national community’ (ibid.: 307).

In all its success at articulating why the concept is usefuhderstanding transnational
identities, Clifford’s definition also brings out some of its bations. Many studies of
diasporas tend to reify the idea of ‘homeland’ and analyse taoredhip between the

two in primordialist terms (Anthias 1998). As discussed in the §iesttion of this
chapter, not all Cypriots in London share the same understanding of Cyprus and the way
Cyprus is imagined and experienced varies depending on individual identitie
narratives and practices. Both Brah (1996) and Anthias (1998; 2001; 2002; 2006a)
suggest that the emphasis on the transnational may turn attentayn femn the
divisions of class, gender and race within diasporas. Issues of sgclasion and
differentiated inclusion based upon these divisions need to be taken under

consideration.

Also, neither ‘Cyprus’ nor the Cypriot diaspora are static and henmgs. As they are
always in the making both as discursive and lived fields, the oetdtip between the
two varies and shifts accordingly. Brah (1996) emphasises on the taifli@ture of
diasporas and highlights the fact that any diaspora involves #liiit of journeys,
narratives, and processes of re-memory. Therefore, ‘the idesttithe diasporic
imagined community is far from fixed or pregiven. It is constdusgthin the crucible
of the materiality of everyday life; in the everyday steme tell ourselves individually
and collectively’ (ibid.: 183). This is what makes diasporas contagtaces and Brah

insists that there is a need to examine how the collective ‘we’ is constructed.
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Awareness of the flexibility and fluidity of diasporas also msstor further questioning
on their boundaries and issues of membership. In other words, whoudedah the
diaspora and can we use absolute categories of identifying diasgenities and
practices? The protagonists of this thesis come from a widge @inbackgrounds that
do not always fit with strict typological definitions regardutigsporas (cf. Safran 1991,
Cohen 1997). Many of them arrived to the UK as early as the 1950s édsl Yhereas
others left Cyprus in the 1970s as refugees and to escapedhmadifis of the war.
Although all of them would be labelled as ‘first-generatidnmigrants, their
internalised experiences and memories often diverge to aayteait. Many of those
who are characterised as ‘second-generation’ also have diffeferntdjectories to
demonstrate. Although the majority of them were born in the UK, otivexs years of
their childhood in Cyprus. Some individuals also have experienced many &mgem
back and forth between the two contexts in their life-time. Theighe also concerned
with second-generation Cypriots, who have decided to ‘return’ and live pnu€at
some point in their life cycf® As Christou and King (2008) argue, although such
‘counter-diasporic’ movements should provide a closure to the diaspdeatbyaugh
‘return’, they often produce new narratives and experiences thatibcdetto the
reproduction of transnational identities. As we see in chaptensl 4,aherefore, some
of the ‘returnees’, not only maintain strong social and cultutatioms with London,
but they portray their upbringing in the diaspora and their transnatonatiousness
as defining elements in their involvement in peace politics in Cyptase importantly,
such self-understandings very often evoke nostalgia for and romsatitai of life in
‘multicultural Britain’. Finally, new and constant waves of movatmigom Cyprus to

the UK, mainly of students and some migrant workers, stretchefutitie definitional

% | use the terms first- and second-generation ©ygmainly in relation to the migration cycle, appt

the former to individuals who left Cyprus as migsaand the latter to those who were born in theddK
arrived at a very young age as descendents of @yprigrants. The terms are employed with all the
limitations and concerns acknowledged in the text @ven more. Beyond sociological attempts to éefin
and conceptualise ‘generation’ along clearer lifefs Kertzer 1983), Loizos (2007) argues that the
vagueness of the term still clouds academic writiitp essentialising effects. Drawing on his ownrkvo
with Greek Cypriot refugees, he argues that categ@uch as ‘refugee generation’ fail to accountlie
different impact that displacement may have onviddials who go through the same experience but at
different stages of their life cycle.

% Teerling (2011) traces motivations behind suchisiees, experiences of migration ‘back’ to Cyprus
and complex understandings of home amongst a nuafli&éreek Cypriots concluding that ‘essentialised’
and static understandings of identity do not applthese individuals, as they often develop craksie
and cross-cultural connections with foreigners amgrants in Cyprus of various backgrounds in otder
feel ‘at home'.
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borders of diaspora. Many of these ‘newcomers’ —but by no meansajbétyn take
political roles in already established institutions in London, find jabsCypriot
businesses, have social and, in many cases, kinship relationshi@risth Cypriots
and some times become ‘permanent’ residents in London. They oftémdwhative
ideas about what a Cypriot diaspora should be like and embark on cultpalitical
‘enlightening’ projects. In these interactions, images and understandaig

‘Cypriotness’ are constantly debated and reproduced.

In order to account for such diverse experiences, relationships demdities, I,
therefore, take an expansive approach in the employment of theli@spora in this
research. Instead of applying it a priori to particular grafggseople and practices, the
thesis traces the cultural processes, discourses and agents, thinozlgthe diaspora is
debated and continuously (re)constructed, especially from the vantageopdhose
who promote a common Cypriot identity as a fundamental prerequispedce and re-

unification in Cypru§".

Such an approach allows us to move beyond essentialised imagesacéfyveor
conflict-supporting diasporas. A relatively recent volume publishedhley United
Nations University Press brings together various academius,ane asked to evaluate
diasporas connected to ‘homelands’ in conflict as either ‘peacershake ‘peace-
wreckers’. Through a comparative analysis of a wide rangmaséd studies, however,
this absolute dichotomy is considerably challenged. Bringing ttee tdgether, Smith
(2007: 9-12) argues that diasporas can be peace-makers, peace-woeclatser at
different times and such orientation depends on historical developraedtpolitical
conditions both in the country of origin as well as the home countrghéysare not
homogenous units, they may involve elements, institutions and individualsgixgre
opposing views vis-a-vis the conflict. More importantly, the vesgoept of peace is
interrogated, as its meaning needs to be closely examined anfiedpiecparticular
contexts. Skrbis (2007: 235), for instance, explains that unlike common tamdiengs

of the term, for the Croatian diaspora the idea of peace was rmhpatible with

%" Characteristically, it is among Cypriotists, espky those who are British born that the term piam

is employed to describe their communal experiendeondon. It is often employed to avoid other terms
such askoinotita’ [community] or paroikia’ (roughly translated as ‘next to home’) used tiaddlly by
Greek Cypriots in London. Younger Cypriotists péreethese terms as essentialist and exclusive,
whereas they consider the term diaspora as refiegenore their transnational predicament.
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providing illegal arms to Croatian fighting forces during thékBa wars in the 1990s

and this was mainly because peace in this case only meant independence ifmmsCroat

Likewise, peace is an elusive term in the way it is usedympyi@s. For some Turkish
Cypriots, for instance, peace was achieved in 1974, when Turkeferateto rescue
them from the violence exercised against them by Greek Cyprotshe other side,
since the official political line of the Republic of Cypruseafthe conflict has been
based on promoting peace and re-conciliation (Papadakis 1993), the nufj@ityek
Cypriots appear to support the re-unification of the island. HoweuJsgir t
understandings and visions of such a solution vary and do not always coinitide
formal processes of peace negotiations that have as theithms$igure establishment
of a bi-communal and bi-zonal federation. Those who oppose it, oftenhiseadlution
as unfair for the Greek Cypriot community, a majority commuriigt now see their
rights curtailed and compromised by having to negotiate with reonity (Turkish
Cypriots) on equal terms. This particular rhetoric, although incime supporting
peace, is often characterised as typically Greek Cypricdmadist, juxtaposed to more

Cyprio-centric perspectives on a solution.

Even within these Cyprio-centric discourses, however, the idea oé pgaonstantly
negotiated and it is tightly connected to broader social and poliélzions. Adding to
Skrbi§’s argument, the following chapters of the thesis illustnate the meaning of
peace is not only dependent on historical and political developmehtsirand home
countries but in the case of Cypriots in London, it has also to bestiodérin relation
to claims to identity, inter-personal relations and shifting indivicarad collective

memories and experiences.

2.4 Cypriotism as discourse and practice in the Diaspora: Contuities and
Ruptures

Continuities

On the very first day of fieldwork at the Cypriot Community Centir Georgiou, a
man in his mid-seventies, who kindly introduced me to the place aneégtdars,
invited me to the centre’s coffee shop. ‘What would you like to haveR&dapolitely

Mr. Giorgos, who run the coffee shop. ‘Can | have a Turkish...sorry...Greekeah
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Cypriot coffee?®, | replied in a confused manner concluding within seconds that
‘Cypriot’ was the right adjective for the beverage, as it waitten on the drinks price
list hanging on the wall behind Mr. George. The two men laughe @&bnfusion and
attempt to use the appropriate term and the coffee shop waiterfyoiteer: ‘Are you
sure you want a Cypriot coffee? We can also make you a Gresleora Turkish one,
if you want. We are fully equipped’. Further laughs followed based @onamon
understanding of the complex political and ideological debateshdbahe different
names of what is principally the same type of coffee. Papa@2ds: 248), writing on
cultural ownership as an inherent part of the nationalist logidaesphow the term
‘Cypriot’ offers a solution to the ‘Turkish/Greek coffee issaad it is used almost to
diffuse Greek or Turkish nationalist claims. Moreover, as incdse of the Cypriot
Centre, it is employed to make a political statement agdiase two dominant versions

of nationalism.

Greek Cypriot identity and social memory, according to Mavrgtk837; 1999) has to
be understood through the antagonistic relation between Cypriotism askl Gypriot
nationalism. Whereas the latter is based on the centrality andngre of ‘pure’
Hellenism in the historical development of Greek Cypriot ident@ypriotism treats
cultural tradition as a result of mixing, syncretism and diffugiBapadakis 1993).
Correspondingly, in the Cypriotist versions of the past, Cyprus’areui$ presented as
a combined product of the various conquerors, who set foot in the island, tindike
Greek Cypriot narrative that traces the historical past thraghHellenic presence.
‘Thus, whereas the nationalists focus on a distinguished legacy, theot3ys
emphasize popular cultur@ofxog moitiopdc), rural customs and everyday practices
which construct a more syncretic, and unquestionably less dignifed, of identity
and tradition’ (Mavratsas 1997: 730).

8 In response and opposition to official campaign&ieece to call the coffee Greek rather than Btrki
some people, like my grandma, who came from a faofilGreek refugees from Turkey, insisted on the
‘Turkishness’ of the coffee (for the complex attias and discourses of Asia Minor refugees vis-dhas
Greek state, see Hirschon 1989). | had taken ortetime from her and also as a reaction to the affici
campaigns, | habitually call the coffee ‘“Turkishi.this episode and in order to respond to theeodnt

shift within a few seconds from this position, ke tofficial Greek one (the second most establishmedin

my cultural repertoire) and then to the one th&tdught most appropriate for a centre that embraces
Cypriotism.
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Although Cypriotism did not take a clear ideological form before 18dMe of its
traces and ideas were already to be found in the 1920s in thiespatid declarations of
the Cypriot Communist Party (KKK) that eventually transfodnmgo AKEL. In typical
Marxist language, the communist party had warned against the dafgerBonalism
as an ideology that serves the imperialist interests of glehpital and local
bourgeoisies and emphasised on the importance of class solidarity amércatnuggle
across ethnic lines (ibid.: 722). In the 1940s, AKEL'’s shift to pro-en(osigication
with Greece) contradicted to some extent its Cyprio-centitcst however, prominent
members and many of its supporters criticised the official turn of the gradtgemained

loyal to communist Cypriotism.

Many of the migrants who left Cyprus in the 1940s and 1950s, coming fayking
class backgrounds, were already members of AKEL when thiegato the UK. They
often therefore explain their commitment to Cypriotism, as gfatteir politicisation as
young AKEL members, and draw connections between their prexnoigrand post-
migration experiences. In response to the incident with the coffee,Géorgiou
explained smiling: ‘What do you expect? We are leftists, of eows will call the
coffee Cypriot’. In this frame of analysis, Cypriotism appeasn ideological heritage
that is not only employed by migrants to analyse their evergdagiuct in diaspora but
also to prove retrospectively the higher morality of communisrawis Greek Cypriot

nationalism.

Post-1974, however, Cypriotism dominated in Cyprus for the first tenga# of the
official Greek-Cypriot rhetoric that based on a language of ‘paateful coexistence’
between Greek and Turkish Cypriots (Papadakis 1993) urged for pedcéhen
reunification of the island. The idea @fosisas a political project was dropped and the
pro-enosists,who were now associated with the right and especially withl DIS
(Democratic Rally), the party founded by Clerides, were accaséde main instigators
of the 1974 catastrophe (Mavratsas 1997: 720). In the new politicalt@widirds
rapprochementGreek and Turkish Cypriots were presented as the blamelesssvatti
broader political processes and interests that included British aliéomj American
imperialism, extreme nationalism, which culminated with Turkegtervention and

occupation of the northern part of the island. According to the sameudse,
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therefore, Greek and Turkish Cypriots, if left alone, would reunify argddeacefully

together like before.

Most Cypriots in London, however, did not experience conflict and divisitinei same
way. Greek and Turkish Cypriots in the British capital had been workiggther,
living in the same neighbourhoods and sending their children to the showssfor a
long time before the conflict and in many ways they carriedooafter the conflict too
(Constantinides 1977: 277). One day during fieldwork, this was the topiteof
conversation in one of the coffee shops near Green Lanes thabtQyen visit to
socialise, play cards and pass their spare time. A group of 5wasn discussing
politics as usual, when Mr. Stelios, who came to the UK in tlee 1860s and is an
AKEL supporter said: ‘They (Cypriots in Cyprus) have to try to livgether again, as
we have managed to do here. Why didn’t we have the same issugsAmaer man,
in his mid-70s picked on what Mr. Stelios had said and quickly replieseems we
can only live together under the English, Stelios, no? We lived lgapppthe past
because of the English, we live together now in England’, evokiqgita common
argument amongst some Greek Cypriots that implies a degree tafgrgor a pre-
Independence colonial past in Cygtuas an indirect critique of the rhetoric of an
organic past and current coexistence used by many Cypriotists in thgodsa ‘What
are you talking about?’, Mr. Stelios quickly reacted revertmaa ttypical AKEList
interpretation of the conflict. ‘It was the English that cedatifferences. But the
problem was those nationalists. We didn’t have to have an armed|stagginst the
English. Eventually they would have left, like they left from Malta telling you, my
friend, the problem was that we wantatbsis But we see things differently in England
than people in Cyprus because we came here a long time agorNgd vath us the
good situations from Cyprus on our shoulders and we still have thesesigatibns.
Here we were just left alone to live in the way we know'. rfieténg in the interaction
between the two men, a third person, Mr. Yiorgos raised his voice ahdBuat it's

also how this society works, Stelios. Here black, whites, thdivaltogether. We have

29| agree with Cunningham Bissell (2005), whose wioranzibar reveals that ‘colonial nostalgia’ has
to be ethnographically contextualised in orderégboperly understood through the specificitietheke
contexts. Whereas in urban Zanzibar, he analysas it set of responses to neoliberal policies lodrur
restructuring, colonial nostalgia here has to beng@red as a framework of response to experiences of
violence and displacement that caused the Cypoiafiict.
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no other choice. If you send your kids to school, you cannot ask them to nta talk

Turkish Cypriots, you cannot ask them to not be friends’.

Besides representing different ideological stances, theseamtes express a shared
understanding of the continuities of Cypriotism, as everyday exmer and practice, in
the pre- and post-migration periods. Either as a condition of (post)ddoniar as an
organic experienceoutside and besides colonialism or as a result of British
multiculturalism, diasporic coexistence between Greek and Turkighrid®s is
represented in these narratives, as a replication of inter-etblaitons in pre-war

Cyprus.

In Cyprus, however, the dominance of Cypriotism as a political ide@ongdydiscourse
was short-lived and within a few years after the conflict, todsdine end of the 1980s,
the Cypriot political scene was characterised by the emmeggof what Peristianis
(1995) calls ‘neonationalism’ and Mavratsas (1997) names ‘new G@3gdiot
nationalism’. A renewed Hellenocentrism developed as part ofiaffibetorics and
public discourses, principally as a result of internal problemsmwitie Greek Cypriot
government and the continuation of the Cyprus problem that demandedsal oévhe
political relationships with Greece (Peristianis 2006a: 104). Mogiri@ parties
therefore, including DIKO (centre) and EDEK (socialist and déftentre), but
excluding AKEL, developed close connections with the Greek dfiftie.). In this
period, therefore, Cypriotism starts to be more tightly assmtiaith the communist
Left. However, as Mavratsas highlights, ‘Cypriotist elememtd orientations can be
found in almost all political parties, and it should be clear thatreduction of the
contest between nationalism and Cypriotism into a left-right oppositannot be fully
sustained and can only oversimplify the picture’ (1997: 723-724). Peris(z006a),
presenting a social survey that was conducted amongst GreekotSypri 2000,
concludes that although a large number of those who identify themgeiresily or
solely as Cypriots tend to belong to the Left, a Cypriot idensityalso prioritised
amongst members of the sample who come from different idealolgackgrounds.
Also, ‘Greekness’ is not totally excluded from the answersfo$te and it emerges as
an identifying category for many AKEL supporters, especiailydiscussions about

Turkey and the Turkish intervention.
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Besides such overlaps between Cypriotism and Greek-Cyprianabsm, however,
the latter dominated the official political scene and set thenpeters for permissible
public discourse in the period after the mid-1980s. Such dominance wasatahn
with the rejection of the Annan plan in 2004 by the Greek Cypriot battentas seen by
the international diplomatic circles as well as many Cyptingsnselves as the victory
of ‘neonationalism’ once again over the political consciousness of tbek G ypriot
community. Although the reasons and politics behind the rejection ofaheapt more
complex and besides the fact that AKEL at the end proposed araloffio’ stance
towards the referendum, the emotive televised speech of the BRtesidbe Cyprus
Republic, Tassos Papadopoulos on the\pril 2007, in which, while shedding a tear,
he urged Greek Cypriots to not accept the plan became an iconic momhmsunth

victory.

This is why the election of Christofias was received bgrgd majority in the diaspora
with great euphoria. His electoral success was the main toglcsaission for many
weeks in coffee shops, public gatherings and house talks. Many AKtle supporters
celebrated and some of them, especially older generation Cymets had tears over
what was for them a pivotal moment in the history of theirypdieir hope, however,
was not only oriented towards a future solution for Cyprus but alsadewiae revival
of a relationship between the diaspora and Cyprus. For the yea@rdedkt Cyprus was
going through its ‘hellenocentric phase’, again in the langudgmmtinuity, which
diasporic Cypriots employ in their narration, Cypriotism both as ideological
commitment and everyday practice carried on in the UK in itgigque form. This
continuity was considered to have caused a disturbance on the poétatanships
between Greek Cypriots in the UK and the Cypriot state. Innggrview with a
prominent member of the National Federation of Cypriots in the UKjdidighted this
shift by saying: ‘Here in the diaspora we are more cotenhito the Cyprus problem
than even people in Cyprus. They are just carrying on with thes tiwere. And the
Cypriot state has not always supported us, but things are chamgingvith the new
government. Papadopoulos had not come to visit us more than two timesoutbe
of five years. Christofias is here every two-three months’. wbsds stem to some
extent from his ideological closeness to the new president, but they alsbaeajEneral
atmosphere at the time that the election of a Cyprio-centric governroait raise new

opportunities for the voice of its ‘Cypriotist’ diaspora to be heard.
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Ruptures

| have presented up to this point a historical narrative often nepeddby some
members of the diaspora —but not exclusively-, in which Cypriotismidexstity,
ideological commitment and practice is expressed through a tbpmntinuities
between a pre-migration past and a diasporic present. These corgtiatetiarticulated
both through a romanticised nostalgia for a pre-conflict Cyprugetsas in terms of an
essentialising language, in which diaspora identity and politicsasp@es static and
fixed, almost untouched by broader historical and political proceékatesake place in
Cyprus. In interaction with individual narratives and experiences, \awehe
discourse of Cypriotism involves the possibilities of ‘counter-dissesirand ruptures
to come to the surface. There are multiple contexts and examiplevhich these
ruptures occur and find space to be articulated, however, | schdipgtiesent two
main historical moments that often emerged in the narrativesnafy of the
protagonists of the thesis as points of reference: the Turkish onvakil974 and the

Annan plan referendum in 2004.

1974

Both Ladbury (1977) and Constantinides (1977), writing shortly after 1974 about

Turkish and Greek Cypriots in London, argue that the conflict in Cygicusiot have
devastating effects on the inter-ethnic relationships on an irmtéltievel at least. At
the time intermarriage and co-habitation between Greek and TuCkishots existed
but it was quite limited, a situation that replicated to sontengxpre-1960s socio-
cultural patters of interaction in Cyprus. But Cypriots worked ttugrein factories,
shops and restaurants and they developed personal relationships inothtesés that
according to the authors remained good even after the Turkish invasion that year.

However, 1974 emerges in the narratives of some diasporic Cypriasmasnent of
particular tension that put a strain not only on relationships witlotther community

but on their individual commitment to Cypriotism and co-existence too.
Mr Christos’s narrative presents a particularly severe chseapture in this sense. He

had been in London almost three decades by the time of the coritectleaving his
village in Morphou in the North part of the island to become one of the yoang
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migrants to the British empire’s metropolis. He was firspkyed in the restaurant of
one of his co-villagers from Cyprus and with hard work, he managedualg to own
his own restaurant, a business now run by his children. To interviewashone of the
early migrants who had arrived in the UK | visited him in tb&taurant, where in spite
of his 85 years he still ‘offers a hand’. He does not destiiinself as a leftist, but his

account reproduces some of the patterns of the Cyprio-centric storyline.

‘We didn’t have any problems with the Turkish Cypriots. Neither in
Cyprus nor here. But | remember that day in July | heard about the
invasion. Some relatives of mine, who were in London as well called
me. | went crazy, | totally lost it, | think. At the time | hadTurkish
Cypriot guy working in my restaurant, in the kitchen. | heard him
cheering after hearing the news of the invasion. | couldn’t takk it
didn’t even want to look at him, but | gave him a small bag withythirt
pounds in it as compensation and | asked him to never come back. Right
or wrong, that's how | felt at the time. But since then | haleays
avoided employing Turkish Cypriots in my businesses.’

Although it is almost certain that the narrator did not have thatiaoteto draw any
parallels, the incident with the thirty pounds, quite interestinglyygbto minds the
biblical story of Judas’s betrayal of Jesus for thirty silk@ns, which is often utilised
metaphorically in popular talk as an example of ultimate diftypyend treachery. Mr.
Christos reflected on his feelings and behaviour at the time, rmstef deep

disappointment for what he considered as a betrayal on behalf of Turkish Cypriots.

However, not all accounts of 1974 recall such radical ruptures inevieeyday
relationships of Cypriots in London. Mr. Stelios had arrived in London inlatee
1950s, as a young boy to join his older brother who had already been ifivthg
capital for a few years. All members of his family inchglihimself were and still are
devoted AKEL supporters. By 1974, Mr. Stelios had already got mawidas wife
Eleni, had had his first child and had established a hairdressingebsisin North
London with another Greek Cypriot man. ‘I remember that day vesgrlgl, he
narrates. ‘It was a Saturday and | was in the car with mynéss partner, Yiannis. We
had just heard the news and we were both very upset. Yiannis was dyiirte
crossed twice over a red traffic light. | asked him to stopys could calm down. At
that time we had a Turkish Cypriot barber working for us in tigpsYiannis and |

were thinking how we would face him. We were angry but it was rofdult. Why
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would it be his fault? It was not our fault either. We had been livirigondon together
and fine. | asked Yiannis to drive around for a while and to not go Isttaighe salon.
After we relaxed and our anger was gone a little, we returndteteshop. We tried to

behave to Hakan as usual’.

Mr. Stelios’s relationships with Mr. Hakan survived not only beyond 18@#4have
lasted until today and this connection allowed me to trace Mr. Hakal€sf the story
for that particular day in July 1974. He had migrated to the UK inetitey 1960s
leaving some of his family members back in Paphos, in the southerof plaet island.
He considers himself a leftist and he is quite sympatheticrtsvaKEL ‘despite the
mistakes they have made’, as he argues. For a long time, dhéousitend the events in
the Cypriot Community Centre and he has maintained relationshipssame of the
regulars there, although these days he prefers to go to the TugksbtCommunity
Association (TCCA). Mr. Stelios brought me into contact with hisfroéshd and former
employee urging me to ask him ‘if what | said it's true. Bhaviour towards him
never changed. Hakan knows that well and he can tell you'.

‘I remember very clearly that morning’, Mr. Hakan narratétlyy wife was celebrating
and | was happy too because we felt that something was fireilyg lbone. We had
been so worried about our families in Cyprus and at that timtheweght Turkey was
coming in to protect Turkish Cypriots. But | didn’'t want to go to kvibrat day. | didn’t
want to see Stelios and Yiannis. | just couldn’t face them. Wihadtld say to them? |
was having my morning coffee and | was thinking what to do. But tdecitled to go.

It would have been laetrayalto not show my face at the shop that day. We didn’t speak

about it much during the day. | guess | hid my happiness, they hid their sadness’.

The Annan Plan

Whereas 1974 is a historical movement that has marked not only ittial dfistory and
politics of Cyprus but also the memories and lives of most CyptieshAnnan plan and
the referendum became another important time in the history ofa®ypo the extent
that the period after 2004 is often characterised as the post-Arverand in public
discourses highlighting its significance and impact for Cypriotfairaf

Characteristically, during fieldwork, especially in 2006 and 2007, thelésdigned and
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backed plan emerged as a point of reference in everyday discussibimgegactions
even more often than the events of 1974. For those who had believed sujiparted
it as a compromised solution, the temporary hopefulness raised dre itominent
solution in 2004 had now been replaced by disappointment and hopelessnessd &Ve ha
chance and we missed it, who knows when we will have another one’pftess

repeated amongst many Cypriots in the streets of London and Nicosia.

Moreover, the failure of the plan to lead to re-unification andoreiliation shook the
very notion of Cypriotism, as a long-term ideological narrative practice, not least
because the most Cyprio-centric political parties of all iprGy, AKEL, in a last-
minute manoeuvre, took an official ‘no’ stance to the referendum and ageouits
supporters to vote accordingly. Although most Cypriots in London, as peanthane
residents and British citizens, were not eligible to and did noicjete in the voting
process, they, however, had their own views on and understandings of théhelan;

also felt its impact on their life in the diaspora.

‘I was waiting until the last minute to see what AKEL woulthme up with. | did not
believe that they would say ‘no’, | was hopeful until the last se¢cMakan, a Turkish
Cypriot in his mid-50s recalled. He had arrived in London in they eE3B0s, as a
young communist studying at that time in Turkey, to escapsepeation by Turkish
military forces that were targeting —amongst othersistefiniversity students. He had
been loyal to his communist convictions and had supported Cyprio-cenaae pe
politics in London by participating in bi-communal events and actsvitieainly
organised by AKEL. ‘But | was so disappointed with Christofiag’,carried on, ‘and
with all those people who were saying that we could live togethat we are all
Cypriots. After the plan, | stopped going to the Cypriot Centre. Wiaatthe point? If
they care about their people, maybe | should start caring nimet any people

[meaning Turkish Cypriots]'.

Volkan’s words reflect a broader disappointment amongst Turkishid@ypespecially
those who had identified with the language of Cypriotism; in sorses¢and as the
quote implies, such disappointment was converted in the post-Annan pericthifo a

towards ‘Turkish-Cypriotism’. Hatay and Bryant (2008a) explain howmaement
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among Turkish Cypriots, characteristically called the ‘JasnRevolutiof®, emerged
at the beginning of 2000s to protest against Turkey’'s presence anndswdeen as
colonialism of their island. The movement evoked a language of giasfal a lost
multi-cultural and cosmopolitan past. Althouglnbrishilik or Cypriotismhad not had
many supporters amongst Turkish Cypriots before, at that pdietame popular as a
form of cultural resistance against Turkey. However, as the autaggue, the
underlying nostalgia expressed through the languag&ilofishilik was less for a
multicultural past and more for a time when Turkish Cypriotsewer enclaves.
Especially as the opening of the borders and the rejection of the Ataraby Greek
Cypriots brought to some extent Turkish Cypriots’ disillusionmertt #ié possibilities
of living together again with their old neighbours, ‘[.Kjbrislilik did not necessarily
imply a common identity for the entire island. Ratt@hrislilik implied the resurgence
of Turkish-Cypriot demands for self-determination, this time pasexpposition to the
domination of Turkey’ (ibid. :431).

The tensions caused on inter-personal, local and inter-ethniconslaipps were
acknowledged by many Greek Cypriots in London. ‘I had some TurkishidCypr
friends, but | don’'t see them much especially after the Annars,avghrase regularly
repeated during fieldwork when | would ask individuals about bi-commamadind
coexistence. On an institutional level, the relationships betweeekGand Turkish
Cypriot organisations froze for some time, especially betweerkElAind CTP.
However, Cypriotists in London insisted that this was a period ofywarkl in order to
regain thetrust of Turkish Cypriots. Mr. Yiorgos, a member of AKEL London,
conveyed his hopefulness about such prospect by stating: ‘Of courserstandethat
Turkish Cypriots feel unhappy after the Annan. But it’s our respoitgibil approach
them again and make them understand why the plan was rejectatk tefationships
will be good again soon. Here in London it is actually easier, wadivays had better
relationships than in Cyprus’. Such statements, however, not only involvwedarlying
belief in the Greek Cypriot ‘no’ to the Annan as justified; thesoafall short of
recognising the growing appeal and transformation¥ibfishlik amongst Turkish

Cypriots that diverts to a large extent from Cypriotist undeihgs of re-conciliation

%0 As the flower of jasmine came to symbolise thg oftNicosia as a reminiscent oparer time, before
the city was contaminated with the presence of exwlfrom Turkey living especially in the old walled
part of the city (ibid.: 423).
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and re-unification. Moreover, they are employed as strategieasaadling blame and
managing tension in the local context of London; according to this lIGgpriots in the

diaspora are the blameless victims of political processegpru€ and if left alone they
can continue to live as they know: together.

In summary, a Cyprio-centric narrative of past and present idilspora emphasises
continuities mainly between pre-migration and post-migration peaceful coeexistof
Greek and Turkish Cypriots. In some cases such continuity is erpgrésrough a
romanticised nostalgia for a colonial past in Cyprus, others @smanitment to the
values of communism as articulated through the politics of AKEL cantk often as
product of British mutliculturalism. However, although the historyaghastence in the
diaspora is presented as unaffected by and almost isolatedfEomCyprus, everyday
experiences of even the most committed Cypriotists revedl rddationships in the
diaspora are highly connected to and shaped by the socio-pdiidtdlistorical context
in Cyprus. On the other hand, the particular Cypriot experiences afstaece in
London and their historicised and ideological articulation offer indivglaadifferent
platform than in Cyprus to negotiate and cope with such ruptures orpérsonal,

inter-ethnic and institutional levels.

2.5 Cypriotism as ‘anti-nationalism’

Ekamaman kai fugame ouloi apo ta horia mas
kai hassame o,ti eihame akoma kai ta paidia mas.

Ekamaman kai fugame ouloi apo ta horia mas
ki irthame stin Agglia pou einai i mana tis klepskai olis tis
atimias.

Ekeinoi pou ta ekamasi simeron kuvernousi,
erxontai tora na mas poun, hampari den exousi.

Tora me hilia psemata pashoun na ta skepasoun
kai vgalan tous kai irwes kai oute tha tous dikasou

Keinoi pou ta ekamasi thelousi na glitosoun
keina pou mas ekamasi allou na ta fortosoun.

Kk

They made us all leave our villages
and we lost everything we had including our chitdre

They made us all leave our villages
and we came to England that is the mother of thyezed
dishonesty.

Those who did all this today they are governing
and they come today to tell us that they know mathi
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Now they try to cover their acts with a thousares li
and they are even called heroes and they will nesdrialled.

Those who did all this want now to escape
they try to blame others for what they did to us.

(Mr. Socrates, Greek Cypriot, aged 87, 04/06/2007)

This poem was orally composed by one of my most elderly informihitsSocrates,
who migrated to London in the mid-1950s, already a man in his thittitege sime. He
could be characterised as a Cypriot version of ‘the storytethet,skilful transmitter of
oral history and culture, whom Benjamin (2007 [1936]), without avoiding
romanticising, identifies with ‘traditional’ societies in his honamous essay. Whereas
Benjamin asserts that in modernity the value of experience, funddmperequisite for
the flourishing of storytelling, is lost to more objectivist underdings of narrative,
Mr. Socrates often attracts an audience around him at theoC@amtre coffee shop to
listen to his personal experiences, his on-the-spot conceived poems @lddnigths
and tales. He is very proud of his skills and the clarity ofthirking at this age, which,
as he often repeats, have also been recognised outside @stificénds. As a proof,
he recalls the time when a journalist working fidiprion Nostos (roughly translated as
‘The longing of Cypriots’), a TV programme about the Cypriotspg@a produced by
RIK (Cyprus Broadcasting Corporation), video-recorded Mr Scrageiting his

poems.

Although Cypriot migration to the UK, as discussed before, is fdynaaalysed as a
type of economic migration, in the poem above that Mr. Socratesimsisould go into
my thesis, he points out a different or parallel explanation ofelaisons for migrating.
As it is not very clear in the poem to what or whom he refeaskéd him to explain it
to me and the other men who were sitting around him that day. dlking about

nationalism of course and those nationalists that destroyed the country’, he. replie

Many of the older leftist Cypriot migrants evoke a similegument in their narratives
of migration. In such narratives they appear as forced to leave their istzagsbainder
the progress and dominance of nationalism they had been persectutseirfpolitical
beliefs; unable to find jobs, they had to look for a future in the meisopbltheir
coloniser —an anathema for them, as the connection of England to yhiever
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dishonesty illustrates in Mr. Socrates’s poem. Later in thestligse chapter 3), | trace
more closely the consistencies and inconsistencies between AKEL’s ‘hiddenhaof
the past and that of its supporters in London. However, what needs tghtighted
here is that in popular narratives, Cypriotism is articulatedamasantithesis to

nationalism — mainly Greek Cypriot nationalism.

Although many Cypriots often represent their community abroddhdgionally ‘anti-
nationalist’, peaceful and peace-supporting in terms of imagioetincities described
above, however, the interactions between Cypriotism and nationalitime idiaspora

produces further contexts of tension and narratives of marginalisation.

In the course of the fieldwork, | encountered these different pligositions
interacting and often clashing in a variety of spaces, includiggnisations, coffee
shops, church meetings and even house meals, when members of the same family would

find their own relatives polarised across opposing ideological stances.

The following interaction took place between Mr. Marios and Mr. Ygntwo old
friends at a coffee shop. | was recording Mr. Marios’s lifédnjsand Mr. Yiannis was
listening patiently when the first one said: ‘I'm not a Cypridty a Greek of the
diaspora. We are all Greeks, you know, no matter what'.

Mr. Yiannis: ‘How can you say this, Marios? Cyprus is a difiereountry, it's an
independent country from Greece'.

Mr. Marios: ‘I feel Greek and | have always suppoeedsis.

Mr. Yiannis: ‘Butenosiscannot happen, Marios. It was an old idea, we are paying now
for this idea’.

Mr. Marios: ‘It happened already when Cyprus joined the European Union’.

Mr. Yiannis: ‘No, as long as Turkey is there, it cannot happen'.

Although Mr. Marios is fully aware that an annexation of Cypau&teece is far from
pragmatic, what he suggests here is that unification has taken ljgaeeen the two
countries within the European Union, after the ‘Greek’ part of Cypnas therefore,
they only legitimate part in his understanding, became a futibee. For Mr. Marios a

political and historical circle has been closed; the Greeks pfusytogether with the
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Greeks of Greece are part of the broader community, in which dbleyng; that is
Europe. For Mr. Yiannis, however, the circle is still open, as anatiigcation is more
imperative, the unification of Cyprus as one island. Unlike Mr. Mamdg) seems to
not discriminate between Turkish Cypriots and Turkish forces on thadisMr.

Yiannis evokes a Cyprio-centric argument that focuses on Turklegrrénan Turkish

Cypriots as the obstacle to re-conciliation and re-unification.

‘They are all Turks’, Mr. Marios commented in a louder tone tiheti‘l met once a
Kurdish Professor, who looked Turkish to me but when | asked him, he &l#fm
not a bloody Turk”. He was Kurdisliserkezops Kurds are an Aryan race, like Greeks.

They were just islamicised’.

Mr. Yiannis did not reply and kept silent for a while beforethed to change the
conversation to a different topic. Not only he found the words of Mr.ddagktreme
but as he said after his interlocutor left, ‘this happens aliitine, but we cannot argue.
We have to be more tolerant than the nationalists. Discussion helgs letter to

convince people’.

Such interactions and clashes of different ideological positions dalways remain
confined to the walls of a coffee shop or a house. They also take ipldwroader
contexts with larger impact on those involved. One of my main infotsnaNikos, a
second generation Greek Cypriot and well-known for his Cypriotissidea peace
activism amongst those involved in politics in London was publicly adclbsea

diasporic newspaper columnist as an ‘anti-Greek neo-Cypriot’. Tdlamaist

commented on Nikos’s commitment to ‘Greekness’ and questioned histipatrand

his ‘ethnic integrity’ consequently. Understandably, Nikos was dquiteerned about
and disturbed by the newspaper article. When | asked him aboutsbesdsehind the
allegations against him, he replied: ‘It's because | didn't egfgg to Greek school,
because | was interviewed by Turkish Cypriot newspapers; and bdganeser to call

myself a Cypriot. They just want to silence us but | think we havikeep fighting

back’.

The term ‘Neo-Cypriot’ relates, according to Mavratsas (199%), to the renewed

dominance of nationalism in Cyprus after the short term risinGypriotism in the
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mid-1970s. It has negative connotations referring to those who delfgnism as the
core cultural substance of Cypriot identity. Consequently ‘NeoiGigrare often
accused for conspiring with foreign powers, especially the sBritagainst Cypriot
interests and for posing a threat to the cultural heritage addidrs of Hellenic
Cyprus. The term, although not very common in London as much as in Cypsus, ha
however, been imported and reproduced in the diaspora to single out inidivatida
organisations as ‘anti-Greek’. Although in Cyprio-centric narratiespecially amongst
the first generation, migration is associated with an drdlen nationalism, nationalist
rhetoric still dominates some diasporic contexts to the extahQypriotism is treated
as a counter-discourse that challenges the core narrative fromnatgns; either
through tolerance and convincing, as articulated by Mr. Yiannis orghrthe language
of ‘fighting back’, as expressed by Nikos.

Within these contexts, therefore, supporters of Cypriotism seepbigical stance as
anti-nationalist. ‘Whereas the adherents of Greek nationalismly$izale no trouble
with the label 'nationalist’, the Cypriotists present their vieass explicitly anti-

nationalist - assuming that the only type of nationalism that®is ethnic nationalism
which they view as inherently chauvinistic - and would certaiggat the label;

Especially since in Cyprus the latter has been closelyciatsed with Greek-Cypriot
irredentism’ (ibid.: 723).

Peristianis (2006a: 101), however, argues that alongside the developm@éneedf
Cypriot nationalism as a form of ethnic nationalism, Cypriotisoh\ed as a case of
civic/territorial nationalism. Although the former treats theioratas a cultural
homogenous community bound together by primordial ethnic ties, ther latte
conceptualises the nation in terms of citizenship rights; all tiehave the right to
live in a particular territory regardless of their religiethnicity or class are considered
members of the national community and they are equal before whe(ilbed.).
Cypriotism consequently does not imply the negation of the idea of tiom & of the
state; however, it contests the particular ways, in which tbhehave been interlinked

through the prevalence of ethnic nationalism.

In a self-reflexive mode, Cypriotists often admit that thein@mti-nationalist rhetoric

is inevitably another form of nationalism. To overcome such an irteamaradiction,
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in many cases supporters of Cypriotism would justify it dgomd’ nationalism, a
necessary step to overcome the ‘bad’ dominant Greek and Turkighatiat narratives
that have divided the island. The insistence on the ‘goodness’ of Gyprict often
defended even in cases when new exclusions and divisions emergenamgs An
indicative example of this was put forward to me by a young madorthern Cyprus,
Ibrahim, who proclaimed himself a strong supporter of Cypriotisrahim was born in
Cyprus by Turkish parents, who had migrated to the island from Tumkéhye 1980s.
Since he is not of Turkish Cypriot ancestry, he is not eligiblafoidentity card of the
Republic of Cyprus and he is aware that individuals like him, althoughdul raised
in Cyprus, are often not distinguished in public discourses from Turkigtams or the
ambiguous and broad category of setffersle was discussing with another Turkish
Cypriot friend how Cypriotist politics and language often dismissven exclude cases
like his own when they put a strong emphasis on a shared socio-cptstaddetween
Greek and Turkish Cypriots. ‘I am a Cypriot, | feel a Cypriot #ndnothing else’,
Ibrahim said, ‘but if there was a solution arttad to leave the island with the settlers, |

would go; I'd do anything for the good of Cyprus’.

Navaro-Yashin (2006) examines how despite popular representations fardl of
discourses of common ‘Turkishness’ in TRNC, Turkish Cypriots throughguéage of
‘autochthony’ separate themselves from the Turkish migrants iisldrel by claims to
cultural difference. Public and media discourses often present tgents as
backwards and conservative compared to Turkish Cypriots and connegirédsaince
with rising crime rates. Moreover, during my fieldwork in TRNTyrkish Cypriots
would express fears that their culture would soon be extinguished ankietharé¢ to be

outnumbered soon by the Turkish settlers. The Cypriotists among thend woul

31 Hatay (2009) traces the historical roots of comgerary discourses that (re)produce distinctions
between Turkish Cypriots and ‘others’, namely thekish migrants who arrived to Cyprus after 1974.
Such representations, he argues, are orientalanugyhave a great impact on the everyday lives and
experiences of Turkish working class individualsowihhabit mainly the walled city of Nicosia. In a
different paper, Hatay (2005) highlights the needrestrict the category of ‘settlers’ mainly to the
‘agricultural labourers’ who migrated to the islaafer partition through a settlement policy agream
between Turkey and Turkish Cypriot authorities.sTagricultural labour force should be distinguished
from other Turkish migrants who arrived to the iglathrough their own arrangements and became
citizens through naturalisation. Other groups dfividuals of Turkish origin, such as registerednon-
registered workers, students and army personnelratsde in the TRNC, however, they have no voting
rights. As the ‘settler issue’ is a hotly debateyi¢ in Cyprus and the number of those who shoerdain

in the island after a solution appears as a majocern in the official peace negotiations, a dleaifon

and better understanding of the different socidehisal backgrounds and citizenship status of thoke
arrived to Cyprus from Turkey is imperative in arde demystify public misconceptions about settlers
numbers and their potential threat to outnumbefinkish Cypriots.
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emphasise their common culture and tradition with Greek Cypritherrahan ‘the
Turks’, who came to their island from Turkey. This Cypriotist-aettler discourse is
epitomised in the words of Ibrahim in the most contradictory watygine hand he sees
himself as Cypriot, as he was born in Cyprus and believes in a cor@ymot
identity. On the other hand, he is prepared to leave with ‘thierséttif his lack of
genealogical connections to Cyprus, in other words the fact that dieno Cypriot
ancestry, excludes him from a future unified nation-state basedommmon Cypriot
identity, as he envisages it.

The language of ancestry, genealogy, culture and tradition @vmkdbrahim is not
used here as particular to his own case only, but reflects brogpeoti3t discourses
that often debate identity along these terms. Consequently, althougbt{Sgpis cast
as a type of nationalism concerned with citizenship rights, dagrinterpretations and
practices make the picture more blurry. Writing about post-commBoianhd and the
ways in which the nation is imagined, Zubrzycki (2001) arguesaltiaiugh this takes
place along two trends, on one hand ethnic nationalism and on the otldecita
nationalism, these two categories are not actually as diatidcindependent from each
other. They are defined as ideal types in the Weberian senseohtrary to what is
often affirmed in everyday life discourses as well asomes academic works, the two
models of nationhood are not as fundamentally opposed and mutually exctusive

practiceas they are iprinciple (ibid.: 629, italics in the original).

Moreover, in his ‘Myths and Misconceptions in the Study of Nationgli@rmubaker
(1998: 299) further deconstructs the division between ethnic and civenakgm.
Although the former is commonly perceived as ‘ethnocultural’, thterla
conceptualisation of citizenship appears almost acultural. Howéneeguthor argues,
even the most exemplary cases of civic nationalism, the Uni#sSand France,
appear to have a strong underlying focus on culture i.e. a commoncAmer French
culture. In that sense, civic nationalism ceases to exist juitstypological form, ‘and

virtually all nationalisms would be coded as ethnic or cultural’ (ibid.).

The question then that emerges is how this common culture isilaiid and
(re)imagined and how it relates to identity construction. This da# occur by any

means in a consensual and horizontal way. | argue in this thedidésides the
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antagonisms between Cypriotism and ethnic nationalism, internal dgaamd
tensions appear within each model. In the following chapters | t@uexts in which
such tensions emerge and are negotiated in the process of irgag@ypriot nation.
The perspective of the diaspora functions as a catalyst in thissgrdzecause it brings
an important dimension into the discussions of ‘who is a Cypriot’; vherdiaspora
enters the debate, long standing power dynamics, discourses and idedogie
mobilised by individuals and institutions in ways that unravel spatesclusion and
differentiation. For although the nation can be imagined and envisagedansvand
multiple ways, this process is always embedded within and bound lgufarsocio-
historical and political contexts. The success of any model afnadism, including in
this case Cypriotism, is therefore ‘historically constraibgdspecific narratives and
"events" that frame the discursive field on the nation, at ageby specific historical

and institutional arrangements’ (Zubrzycki 2001: 630).

2.6 Conclusion

Many of the Cypriots, who attended Christofias’s first speethLondon as the
President of the Republic of Cyprus in May 2008, had arrived in thasJfoung men
and women decades before, to find work, to join family membersspoase, and in
general, to build a better life than they had in Cyprus. Althoughnaber of them had
imagined this as a temporary arrangement until they finallyrmed to their country,
various reasons turned their migration to the UK into a permanieinsent and some
had now gone to the event accompanied by their British born children vamd e
grandchildren. ‘Nothing is more permanent than the temporary’, Mr.agscrthe
storyteller of the Cypriot Centre, once said about his migra®pgrience reproducing

a common Greek proverb.

This chapter has traced the history of Cypriot movement betwepru€gand the UK
but moreover examined how these two contexts are imaginativaiedtly diasporic
Cypriots as cultural resources. However, not everyone participates irasipoii on the
same level and in the same ways. It has been argued herarnthakpansive
understanding of the concept of the diaspora is adopted in theithesier to address
issues of membership and, more importantly, to present the diaspara agoing

process embedded within a complex nexus of power relations and shiftiagnics.

Far from having a united and homogenous diaspora, it has been explaheyen
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amongst those who support peace and re-unification in Cyprus, thetwiarens both
on inter-personal and institutional levels in terms of the defindiwh understanding of
these terms. It is also debatable to what extent we can epé&aie Cypriot diaspora’,
as ‘homeland politics’ is organised mainly separately along etimes and very few

institutions are bi-communal and representative of all Cypriots.

Cypriotist narratives in the diaspora, on the other hand, present eoegidbetween
Greek and Turkish Cypriots in London in terms of continuities betwegea-eigration
past and a diasporic presence and blame any disruptions to such destiomithe
external effect of politics in Cyprus. As a result, the diaspergresented as
maintaining an ‘authentic Cypriotness’, for which coexistence arsgratote are a
prerequisite and which has not been preserved in Cyprus due to divisisepamdtion.
Claims over ‘who is a real Cypriot’ prompt constant debatestraresnational context
between the UK and Cyprus but also in an intra-diasporic spadbeselare examined
more closely in the rest of the chapters. What has been arguednhthe final section,
however, is that Cypriotism is experienced and presented bylldgvérs as a form of
anti-nationalism or at least as a ‘good’ nationalism. It has &sen analysed
academically as a type of ‘civic nationalism’ but, in temfsts everyday practice and
understanding, Cypriotism appears to evoke some of the languagermnbtogy of

‘ethnic nationalism’.

| build on this argument in the next chapter that deals with howhigtery of the
Cypriot Left that is often rendered to a position of ‘unofficial tbrg, although it
presents itself as anti-nationalist, in particular contextscedpk the structure of the
dominant nationalist discourse and they develop together in a dialeciation.
Moreover, they co-exist in the rhetoric and political repertoire of lteftiividuals who
often draw on both discourses in order to make sense of their menamries
experiences. For, whereas the Left has developed its own Cyptite@ccount of the
past, this is some times contested internally by Leftistsxg¢blres, when it fails to
reflect their shifting experiences and, in chapter 3, it gued that the narrative of

AKEL often under-represents the narratives of its diasporic supporters.
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CHAPTER 3

The ‘Left-overs’ of History: Reconsidering the ‘Undficial’
History of the Left in the Cypriot Diaspora

3.1 Introduction

‘Whose history?’ is a question that often emerges in accounts opasieboth in
academic contexts and everyday discourses. In the past few sletteate has been a
growing interrogation of ‘the writing of history’ in terms ofsitconnections to
hegemonic discourses and nationalist ideologies. It is now reeadgthiat history, as a
homogenous overarching narrative, is selectively constructed, stedbggianonised
and conducive to the legitimisation of the projects of the statehandiling elites. Such
history adheres to a scientific ideal of objectivism and presésgf as the single
source of access to the truth about the past (Appleby, Hunt and Jacob 1994).

Until WWII, in most nation-states, the monolithic approach to histbgd
systematically excluded alternative accounts/histories thattdv from the dominant
narrative. After the war, however, intellectual absolutisms viseghly critiqued and
histories of ‘others’, those of the socially excluded and margeliwere brought into
the foreground (Hobsbawm 1998: 269). This chapter focuses on the dichotevegmet
‘official’ and ‘unofficial’ history as articulated and represeshtin older and more recent
discussions on history writing in Cyprus. The question of ‘whose higsocpnsidered
here with particular reference to the history of the Cypriot, wéfiich has been defined

as one of the ‘unofficial’ accounts in the debates over the past in Cyprus.

The leftist narrative has been widely known amongst Cypriots throtaghhistories,
publications and social activism; it has, however, been marginastéxcluded from
public contexts dominated by the nationalist account of historya(iédqes 1998, 2003).
According to Panayiotou (2006: 270), official historiography in Cyprusopasated a
strategy of ‘negative integration’ towards the history of tveelr classes, incorporating

only parts of their history that did not contradict the hegemonic diseo@ilenced
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within the official historical narrative, the Left has been reeddo function outside the

borders of permissible public discourse and circles of power.

After the electoral victory of AKEL in 2008, discussions on the rewisif educational
history books in the Republic of Cyprus intensified with suggestionsrtbeg Cyprio-
centric accounts of history, in line with changes already imgieéed in TRNC since
2004%, as well as excluded histories, such as that of the Left, shoinddrgorated in
the history teaching curriculuth However, it is argued here that, although these
discussions legitimately recognise the need to revisitrnalt@e histories, equal
attention should be paid at how ‘unofficial histories’ are authored, repeddand gain
‘authenticity’. In other words, alternative histories should not bdeiteas objective
‘hidden truths’, which can be unveiled under the totalising effectsoft€ial
historiography. ‘Contrary to common-sense belief, they do not givanyssimple,
direct access to the ‘authentic’ voice and history of subaltern grétey. are in this
respect no different from other ‘sources’ for the historian: tioeyneed to be ‘read'.
For they too are shot through with contradictory, naturalizingifeat the constructions
of the dominant and the privileged’ (Pandey, 2000: 284).

According to Pandey, the aim of discovering the truth in ‘uniaffitistories, which
dominated early works in Subaltern Studies, has now been questioned inegere
writings in the field (ibid.: 285). This chapter aims to contributaht® discussions
generated by this kind of literature by arguing that the ‘uciaffihistory of the Cypriot
Left is not in an opposing relationship to the ‘official’ historynaitionalism. Although
the Left has traditionally defended its anti-nationalist stamcéhe ‘Cyprus problem’,
its own version of history shares a relationship of interdependerbythva nationalist
narrative. Building on theoretical approaches to memory and histarguke here that
when the unofficial history of the Left is awarded the status ‘bistorical truth’, other
voices, internal contestations and differing experiences withsuth as those of the
diaspora, are veiled and suppressed. In such cases, the higtay eft fails to contest

the dominant nationalist approach to history; on the contrary, thet |aftiofficial’

32 After its election in government in 2004, the IsftCTP introduced a new approach to history teachin
in TRNC aiming to develop a culture of peace while highlightindfaal interactions, internal divisions,
and discontinuities’ (Papadakis 2008: 1).

% papadakis (2008) reviews some of these diffeneggestions and proposals in a report that he
produced for PRIO (Peace Research Institute Oslo).
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history may strengthen the official discourse by appearingoagpted and confined

within the same rhetoric.

The chapter focuses mainly on the Cypriot Community Centre (QCE@rth London
as a case-study and draws on exchanges with first generaigoante and AKEL
supporters, who frequent the centre. Before that, in the firs(3ait | argue that the
idea of communism as habitus can offer an insight into how its qablideology is
sustained by diasporic individuals and what meanings communism takdbeke
people who left Cyprus as migrants at a young age, alreadifyileg themselves as
communists. To examine how habitus operates then, the followingrséotiuses on
the relationship between memory and ‘unofficial’ history in theCQ@B.3). However,
approaching memory as a process, | argue that ‘unofficial’ hestatevelop along
individual and collective memories, which contests our perception of #sehmdden
blocks of absolute historical truth. Attention, therefore, should be divestsgecific
contexts, in which narratives emerge and develop. The particydariences of AKEL
supporters in the diaspora, as presented in the third section (3.4), antheet
‘unofficial’ histories may contain and suppress their own ‘unofficlabtories. The
history of the Left is also constructed as a master narratide thus, shares structural
similarities with the official nationalist account of historyheir constructiveness
renders both accounts susceptible not only to external but also to li@ntestation,

is concluded in the last part (3.5).

3.2 Cypriot communists —Habituating Ideology

The Left in Cyprus, at least among Greek Cypriots, has begealyaformulated and
expressed through the history and politics of AKEL, which was ésitaiol in 1941.
Unlike other communist parties in Europe, AKEL has not only managednat
drops in its membership numbers throughout the years (Dunphy and Bale 2007: 287)
but after the election of Christofias in the presidential positiorthef Republic of
Cyprus in 2008, it is the only communist party in power within the Etheamoment.
The success and survival of the party has been attributed bystedoria number of
historical, organisational and structural parameters, such as degdeskill and
flexibility, the particular condition of Cyprus as a small divideintry (ibid.: 129),
where there is a strong left-right political cleavage, andigersal patronage (March

and Mudde 2005: 30). More importantly, its resilience has been exgplaynis ability
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‘to combine orthodox-Marxist Leninist dogma, with workerist, lib@l@mocratic and
national liberation demands’ (Peristianis 2006b: 258). It is prectbedyadaptability
and chameleonic tactics that critics of the party highlight, whaastioning its
ideological substance as authentically communist. But such smiscitake a de-
contextualised perspective on communism, since ‘proclaiming a pastgéfinitively
abandoned some kind of right to t&led communist (or social democratic) relies on
privileged and supposedbbjective observers employing reified and static constructs
rather thanacknowledging that ideologies are always “contingent and changing
entities” (Dunphy and Bale 2007: 299).

Moreover, communism in Cyprus, as Panayiotou (2006: 273) argues, althgumteid
as a set of ideas, has to be understood in terms of the struatutahistorical
specificities of the Cypriot context. In this sense, the ©@ygdreft developed less as a
theoretically articulated movement; as the author charactatigtiwrites (ibid.: 267),
‘there is no Gramsci here'. It started mostly as ‘a movem& the people’,
encompassing and operating as a common platform for a nhumber bakesd and
anti-colonial struggles. More importantly, after the end of the wigil in Greece, in the
late 1940s, when AKEL dropped its pursuing of ideasrafsisand took a clear stance
in support of self-government for the political future of Cyprus thihoaganguage of
anti-nationalism, the divide between Left and Right emerged even sliagpebefore.
‘Local coffee-shops/ silloyi and even the main soccer teatitsagong Left-Right lines
-a split which endures to today. It was out of this clash thatubeutture of the Left
was born. This subculture, which includes local coffee-skilogi, cooperatives, and a
variety of mass organisations, has expressed since then the pdalitatacultural
autonomy of the Left’ (ibid.: 270). It was in these contexts, that iGypcame into
contact with communist ideas and through which they developed palitgrglties and
party loyalties. ‘In all these ways abstract ideologiesi@ymas became embedded in
collective discourse and action, thereby being rendered more eso@al realities’
(Peristianis 2006b: 262).

It was after the events of 1974, Papadakis (1993, 1998, 2003, 2005) has highlighted,
that the rhetoric of ‘past peaceful coexistence’ emerged sasran ideological force
behind political quests for reunification, particularly on the GreghriGt side. In that

period, therefore, AKEL’'s Cyprio-centric discourses based on thg’'pdristory of
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anti-colonialism, anti-nationalism and inter-ethnic co-operation, foundder appeal
among Greek Cypriots -even though temporarily-, as discussedptecli2a Internally,
however, communism remained as a signifier of ideological autonomgearetoped as
‘a “faith”, which made the communists dedicated martyrs okimgrclass organising’
(Panayiotou 2006: 275).

The idea of ‘faith’ could be linked to Zizek’s concept of belief in ustigrding the
operations of political ideologies. In ‘The Sublime Object of Idecldd®89), he
argues that political words that are central in formal ideotogre not always captured
in their meaning by their followers. This is because words, sudhea#ation, the
People or God, are inherently vague and undefined or, as he putsghifeisiwithout
signified’ (ibid. 103). Making then a distinction between knowledge ancfbdie
explains that such lack of understanding on the behalf of political cdsilji@es not
destabilise their loyalty to official ideologies. On the comtrgrolitical subjects are
always divided by what they know and what they believe aboutplatiregimes; and
their inability to fully know is elevated into a proof about prdgisew great ideas of

the Nation or the People are, that they transcend the everyday and the ordinary.

If communism in Cyprus has developed as an autonomous sub-culturetbased
extent not on a theoretical understanding but on its supporters betiesf ideological,
and moral for that matter, supremacy of its core concepts dnesydhe question that
needs to be examined is how such belief is articulated and sustanedlitical
subjects themselves. For this, | argue here, one has to look atluadigkperiences and
narratives. In the life stories of Cypriot communists in thepadiess political words and
ideas provide a platform to explain personal behaviours and idemiiretioned by
them. Among such stories is that of Mr. Stavros, who arrived in Londarlyiri 958, at
the age of 15, and has always considered himself a committed coshnhmmediately
after his arrival, he started working for the Cypriot lefiistwspaper ‘To Vima' and
selling ‘Haravghi’, the communist newspaper brought from Cyprus. later
volunteered in a Cypriot leftist organisation that had offices imd&m offering advice
and information to other Cypriots. Eventually, he became one of thersmasvned
members of AKEL in London and held official positions within the paWhen

recalling, however, the reasons for becoming a communist, he went back in time:
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‘I think I've been a leftist since | was a child in Cyprus. léacly
remember a moment; after the coronation of the Queen in37952
someone brought us some chocolates with the picture of the Queen on
the wrapping paper. My brother told me then: “don’t ever eat this
chocolate”. | was a kid and we were poor, you know, we didn’t get much
chocolate at that time. But still, | didn't eat it. Since thate |
remember myself always beipgogressive The progressive party made

me who | am and | gained so much in my life. | didn’t lose angthin
I've only gained [from participating in leftist politics]'.

For individuals, therefore, like Mr. Stavros, communist ideas and vak@&ssed here
through an anti-colonialist understanding of progress, acquire meahgg integrated
into personal experience, which is formed within specific tempm@slilocales and
relationships. His narration of his brothers comment highlights wiaysvhich
individuals are socialised into ideological structures often througlergences in
contexts that fall outside the realm of official politics; poét ideology then becomes
most important not through intellectual engagement with its teuhshrough situated
acts, such as that of not eating a chocolate. The performatioesefacts is framed by
ideological values, while simultaneously it gives them substande naakes them

tangible and concrete.

In other cases, such contextualised performances of ideology easemgays through
which individuals deal with marginalising and disempowering expezgeribat are
produced within and because of this very ideology. This process isghigdiin the
story of Ms. Mary, which she shared when | visited her in her houSerth London.
Ms. Mary moved to the UK in 1956, when she was 17 years old to jointher fand
brothers who had already migrated to London. Her mother and felébeved them the
subsequent year. She got married to a Greek Cypriot man in hetvearties and they
had a daughter. Ms. Mary worked for many years as a sessis&toth from home and
in various factories, a hard job that she blames for the back and aiesktipat make
her now suffer in her old age. Most of her family members wareedeftist supporters
and her own commitment to the Left is illustrated by the varlbKEL flags that
decorate her living room. At the same time, they sit next amymChristian icons,
crosses and other religious symbols. ‘In Cyprus communists argti@g too. Most of
my brothers and cousins were communists but every Sunday they wogldh gihe

3% He refers to the coronation of Queen ElizabetiwvHp became the British monarch as well as the head
of the Commonwealth in 1952.
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church as chanterpgalte$. Communism has nothing to do with being religious or not’,

said Ms Mary justifying her living room’s decoration.

Whereas the Communist Party in Cyprus has historically eeticithe Church’s
political and economic dominance, it has never openly denounced rely@n. more

so AKEL, instead of promoting atheism, upheld an alternative versi@hsgtianity,
emphasising the communist practice of the early Christian lctaurd Christ as a social
revolutionary, who combined a message of brotherly love with anesttin the lot of
the poor and of the suffering’ (Peristianis 2006b: 259). Although some conisjunis
therefore, in Cyprus and in the diaspora are self-proclaimed tathmiany others, like
Ms. Mary find no contradiction between Christian practice and comenit to
communism. ‘But what then makes someone a communist?’, | asked/afy. to
which she firmly replied:

‘Suffering. Communists always suffer. | will tell you aost Some

years ago, my husband brought to the house a friend of his who was

visiting from Cyprus. He came to our house and | prepared dinner, |

made desert, | showed proper Cypriot hospitality. But do you know who

that man was? The killer of one of my favourite cousins. He was a

communist and he was murdered by this man. | was so upset, so angry

but | was still trying to be a good hostess. But for a few emis) when

| was preparing his coffee, | swear | thought of dropping somempais

it. | thought of poisoning the man. But we are not like them, the

nationalists. To be a communist is to suffer and keep silent buiaso t

able to deal with your suffering’.
The episode can be compared to similar processes through which violerareddesto
the ordinary and social suffering becomes integrated into thedasgrwhich Veena
Das (2007) has described in her work among survivors of the 194#dRaofi India
and the 1984 massacres of Sikhs in New Delhi. As Das arguesxpbdeace of
suffering is covered by ‘a zone of silence’ (ibid.: 54), esgiscamong women who
engage in self-censorship in order to protect themselves andebto adsimilate their
experience into everyday life; moreover, in order to maintain Is@ationships and to
not disrupt the structural balance of local everydayness. Ddmtk) (women in this
case, said characteristically that they preferred ‘drinkimg poison themselves’,
keeping the secrets of suffering inside them, which to sonemtexhetaphorically, is

what Ms. Mary decided to do.
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In Cyprus, although leftists have experienced intimidation anuegsed violence, they
have rarely openly or publicly revealed the identities of peapmts, even though they
were often known to their victims; on the contrary, silence wasspred precisely
because of the fact that such individuals often happened to be meshltbeslocal
community, the village or the neighbourhood as a means of not disrupting inter-persona
local relationships. ‘How can you reveal names when people liwessadthe road or
your children are friends with their children? And after bse years, how do you
destroy someone’s life who has already become a grandfathearing them?’,
communists often say when interrogated about their unwillingness swipgrjustice
after their own persecution. However, as the account of Ms. Mastrdtes, silence
and suffering does not only define the experience of being a costnbat it also
becomes endemic of a communist identity as a mechanism of prgtece’s self and
coping with the violence that caused it in the first place byigdmg a justification of

such action —'we are not like them’.

Going back then to the question of how belief in the language of acpbldeology is
sustained, both Mr. Stavros and Ms. Maria’s accounts, illustratecbowmunism in
this case can be analysed as habitus, a set of ideas and ohadgésns that form for
individuals a repertoire for everyday practice and at the sameeare acquired and
reinforced through such practice. As Bourdieu (1977: 73) has defined it, ‘[tjhehabit
the source of these series of moves which are objectively organized agestraithout
being the product of a genuine strategic intention —which would presupdesstahat
they are perceived as one strategy among other possiblegssat Communism,
therefore, frames personal experience and action in ways thatéesocamaturalised and
routinised that it appears as the only frame through which indivigiaadsmeaning to

their decisions and actions.

The following sections investigate further how communism as habitusatepeby
focusing on the dialectical relationship between the history of AKRd its supporters’
memories in the diaspora. However, although this relationship appearsisand
experienced as ‘natural’, it often requires some ‘memory adgrgtnon behalf of
AKEL followers in order to be sustained. It is in these momentsspades of ‘habit-
change’ then that the convergence between history and memoryllsngbed and

contested.
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3.3 Memory and ‘unofficial’ history at the London CCC.

‘Of course we talk about history and politics here. This is whatGyeriots, do, isn't
it?’ is an expression often repeated at the CCC in London. Althougdlr@ypriots in
the diaspora engage with the politics at ‘home’, the reguldiseatentre’s coffee shop
are involved in discussions on Cypriot politics almost on a daily bEsésspace of the
centre’s coffee shop is predominantly used by male Cypriots, adhi@remen normally
only visit the centre to require services or to attend parti@uants —but extremely
rarely to casually socialise in its premiSed/ost regulars came as migrants to the UK
in the 1950s and 1960s and worked in a variety of jobs until retirementdh wbiv
allows them to spend large parts of their day at the centra. diseussions are often
fuelled by the wide availability of media in the centre, sashsatellite TV and

newspaperS, which play a considerable role in connecting the diasporic commonity
‘home’ (Georgiou 2001).

Figure 2. The premises of the CCC coffee shop
Although the discussants at the centre come from a wide rangeatafgbblackgrounds,

the majority, however, identify themselves as AKEL supportersore generally, as

% papataxiarchis (1991) and Cowan (1991) have destrioffee-shops in Greece as gendered spaces.
The centre’s coffee shop operates as a space ftg seomiability, which often takes place through
competing performances of masculinity.

% Bryant (2004: 32-39) traces the history of thealegment of the cafe in Cyprus as public platform
from the beginning of the 20th century. Public iegdof newspapers and official material ‘was often
highly value practice, and in Cypriot villages cafeprovided an opportunity for public debate sfues

and discussion of the reliability of printed redrtibid.: 35). Such practice takes place alongilaim
lines in the CCC's coffee shop through the regulangagement with newspapers and television news
that are read and watched communally and then eélzatd discussed.
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leftists. AKEL had already established its presence since 194lomdon through
various institutions, events and services for its members. As @hdse migrants to
London came from poor, working-class backgrounds, AKEL found a large suqgporti
base among Cypriots in the UK. Between 1948 and 1971, AKEL belonged to the British
Communist Party (BCP). Newton (1969: 78) characteristicallies/that although the
BCP did not draw large membership from ethnic and migrant commur@igsiots
featured in the party in large numbErsAfter 1971, however, AKEL resumed its
independence and operated autonomously in the British ¢Apital

The CCC, established in the early 1980s with funds by the Haringemct, is

affiliated to AKEL in multiple ways; the manager of the ceméréhe Secretary General
of AKEL in the UK; many of AKEL’s events take place in theemises; and, more
broadly, the centre seems to promote AKEL's political idealsoaéxistence and co-

operation between Greek and Turkish Cypriots for a re-united Cyprus.

An emphasis on pan-Cypriotness becomes evident upon entering the centre.
Announcements and signs on the walls are written in English, Greekuakidh and
there is an absence of any symbols, pictures or maps with pbterdgek or Turkish
nationalist connotations. Both Greek and Turkish Cypriots are membaeatafbfand,
while the majority of the regulars at the coffee shop are Ko@&gpriots, there is a

number of Turkish Cypriots who also visit the centre.

AKEL's political line and history rhetoric emerges in and often thates the everyday
discussions in the centre. In addition to privileging Cypriotism, sudomberesents
the organised Left as the major link that has kept the two maimaoaities in the

island connected (Panayiotou 2006). Leftists from both sides have beenupetse

"1t is known that in 1961 the London District dfet B.C.P. had 6,682 members and that 752 of these
were Cypriots.” (ibid.) Newton also argues thatsthevere merely Greek Cypriots because the party
regarded the Turkish claim to Cyprus as imperiaigbnsored. According to the author, their high
numbers are explained to some extent by the fadtdbme Cypriots had ‘brought their politics with
them’ and also because of their concentration itiqudar areas it was easy to recruit them intoghgy.

% n one of our interviews, the secretary of AKELLiandon justified this move as necessary to address
the language barrier that did not allow many of @ypriot communists, whose English was not always
fluent, to take part in meetings and conferencethefBCP. He denied any ideological drifts between
AKEL and the BCP or any other cultural and politiczasons for AKEL'’s independence; however, other
AKEL supporters explained in their narratives tBEL catered better for their political interests i
Cyprus. To some extent, this illustrates the sugpsr inclination towards a specific ‘Cypriot
communism’, which, from their perspective, was regiresented enough within the BCP.
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equally by nationalists of their own ethnic community and, in thisesethgir class
position and political ideology unites them across ethnic divisionsAR&L, Greek
and Turkish Cypriots have not only always lived together but havebalo united by

their common interests and struggles as workers.

Mr. Costas, who came to London in 1956 and frequents the CCC coffee slogp @hm
a daily basis, recalls his personal experience as a testimoAKEL’s role in catering
for both communities. When asked whether he has worked with Turkish Gypreot
first refers to his working years in the UK and then to his pre-migrationitir@gprus:

‘Not really, because the factory | worked in was a family mess; we

were just 10 people and there weren’'t any Turkish Cypriots...not
because they didn’'t want Turkish Cypriots...it just happened. But in
Cyprus | worked many times with Turkish Cypriots. They all spoke
Greek. | worked at the port in ships; most of the workers there we
Turkish Cypriots. When we finished work in the afternoon, on our way
home, we all looked the same; you couldn’t see any differencené.et

tell you something else. My father used to have a bus but not like the
ones today; it was a semi-lorry. Our parents used to wake us up around
12 to take us with them. Before we left, a Turkish Cypriot maneca

to our house. There was such a big trust [between my family and the
man]. He used to come to watch our house and our property. This is a
proof that we could live together. Others did these things té\llm |

mas ta ekamgh

To explain who was to blame, Mr. Costas shifted from a personatinarto talking
about broader historical processes:

‘Chauvinism; Nationalism, first; from both sides. That's the rmai
reason. But those who planted the seeds for chauvinism are not any
others but English Imperialism. Wherever the English set foot and then
left, there are problems. AKEL always supported the co-existence
[simvioss between Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots; and we
didn’'t make any distinctions. There were thousands...thousands of
Turkish Cypriots who were members of PEO [Pagkypria Ergatiki
Omospondia (Pancyprian Federation of Labour)]. Through PEO, you
could go to the doctor, you could get medicine...it was a great help; So
PEO helped organise [politically] the Turkish Cypriots...or the
Turkish Cypriots organised themselves within PEO. And that's how |
continued and 1 still continue [being politically active and supportive
of the Left]'.

The switch between personal and party history here illusttagesight relationship
between complex mnemonic processes. As social memory is compos#tke of

individual memories of those who belong in the social group (Halbwachs 1982]{

89



Connerton 1989), AKEL’s narrative is patterned on the experienctge gfupporters.
Accounts such as Mr Costas’s, therefore, inform the leftistatieer of co-existence

based on common struggles and class experiences.

On the other hand, individuals also shape their memories to fit braadeunts of the
past. As Lowenthal points out, ‘we treasure these connections vethvitter past.
Gratified that our memories are our own, we also seek to linlpesonal past with
collective memory and public history. [...] But these recollections aften as
erroneous as they are vivid. Indeed, the gross inaccuracies erepih&spoint: people
are so eager to be part of ‘history’ that they falselyngmber’ their responses to, or
even having been present at, some momentous event’ (1985: 197). Although labwenth
treats individual memory here almost as a subconscious process,cin indhividuals
are deceived by their own desire to fit their past into a brcsmzal memory, | argue
that many AKEL supporters in the centre are actively engaged process of
negotiation between their personal memories and the party’s tatoarrative. They
are involved in what Daniel calls ‘deliberation’ (1997), a processifeathinking on
one’s history, a moment of habit-change on what has been considatadhl’. Such
‘agentive moments’, as Daniel characterises them, emerge thieeregulars at the
centre reflect on their party’s history and strive to position Hsdves within it

according to their current circumstances and their changing experiences

An example of this ‘deliberation’ on the past is the emphasithe@rtlose relationship
between Greek and Turkish Cypriots in Cyprus before 1974 that Mr. Clagtalights

in the narration of his personal story to contribute to AKEL's dissouwf pan-
Cypriotism. Memory, thus, is selectively reconstructed to respotiteteequests of the
present. For the same reasons, many of the regulars atritie s&ess in their
narratives the historical presence of Turkish Cypriots at thé.@Cthe past few years
and especially after the Annan plan that produced tensions in thengtaps between
the two Lefts in Cypru¥ (Panayiotou 2006: 278), the numbers of Turkish Cypriots at

the centre have been diminishing; it has, therefore, become mordantgban ever to

% According to Panayiotou (2006: 278), there hasotisally been an underlying drift between AKEL
and CTP in their rhetoric of Cypriotism, as thenfier focused on independence (through anti-colonial
and anti-imperial language), whereas the latter egacerned more with the support of bi-communality
and ethnic pluralism. These different approachesrged as significant points of tension betweertwte
parties after AKEL took a ‘NO’ stance on the Anrdan.
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stress that their presence there was once considerable. ‘Deliberatibe’ mast through
‘memory adjustment’ becomes necessary for Greek Cypriots in twrdial with the
discontinuities and disruptions between the party narrative and themrent
experiences; this relationship will be further discussed in the next section.

What is important to emphasize here is that memory —individual alettbet- is about
the present as much as it is about the past (Hodgin and Radstonel®2i308pt only
history that is constructed, reinvented and selectively narrated, &uwom is also
reconstituted in narrative and is significantly unpredictable (tdis2003, 73}
‘Unofficial’ histories, therefore, cannot be perceived as ‘autheatid ‘true’ because
they draw on individual and collective memories as their direct eswtaccess to the
past. The ‘unofficial’ history of AKEL is structured and reproducedufh interactions

and negotiations amongst individual, collective and party narratives.

Moreover, an approach to memory as processual does not only help us nddsosta
memory is produced and reconstituted in the present; it alsosallswto focus on
individuals as active agents within the fields of production and re-pioduct
‘unofficial’ history - and history in general. It, therefordjeds some light to the
guestions of how particular histories develop and become accepted ocstedntae
following two sections are dealing with these questions.

3.4 ‘Unofficial’ histories of the ‘unofficial’ history: the case of AKEL supporters in
the diaspora.

To accept that historical narratives are in a dialectidatiomship with individual and
collective memories and experiences means that we need téoshgtto the particular
contexts in which this relationship is shaped. As Pandey has sedjgastofficial
histories should be examined in a situational and contextual perspeetiagse ‘[t]he
‘text’ has no intrinsic or fixed meaning: rather, it is surroundetised and positioned
(as in the case of acting) by the speaker’'s experiencajrgesimode, as also by the

audience’s placement and participation. We do not conform action stmpéxt or

0 A wide range of literature discusses the relatigmbetween history and memory and debates on the
intellectual, political and historical processesseparation of the two categories, especially wittie
context of nationalism. To refer to just a few b& thumerous informative publications on the topex
Olick (2003), Hodgkin, K. and S. Radstone (2003jsa¢al (2003), Todorova (2004).
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merely confirm the text by action: texts, or ‘source malgriare inevitably shaped by

the experience of the reader/actor’ (2000: 285).

We have, therefore, to relate the development of the leftist icetorarrative among
Cypriots in London to their particular memories and experientages by migration
and their diasporic condition. It is suggested below then that tloeitestharratives of
AKEL supporters in London emerge as underrepresented or as ‘uriotfisiaries

within the ‘unofficial’ history of the party. The specificitied the diasporic leftist
‘unofficial’ history are articulated here in two ways: on onadyahe AKEL historical

narrative has offered a familiar framework, through which migraatdd make sense
of their new experiences and current circumstances and migra®rfiacilitated the
expression and communication of the ‘unofficial’ history of the paty.the other
hand, due to the disruption of their individual memory after departone @yprus and
the gap between their current circumstances and party marratbme of the AKEL
supporters in London experience marginalisation both as leftiséswissthe nationalist

historical narrative and as migrants vis-a-vis the ‘unofficial’ history oEAK

However, the purpose here is not to essentialise and homogenizetdimatiak
‘unofficial’ history of the Left in the diaspora. Quite the opposgech history or
histories are employed to argue that approaching the ‘unofficgtbryi of the Left as
authentic reproduces an objectivist understanding of history, in which \oiie&s or

voices of others’ are destined to be excluded and oppressed.

Although it is suggested that ‘unofficial’ histories should be apprahase equally
constructed and authored as ‘official’ histories, they, however, ddreie gower and
authority through claims to ‘truth’. An emphasis on such ‘truth’ istpnent in the
discussions of many of the AKEL supporters at the CCC. SimilarlPapadakis’s
informants (2005), men at the centre were often insistent on givenigfiormation that
I would not be able to find in ‘official’ books. Their discussions revaiveund the
‘real’ aspects of the ‘Cyprus problem’: the roots of the probletime—EOKA struggle
for enosis’, intra-communal violence —EOKA killed more communiktn British’-

and the recognition of the suffering of others —we did many bawyshio Turkish

Cypriots too'.
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Even though analogous narratives are very popular and dominant imtres teey are
mostly labelled by the men as ‘unknown’ and ‘hidden’. This may sestraglictory,

considering that AKEL has always been a strong political padintaining almost a
third of the votes throughout its political history and it has control tseswn media
and public spaces. Moreover, as already highlighted, its preseesgesially strong in
the UK community, which has often been proudly described by myniafiois as a
leftist community in its origins. ‘This is understandable’, explditliee Secretary of
AKEL in London, ‘as most of the migrants in the 1950s and 1960s came frary a

poor, working class background; and these were usually the people of AKEL'.

However, the sense of marginalisation and exclusion attached ® nhestives is
partly explained by the fact that, even though they have badardl heard many times
in both private and public spaces, they have been conspicuously omittedicalgar
contexts, such as in educaftband in governmental accounts of the ‘Cyprus problem’.
Most of my informants would describe such contexts as the ones wilagionalist
history has dominated, it has been reproduced and it has, thelefoome ‘official’.
Education would very often be raised as a serious concern and piesemee of the
main reasons for the maintenance and domination of nationalism in Cyiasvas
pointed out very often by Mr. Loizou, one of the regulars at the céntrd.oizou used

to be a member of the Greek Parents’ Associdtitimat operates a number of Greek
Cypriot community schools in London and, unsurprisingly, he has always been

interested in educational issues:

‘One of the main problems of nationalism is the school. Look what
they teach them in Cyprus, how to hate each other. When my son was
younger, | took him to a school that was part of the church to tha
language [Greek]. But he started saying things like ‘look what
Turks did to us’ and the boy started being full of hatred. They
fanaticised him. | had never ever told him this kind of things. | hadn’t

“1 About the relationship between nationalism anccatian in Cyprus see Bryant (1998a, 1998b) and
Spyrou (2000, 2002).

“2The Greek Parents’ Association was establishétaiingey in 1950 to provide educational support for
children of Greek and Greek-Cypriot origin (Chanalteous 2005). Like the school, in which | was
employed, most ‘Greek’ schools in the UK are runtlyy Greek Orthodox Church, which is headed by
the Archbishop of Thyateira and Great Britain. Atetsame time the Greek and Cyprus High
Commissions provide schools with books and othercational material and with teachers, who are
transferred from Greece and Cyprus respectivelgoAding to the secretary of AKEL in London, in one
of our interviews, when the Greek dictatorial goweent sent teachers to London schools in 1971, the
Cypriot community rejected the offer, proving famhthat ‘the Cypriot community in London has always
been progressive’.
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actually told him anything. But then, | took him out of that school and

| took him to a school where | knew they were not fanatics. Aat t

was only once a weék Imagine if this happens here, what happens in

Cyprus. And then | told him many things myself, 1 told him about

truths he would not get in books.’
Similar references are often made in relation to otheitutishs, such as the army and
the church. For the migrants in the centre, leaving Cyprus provided whtbnthe
possibility of escaping to a large extent the power and contrdhesfet institutions.
Although some of these institutions have been reproduced in the diaspoyagpintiaa
AKEL supporters in the centre often implied that in the diasporahasea greater
option of how close to or away wants to stay from the homogenisingtinas of the
institutions. With reference to the Iranian diaspora, Sullivan (20610asly recognises
that diasporic contexts provide individuals with more choices compaitbdde in the
home country. Diaspora, therefore, has offered an opportunity fofuttwdgficial’
histories of the Left to be expressed and fertilised more ovédiyr. Loizou stated, ‘I
never felt comfortable as a communist in Cyprus. But when | ¢deere everyone was
almost like me. It was much easier to be here than in Cyprus’.

In this case, being away from Cyprus can be interpreted as@owering condition for
individuals like Mr. Loizou, who claim to have a greater control ovear then history
and memories. At the same time, however, migration and diasparéorece
marginalisation, which some of the AKEL supporters claim to hexggerienced as

young leftists in Cyprus.

One of the main points of reference in the ‘unofficial’ historABEL is the exclusion
of the Left from the EOKA struggle. EOKA developed and has beeripettin the
‘official’ historical account as a patriotic anti-colonial onggation that fought for
unification Enosig with Greece. Originally, the Left maintained some distano@ the
EOKA struggle and leftists were successively labelledragors’ and ‘unpatriotic’ by
supporters of EOKA. As explained before, this ideology often led tootesnd the
persecution of members of the Left by EOKA members (Anthias Aamds 1983;
Papadakis 1998). The Left has, therefore, identified the EOKA struggle as theibggi

3 Many children of Greek-Cypriot descent in the Ukend ‘Greek’ school once or twice a week, usually
on Saturday. There is a similar pattern amongski$krCypriots, who send their children to ‘Turkish’
school. As part of the curriculum, children aregiatithe history of Cyprus and the language anatyist
of their respective ‘motherlands’, Greece and Turke
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of the dominance of nationalism in the island; a nationalism taatset to suppress and
silence the leftist presence and rhetoric, as suggested in the words of Ms: Costa

‘We love and honour and respect anyone who lost their life for

Cyprus. But if we have to speak the truth, the countdown for Cyprus,

for all this that's happened, started with the armed struggle of D955 f

enosis And you know who that Grivas was...when he was in Greece

he was in a group called HitfsYou know that Hittes had orders not

to kill leftists but to cause them problems and to torture therheo t

extent that they end up in a wheelchair. Death is fast, but to &e in

wheelchair is torture for life’.
The notion of suffering and exclusion emerged very often in thetiwarmaf the men’s
pre-migration years in Cyprus as young leftists. As highldjtbeough the example of
Mr. Socrates in chapter 2, the men often designate their pobbcaiction as one of
the important reasons that forced them to leave the island anderigridne UK. This
idea of being marginalised and forgotten was often allegoyipadisented in the centre
through joking. In the first few months of fieldwork, there were Idisgussions about
a letter, which the centre received by the Archbishop of Cyprimgtthat he is
offering financial help to all regulars in the coffee shop.sfdhould be produced with
the names of all eligible for help. Whereas the men in the celeimey knew that this
was a joke made up by Mr. Loizou, they still put their names onsthék an observer,
| could not understand initially why a seemingly simple joke couldkspacountable
discussions and laughs. Eventually, it became clear that thealoraiue of the joke
was to be derived from the impossibility of the scenario it predeany of the men
at the centre, having spent most of their lives working hard,orlgnodest pensions
and any kind of financial help would be very welcome. But the mearrepected the
Church, identified by them as one of the forces of nationalisrwatat to reward a

group of old leftists, who left their country decades*ago

Sharing these stories in the centre confirms for many ofdibeussants that their
experience is not individual but, also, collective. As Mr. Costas mqaa‘l find that

4 From the Greek letter X (hi), which was the narha para-state group, in which Grivas is considered
to have been a leader. Group X was allegedly aatitiee 1940s in Greece and it has been perceiyed b
leftists as a group with a strong anti-communigtratp (Droussiotis 1998).

“5 Herzfeld (1988: xvii) discusses the use of jokeagimale Cretans in the village of ‘Glendi’ in Geeg
highlighting the ways it is used collectively by m& draw on their ‘oxymoronic sensibilities’ indar to
deal with social events that provoke fear or saslnesnderstand humour here as being used by tine me
in the centre as part of a similar repertoire odylmoronic sensibilities’ to deal with marginalisatiand
exclusion that are articulated as collective expuares.
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these people understand me. Whereas on the other side, you caomitine this is
water and they can say, no it's not. The best thing you have to €avis them...they

will not understand’.

Whereas ‘the other side’ is commonly used by Greek or Turkighria@ly to refer to
North or South Cyprus respectively, in this case it becamettiagMr. Costas referred
to someone different:

‘The people of the right. There are many here too...who don’t want

the Turkish Cypriots around. They talk against them. Look, you'll say

it's just football but sports should unite people. There is a TV &ede

it shows football matches every Saturday and Sunday from Cyprus.

There was a game of Anorthosi —although I've been with Salamina

since | was a child- playing against a Turkish team from Tugel

some Turkish Cypriots came here with their wives or theirili@sn

And there were people here who started saying swear words

[ksemarishdsand as a result those people left. This happened two

years ago. And instead of those people reacting, they just leftwAnd

were ready to intervene, in case something went wrong and they

started arguing, you know.’
As the quote illustrates, the notion of ‘being silenced’ coewts ‘being able to speak
up when it is needed’. Many of the men in the centre explainedhiaiptefer to stay
silent in some contexts, especially when they come into contichan-supporters of
the Left. This was justified as a result of years of mersen and fear but also of the
need to avoid tensions and misunderstandings (see Papadakis 2005). Orr thanothe
as holders of truth, they believe that their voices should be heardhadlenge to the
mainstream discourse and to the status quo. Their positioning in tiggnsnaf their
own ethnic community allows them to reach the margins of the ‘pttiner Turkish
Cypriot Left. Thus, as suggested in the previous section, the fatefiist rhetoric of
exclusion and marginalisation on one hand and bi-communalism and co-exietenc
the other hand provide the men in the centre with a framework, throbgih they

negotiate interpersonal relationships and deal with ongoing experiences.

The notion of marginalisation is also repeatedly used in orderabwvdth issues of
blame and guilt. As mentioned before, people of the Left blame thru€problem on
the expansion of nationalism and chauvinism in the island, in which theyotlitake
part. For the first-generation migrants in the centre, howéverg was extra blame to

be attached to nationalism. As young, leftist, poor, persecuted ana uodhid work
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in Cyprus, many men blamed the EOKA struggle as one of thar$atiat pushed them
to migrate. They identified themselves as doubly-marginalisest, dis leftists, and
second as migrants, who had to leave their country and through hartisinake a

living on foreign soil.

While there are many factors to be named and/or blamed for beg@mmgrant, for
the men in the centre there was an additional level of dtaltlaed to their leaving their
country. This feeling of guilt has to do with being an ‘escapdastbry’, of not being
in Cyprus when particular historical events took place. Duringietgviork | followed
some of the men from the centre to their holidays in Cyprus. Ewachses, when
heated political discussions developed, they were confronted with thginala
identities of leftists and ‘escapees of history’. One of tlikseussions took place in a
tavernain Larnaca, where | went to see Mr. Costas. He was sittirggroup of old
friends, who had been discussing for hours, when a man fronmabp gaid: ‘But what
have the leftists done for this country?’ When Mr. Costas triezkptain and defend
the Left, he was confronted by the man: ‘How do you know, Costas? ¥migone by
then...you, guys, were lucky, you didn’t have to go through what we Wwenigh’. On
our way back, Mr. Costas stated almost apologetically: ‘Saey think we had it easy.
But we didn’'t want to leave, we had to leave. They didn’'t wanhuGyprus and now
they are asking why we didn’t stay’.

What is evident here is that the notion of being an ‘escapee ofyhiderives from a
territorial understanding of history, which, as Malkki (1992) suggestpart of the
rationale of nationalism. It is also associated with issueautfority, of who has the
right to speak about the past, and in this particular case it lmatesi to a double
silencing of the AKEL supporters in London vis-a-vis the official ovalist historical
narrative. For some men in the centre then, like Mr. Costas, therichef
marginalisation is articulated in order to deal with the blame guilt that are attached

to being an ‘escapee of history’.

The specificities of the diasporic experiences of AKEL supporteLondon force us to
reconsider ‘unofficial’ histories not as homogenous and static butrisngously
negotiated and developing. For some of the first-generation lefiggtants, diaspora

has been an empowering experience; however, it has also contritautdukir
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marginalisation both as leftists and migrants. The Leftisbhcal rhetoric has provided
a structure, through which the experiences in the diaspora canidudatet. On the
other hand, the ‘unofficial’ history of the Left has been invested méthh meaning and
value as it is reworked to fit the migrants’ particular eigreres and memories (or lack
of them).

If we are to accept the ‘unofficial’ history of the Left asnissing block of historical
truth, we are at risk of dismissing the fact that such hisewgompasses other
‘unofficial’ histories, which may also be suppressed and silencedeXdm®mple of the
diaspora is used here to argue against the homogenisation of the bfstbeyLeft.
Moreover, as argued in the next section, ‘unofficial’ histories @iften internally
contested and resisted and demonstrate a close dialecticat th#me opposing

relationship to the ‘official’ historical narrative.

3.5 Beyond ‘Official’ and ‘Unofficial’ Narratives of History

Supporters of AKEL often voice their opposition against Greek and Tumniagonalism
in Cyprus and they stress their Cypriot identity. This focus gpriGtness has been
identified by social scientists as a form of civic natisraliagainst ethnic nationalism
(Peristianis 2006a). AKEL, however, has avoided nationalist terms ¢haitms for a re-
unified Cyprus. As a communist party, it has spoken about ‘the peaoptead of the
nation and it presents itself as traditionally and historicafjgirest the particular

nationalisms that has prevailed and led to conflict and division of the island.

Although the leftist claims to historical truth have developed inospipn to the
‘official’ nationalist discourse, it is argued here that the higtorical narratives share a
relationship of mutual interdependency. | follow Appadurai’s suggestidnittiganot
useful to consider the past as an unlimited and infinite symbdauree. There are
norms that define the ways the past is debated and ‘[...] althoughrthght be infinite
substantivevariation concerning such norms about the past, there is a mis@naf
formal constraints orall such sets of norms’ (1981: 203; emphasis in the original). In
other words, any debate about the past takes place within a ktyltdedinable
framework that must provide the structures that make the debatélpoasd

meaningful. According to Appadurai, an important pre-condition for any datiba
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over the past is the ‘interdependence’ of a version of the ptsbtkier versions; this is

to secure a common ground for debating and ‘to ensure minimal credibility’ (ibid.)

I, therefore, highlight here some of the formal similaritiesveen the leftist account of
history and the nationalist ‘official’ discourse to establishrtd@lectical relationship.
Furthermore, the interdependence of the two historical accountsliesegd in the
ways that they both are employed in individual narratives. In omledetl with
experiences and memories that cannot fit within the frameworkef'unofficial
history, individuals selectively use elements of the dominant ‘afficiarrative to
critically engage with the ‘unofficial’ discourse. As discussdrbady, ‘unofficial
histories develop dynamically and are invested with multiple mgann relation to
different contexts and individual memories and experiences; in émsesthey are

susceptible to internal contestation as much as the ‘official’ history is.

One of the structural similarities between the two accounteeisway continuity is
established between the present and the past through narration. Tdial"dfifstorical
narrative has selectively focused on particular historical periods, indtatto present

a linear and coherent narrative, where events follow from each iatlaeprogressive
and teleological order. This order is then presented as natimalnétural order of
things’, whereas alternative histories and narratives dencsid and excluded.
However, the history of the Left also demonstrates gaps and sileRoe instance,
AKEL'’s ambivalent stance oanosisduring the 1960s and on the Annan plan in 2004
that created tensions in the relationships of the Greek CyrbT urkish Cypriot Left
have often been avoided in the political discourses within the party.

In a discussion about these tensions with a prominent member of thenpaondon,
he assured me that the Cypriot Centre in Haringey is ff@yglriots and that AKEL has
successfully managed to keep the Turkish and Greek Cypriots unitbah \ihie
premises of the centre. However, when the topic shifted to talking &eualropping
numbers of Turkish Cypriot regulars at the centre, he reluctantly added:

‘Before 2004, there were more Turkish Cypriots coming to the centre.
But after the referendum, the relationships froze. The Turkish
Cypriots, without thinking properly and without being adequately
enlightened thought that we should say yes. But if 76% of the
population says ‘no’, you have to respect their opinions. Because if t
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76% of the Turkish Cypriotsot the settlersthe Turkish Cypriots,

said ‘no’, could we just say ‘accept it'? No, you can’t do thegags.

But Turkish Cypriots lost their trust on me personally. They woayd s

‘are you now saying no to the plan?’ But | couldn’t do otherwiseg;, the

couldn’t understand that the plan was not senong country, my

Turkish Cypriot compatriots!’
As the quote illustrates, there are internal contradictions, cuafrons and
disappointments within the history of the Left, which, however, amyraliscussed
publicly, as they pose potential disruptions to the linearity andraotytiof the party’s
historical narrative. These teleological connections with thetpemigh narrativization
are particularly established through public events. Whereas ptiniicnemorations
have been seen as a tool, by which the nationalist narrativgegeid into public
memory (Connerton 1989), the Left has also established its own aoorateve

events.

One of the most important commemorations AKEL organises everysygahonour of
Mishaouli and Kavazoglou (Papadakis 1993). Mishaouli, a Greek Cypriot amdben
of AKEL, and Kavazoglou, a Turkish Cypriot and member of the cenbrahdttee of
AKEL, were murdered together on the™af April 1965 by members of TMT. They
became the symbol of Greek and Turkish Cypriot friendship and, folLAiiey came
to symbolise the eternal common struggles of the Greek and TunrgsioCworking

classes.

In London a special event is organised every year in the C@Gntur the two heroes

of the party. During my fieldwork, | attended the commemorativenteisice. In the
second year, however, the day acquired even greater importarfue Wié new
political developments in Cyprus and the election of AKEL as gowemt and its
secretary Christofias as president of the Republic of Cypruslmugry 2008. The
London-based AKEL newspaper, ‘Parikiaki’, clearly made a connectiomebat the

two events and tied them historically across an imagined chronal@giectrum. On its
front page of 10 April 2008 an announcement for the commemorative event is
published along with some comments about the two murdered heroes:

‘The fascists of TMT wanted to silence an irritating voicéich

was standing as an obstacle to their divisive plans. They wemted
terrorise every patriotic Cypriot, who was fighting for a united
country. They wanted to terrorise AKEL. But they achieved the
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opposite through such an atrocious crime. The Kavazoglou-
Mishaouli sacrifice became the symbol of a shared strugdbrexk
Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots for the salvation of our shared
country. The anniversary of the Kavazoglou-Mishaouli sacrifice
coincides with developments in the ‘Cyprus problem’. The
beginning of these developments was demarcated with the election
of Dimitris Christofias as president of the Republic of Cypwiso

has changed the status quo with his stance, policies and ftgxibil
The meeting between Christofias and Talat, its results and the
opening of Ledra Street are optimistic signs. They enhance tleé¢ beli
that we can fight the occupation and division. Of course, we have a
difficult road ahead of us. A necessary precondition for the way to a
solution is for Turkey to change its political stance [on the Cyprus
issue]. Our main duty is to stand next to our president Christofias i
his fight for Cyprus and our people’ (Parikiaki, 10/04/2008).

Most of the speeches at the event drew similar connections Imetiveepolitical
developments in Cyprus and the historical past of the Left and inatedothe
electoral victory of AKEL into the party’s narrative of loteym struggles and
achievements. Connerton describes commemorative ceremonies agiv@itariants’
of personal memory told in a master narrative. However, he resgggthiat in order for
these ceremonies to be persuasive to their participants, hbse participants must be
not simply cognitively competent to execute the performance;rthest be habituated

to those performances’ (1989: 71).

Although it is useful to understand those who participate in thestleftients of the
Cypriot diaspora as habituated performers, such events also providéeuopms for

habit-change. To return to Daniel’'s concept of ‘deliberation’ (19@d)yiduals have
the potential to critically reflect on their past and shift thetance on it.
Commemorative events are collective expressions of individual mesnbiowever, as
memories are not static but change through different experieneggs @lso open the

space for contestation of the master narrative that they construct.

At the Mishaouli-Kavazoglou event in 2008, among other participants, | spakie.
Farouk, a Turkish Cypriot, who had come to the UK in the early 60s and dvorst
of his life as a tailor. He had been an old member of AKEL bufeastated, he
eventually became less politically active. ‘I came to fiache old friends today. | don’t
normally go to these things anymore. | felt quite disappointedhaie years with

101



AKEL. First, there was their support for enosis, then the Annam Riad look at these
events. There were few Turkish Cypriots speaking, it was maostlreek. This
happens all the time. It's again like in the 1960s. Greek Cypsiatd a federation but
they don’t believe in it’.

Although the event was organised as bi-communal, the main speeches eémad
delivered in Greek, whereas the fewer Turkish Cypriot spealsssd English. Most
speakers celebrated the election of the AKEL government and segrieir hopes for
a solution to the ‘Cyprus problem’ and the establishment of a bi-comrfedeahl state
in Cyprus; Mr. Farouk, however, suggested that the format and organisétibe
event was reminiscent and nostalgic of another period of Cypriot yjistomhich
Turkish Cypriots were once again suppressed and not equal sharers of power.

Both Greek and Turkish Cypriots often comment in similar waysherbt-communal
events organised by AKEL in London. Many of these individuals are leffitist

background themselves, like Mr. Loizos. He is one of the regulan® iceintre, and he
has been a member of AKEL for many years; neverthelesstieakcsupporter’, as he
says. When | asked him about the events, he told me ‘yes, thesge liang been
happening in the same way for many years. AKEL talks about @ddBhips and
stories of co-operation but they have to talk to people atoolaty We have to take
some responsibility too. We have to speak about things that are hapmetaggAnd

our past shows that we have made mistakes too’.

For Mr. Farouk and Mr. Loizos, their participation in bi-communal eventsondon
and their broader experiences in the diaspora contest to a laege the historical
narrative of AKEL and force them to revise their memories aadce on the party’s

version of the past.

The interdependency between ‘official’ and ‘unofficial’ history maki@s contestation
possible. Although different accounts of the past vary in termsoafent, they
demonstrate particular formal structures that allow them to cemv@ppadurai 1981).
As discussed, one of the most conspicuous structural similariti@sdrethe leftist and

nationalist accounts of history is the narration of the histopiasl as a series of events

that took place in a linear and teleological order. The ‘unaffibistory, therefore,
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develops as a master narrative with its own gaps and silenée$n ikommemorative
events, such as the one for Mishaouli and Kavazoglou, where this mastgive is
told and gains authority. At the same time, these events, assspdoere individual
memory and party narrative come into contact, offer the opportunitddbate and

‘deliberation’.

3.6 Conclusion

The ideological commitment of some diasporic Cypriots to communembe better
interpreted, if communism is analysed as a form of habitust afsdeas, discourses
and rhetorics that frame individual experiences and practices amaliagieously, are
reproduced through them. In this sense, AKEL'’s history as marginalised andssagapr
by ‘official’ history has reflected the experiences ofrgnaalisation of its individual
members. Members of parties, however, have multiple and compleresqes that
affect their allegiance to the party line in various ways. iMea at the Cypriot centre
have experienced marginalisation not only as young leftistsypruS but also as
migrants. For them, the rhetoric of ‘marginalisation’ that hasidated in AKEL is a
way of dealing with blame but also with guilt for leaving one’s @oentry and
becoming an ‘escapee of history’. This suggests that the ‘unéfficséory of AKEL
encompasses a variety of diverse narratives that also needttaliezel #nd understood

in their own terms.

Moreover, the ‘unofficial’ history of the Left is tightly depemieon the opposite
‘official’ discourse, not only in terms of form, but also in the wagt both narratives
often coexist in political and individual narratives. Similarlyhtow the ‘unofficial

history has the potential to contest ‘official’ accounts, thacif history can also be
used by individuals to contest the ‘unofficial’ rhetoric in ordemtatch their changing
experiences and memories. In short, the ‘official’ narrative abmalism and the anti-
nationalist historical account of the Left are not parallel litted cannot meet; the

boundaries between these two accounts are negotiable and porous.

Recent discussions about the improvement of the history schoolbooksRephélic
of Cyprus have drawn attention to the absence of the history of thanlthe official
historical accounts. Although marginalised histories deserve to laed hand

acknowledged the ‘unofficial’ history of the Left should not be unrestiyvincluded
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as ‘true’ and ‘authentic’ to fill the gaps of the dominant his&rharrative. To move
away from totalising narratives and to open up the space for coansindi@alogue
amongst different voices, we need to recognise history as pevep@eaducault [1984]
1991) and divert our attention to wider processes of history productitowtpwhen

and whereany historical knowledge emerges, develops and dominates.

As this chapter has focused on how the Cyprio-centric language @eft is internally
negotiated and contested by paying attention to the experiencesraatives of first-
generation Cypriots in the UK, the next chapter examines howdidwurse of
Cypriotism and ‘peace politics’ offer a platform on which undedyinter-generational
tensions between these first generation Cypriotists and British 6gpriots are
crystallised and articulated through struggles around authorityicpbliepresentation

and cultural authenticity.
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CHAPTER 4

The Conflicts of Peace: inter-generetional perspeieies

4.1 Introduction

During one of my first visits to the Cypriot Community Centre 3Ca member of
staff approached me and asked me to follow him to his office. He was a maranlis
forties, who immediately addressed me in his London accent: "Yiotida this’, were
his first words. ‘We don’t talk about history, religion or politicsréheThis is all
finished, it's left back in Cyprus; this is Britain. These pedmee suffered too much
and now you are asking them about their past. This is a place foymibts and we
don’'t want to jeopardise this by talking about the past or politicsoie will talk to
you’. The ‘non-Cypriot’ decorations on his office walls, exceptdamap of Cyprus,
seemed to convey almost a similar message: ‘we come frgmug&but we don’t want
to be stuck with its history or politics’. Even after | explainechim the aims of my
research and that | was not planning to ask any direct pobiticEnsitive questions, he

concluded that my project was incompatible with the character of the centre.

| would have considered leaving the Centre and finding a more ‘cdtgdield site,
however, | had already secured a research permission by itsyenatta conduct
research there. When | asked him for his advice next day, his respassshort, but
quite revealing about an inter-generational aspect of the pdititistory in the Centre:
‘I am the manager of the Centre and you have already got mygse&wmio do research.
You can ask whatever you want and be here as long as you want’, hél'saids
typical attitude of second- generation Cypriots. This is the g I'll say and | hope
you understand. And of course we talk about history and politics hereisMsat we,
Cypriots, do, isn't it?’ For the manager of the centre, theudtitof the British born
Cypriot, Petros, who asked me to leave the centre, highlighted a compatiann
amongst younger Cypriots in the diaspora of cultural apathy artitabfatigue vis-a-

vis Cyprus. Petros, however, being cautious and sceptical about tive & my
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research, feared that it would not be compatible with his own viditlow the Centre

should operate as a pan-Cypriot space.

This episode brings to the foreground the main concerns of this chapteh, deals
with inter-generational relations amongst Cypriots in London withinfrdm@ework of
‘peace politics’ and discourses of Cypriotism. The first sedqdio?) presents the ways
in which an assumed distance of British born Cypriots from ‘commiuaitsirs and
politics is discursively attributed to ‘cultural apathy’ and ‘poél fatigue’, as
articulated in the comments of the manager of the CCC. It imdrdnowever, that such
terms should be contextualised in order to understand how they relptetitular
power relations and structures and they should, therefore, bedsteaselves as parts
of political processes. As Petros’s words imply, disassociatam the past does not
necessarily mean erasure of memory and a lack of political icossess but a
rejection of the ways the politics of the past have beenukated within an
organisation, like the CCC. Moreover, the ‘double consciousness’ of sgeardation
British-Cypriots, is presented in popular discourses as a sigultdral inauthenticity’,
which blocks their participation in Cypriot political and cultural cgsa However, as
section 4.3 argues, contrary to theories of hybridity, ethnograpboounts and
theorisations of identity as situational highlight that British b@ypriots draw on both
their Cypriotness and Britishness in creative ways to resstodises of ‘in-

betweeness’ within British, diasporic and transnational contexts.

These identity shifts are reflected in the tactics of ‘GyriUnited’ (CU), a group
established by British born Cypriots, which is used as a casg istugbction 4.4. By
adopting a language of Cypriotism, they redefine CypriotnessritaiiB in order to
expand its meaning beyond its associations with Greekness. Onhdrehand, they
appropriate the discourse through a ‘British perspective’ artemllan the rhetoric of
multiculturalism that provides them with space and voice in debatéeshaf is a
Cypriot’. The chapter ultimately argues that in order to trand understand the
operations of Cypriotism in this case, it is imperative to cangdise it within inter-
related power struggles that are grounded here within a nexuscalised inter-
personal, inter-generational and inter-organisational relations. &pnio Western-
centric assumptions, in which ‘homeland’ politics are treated asiga of the

unwillingness of migrant and diasporic communities to integratkeim thost’ country
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(Dstergaard-Nielsen 2003:6), ‘peace politics’ oriented towardsuSypppear less as
attempts for intervention in the politics at ‘home’; rather, thegnarily provide British
born Cypriots with a platform to contest London-based structureslamdstapes’ of

traditional authority.

4.2 The politics of cultural apathy and political fatigue

It has been established in the literature on the Cypriot diaspsrdiscussed in chapter
2, that not everyone who by definition belongs to the ‘community’ @pates in its
socio-cultural and political lif8. Some individuals do not identify with what is called
‘community life’, whereas others take leading roles and offgrear as representative
figures of the larger group. Even for those who participate agtiseme manage more
diverse lives moving in and out of the ‘community boundaries’, whherst everyday
lives are consumed to a larger extent by the demands and obligaitithvesr roles in
the ethnic group. More importantly here, one’s engagement with the cotgntiteni
may vary throughout their life circle. A common theme that getkrout of many
interviews with first-generation Cypriots is that during iearstages of their lives, work
and financial obligations as well as family responsibilities leédittle time for active
involvement in the socio-political life of the community. Many leérin had come to the
UK as young migrants, who focused on stabilising themselves sgrofally and
financially by working long hours in order to provide for spouses and youifdyen.
Similarly, older Cypriot women, whom | interviewed, also highlightiedt domestic
work and taking care of the family at a younger age consumed ohdkeir time.
Although most of them were tied to domestic responsibilities, tlseyadten worked as
seamstresses from home, or were employed outside the houserefdraiy or other
businesséé. As many of them admitted, at that time, community cultufe) Ghurch-
going or politics were quite low on their priority list. The cortitfor many of them
to what they call ‘the life of the community’ Zoi tis koinotitafwas (re)established at a

later stage.

“5 Anthias (2006a) discusses numerous attitudes tsvaommunity belonging’ among Greek Cypriots
in London. Canefe (2002: 70-71) describes simikands amongst Turkish Cypriots in London regarding
history and belonging, arguing that whereas sordwittuals and groups follow party politics in Cypru
others distance themselves from Cypriot politicthiir life in the diaspora.

47 Usually in businesses that belonged to other @ggri
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The prioritisation of everyday life and survival over broader politi@at social
engagement implies a juxtaposition betweely@amismn personal life and atasisin

social involvement, which for many were characteristics dfeggreriods of their lives
or periods of ‘crisis’, such as those of migration. Such an ideamisedded within an
understanding of personal life as challenging and shifting anitheofsocio-political
aspects of the community as stable and undisrupted; meaning thaingsomleo has
withdrawn participation for a while can ‘return’ and continue in ynaays from where
they left. However, this language of ‘continuity’ by first-genenatimigrants often
constituted a point of inter-generational tension, since for maitiglBborn Cypriots, it
entailed an unwillingness for change, which for them was imperati reflect their

own experiences and identities, as it will be discussed later in the chapter.

At the same time, a paradox emerges here, since the saméduatiwvho admitted an
earlier disconnection from their diasporic ‘obligations’ in theouth, constantly
highlighted that the major problem of the Cypriot community in Londos tie
cultural apathy of young people. In most of the organisational ngsetind gatherings
in the Cypriot Centre, a central point of discussion emerged irageada: how to
approach and draw the youth back to the socio-cultural life of the Centre. Thiy agxiet
founded on the understanding that the long established structures andoonpeoéti
Cypriotness in the UK do not appeal anymore to second and further gerereit

Cypriots, who lead more independent and detached lives.

This is not to say that other organisations did not battle withlaimoncerns. In
discussions | had with teachers working in ‘Greek’ and ‘Turkishbsls in the UK, the
majority commented on the progressively decreasing numbers ofntstuded the
deterioration of students’ language skills. In the ‘Greek’ schobkrev | worked as a
teacher, the constant concern of community members and parentieMasreasing
‘anglicisation’ of their children and youth and they often put pressarthem to keep
engaged with the community. One of the mothers used to enticeemageeboys to
attend ‘Greek’ lessons by promising dinner at McDonald’s -apparantigat- for the
night of the week that their class was running. In other occasions, such dsehants,

national holidays or community functions, parents or grandparents wadela afaw

others’ attention to their offsprings’ presence to stress tb@mmitment to the

community life; in case of absence, they would often provide explanatmhsxcuses
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that would regularly end with the statement: ‘but you know how amldire. You

cannot force them to do things’.

For the Cypriot Centre that promotes itself as a Cypriotisttmodmmunal context,
however, the task of recruiting new members and participants irgotit#ties posed an
additional load of challenges. Unlike other organisations that coubtthdracterised as
Helleno- or Turko-centric, with much clearer nationalist agendasCtipeiotism that
was identified with the character of the centre lacked strowigcancrete directions,
narratives and symbols; not least, as the cultural activiti@sgtgplace at its premises
almost subverted its overarching ideology; and vice versa. On one thane,were
classes on Greek language and traditional dancing running, weiehpredominantly
based on the Greek Cypriot curriculum and folk tradition. On the other Henthdus
on Greekness was highly underplayed in the public profile of the organisad those
it represented. This ambivalence inherent in the articulationsid@igm in the centre
created an ideological and organisational vacuum that inevitablyiotest any internal
decision and attempt to involve new people.

As a result, AKEL representatives and members in the ceaetned that younger
Cypriots would be attracted towards nationalistic ideologies and sggamms. Or, in a
less dramatic scenario, they would just remain culturally apatland politically
inactive. This second interpretation was reflected in the wordeeofnanager of the
centre on the incident narrated in the beginning of the chaptethiBdirst-generation
migrant, Peter’s attitude typified a wider dismissal and discoti@ypriot politics by
second- and further generation Cypriots in the UK. Besides tharaisof everyday
life, one of the excuses, which many of the youth employed to justify suchadistaas
a particular fatigue of the ‘Cyprus problem’. Papadakis (1998) itemhta similar
pattern amongst post-1974 generations in Cyprus, who often appear ovezd/Hs}
the hegemonic role, which the conflict has played in their everlyigagnd the ways it
has overshadowed every other aspect of Cypriot politics. Younger Cyprawis to
distance themselves from the ‘dark past’ of the conflied o look forward to the
future. This partly explains Peter’'s adverseness to any disagson history and the
politics of the past. For him, looking back revives tension, pain andhe®|e€onditions
that do not fit with his own experiences in the UK and from whicliebés detached.

Peter was not alienated from the community; on the contrary, Bevaxking for the
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centre and participated in many of its activities. He wasghew alienated by the way

the politics of the conflict had historically defined Cypriotness.

For Papadakis (ibid.), the political fatigue of younger Cypristspartly seen as
reinforcing distance, lack of communication and stereotyping ofother’. However,
this disillusionment of younger generations with the past, accordingnastasiou
(2002), could also be seen in a positive light, as it opens the spamanforunication
and dialogue between Greek and Turkish Cypriots, who did not patgcin the
conflict and do not wish to be associated with it. This is —at Baghe surface- an
optimistic way of interpreting and analysing the politicaligia¢ of many young
Cypriots and it is indeed a rhetoric that is often employedhesof those who support
peace and reunification in the lines of ‘we don’t want to look backh¥¥e not created

the conflict, so we have nothing to divide'.

Both perspectives, however, can de-politicise and de-historiciseddwogy and
initiatives of younger Cypriots, as long as they do not traesplecific contexts and the
power relations within which this ‘political fatigue’ is produceslkéd about and acted
upon as well as how political fatigue relates to particularggees of remembering and
forgetting. For, distancing oneself from the past does not neitgssaolve the
collapse or absence of memory. Papadakis (1998: 151) argueshéitaiaw/ the older
generation, who have first-hand experience of the conflict and yistex more likely
to take up the role of contesting official history through theisqeal narratives, the
historical narratives of the younger generation, who are mawére of most events as
‘learned history’, seem to converge to the official history. Thanger generation’s
narratives, therefore, appear to be much more distant to thosarlashr Cypriots,
especially as the majority of younger people have never livedxednareas and have
limited contact with the Turkish Cypriot side (ibid.:152). Howevernmories of
trauma, exile and conflict but also of life and co-existence befonélict become part
of the mnemonic repertoire of those who have not experienced theatlydithrough
interactions with narratives produced in multiple spaces, such dantiilg, the media

and the school, which often present various and even competing accountsrgfhis

“8 In Cyprus, the connections between post-memoryidentity have been explored particularly with
reference to the experiences of refugees. Hadjiig(@002) study has built on a more linear apphotac
memory by describing how a ‘refugee identity’ iartsmitted from parents to children. Ege (2007),
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One young man, whom | interviewed in Cyprus, for instance, clatiregdmost of his
memories of the Cypriot conflict were produced through visual mhtetieh as films,
photos and documentaries, rather than through history lessons at schochtorasabpy
family members. Papadakis’'s representation of younger generatio@yprus has
surely to be read as an account of the particular period in th&986és, to which the
article refers, before the opening of the checkpoints and thespviebd use of
information technologies that have provided Greek and Turkish Cypriotsnaitél
opportunities for contact. His account also appears less repteserda diasporic
Cypriots, who have not experienced physical separation and division or the
homogenising effects of dominant nationalist politics promoted througiafo

education like those in Cyprus, as suggested in previous chapters.

At the same time, the production of ‘post-memory’ (Hirsch 1993; @d€98) in the
diaspora, or otherwise the ways in which memories are trargmdtthe descendents
of first-generation migrants, has to be located in multiple amdiptex processes and
spaces. Employing a processual understanding of memory, studieseconds
generations in the diaspora have described how it is (re)produceastiorce, through
media consumption available due to transnational cultural flows (R&94), ‘return’
visits to the ‘homeland’ (Christou 2006a) or as a variable of cumeperiences and
conditions (Mason 2007); these illustrations, therefore, break tiearity in which
post-memory is often understood in popular accounts as unmediated blac&mofy
passed on from parents to children. Similarly here, second generagfoiot€ post-
memory is constructed, articulated and shifted beyond famileduets of the past
through a number of dynamic spaces such as new organisationsetitsaribed in
this chapter, online encounters, which are examined in the followingechapd
physical crossings of the Green line in Cyprus, as presentehapter 6. One has,
therefore, to keep alerted about how particular memories re-erapdjare redefined in
the act of taking a distance from the past, rather than exglogw political initiatives

of younger Cypriots as separate and discontinuous from that past.

In other words, cultural apathy and political fatigue have tohistoricised and
contextualised within particular loci and temporalities of powéations. It becomes

however, furthering Hadjiyanni's work, has suggdsteat refugee identity is articulated and mobdibg
children through more diverse processes andtiésefore, more situational than often assumed.
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apparent in this chapter that the fatigue of young diasporic @gpn London reflected
less a holistic rejection of Cypriot culture and politics andnhsted to a large extent
from a disillusionment with how politics have operated in the localnconity in
London and a disappointment with their peripheral role both within theseubear
power structures and in a broader transnational space. Therefute,the AKEL
supporters of the Cypriot Centre agonised over appealing to newarsethbough their
own discourses of Cypriotism and peace, younger Cypriots in the diagpatad and
participated in new political spadégo promote co-existence and re-unification that
reflected their own experiences. Paradoxically, in their broadaseds vagueness,
Cypriotism and peace as discourses provided the terrain for ptwggles between

generations in the diaspora to crystallize and take new forms.

4.3 Interrogating Hybridity —Dropping the hyphen

The following scene took place in the premises of a Greek-Cyfrarhmunity
newspaper’ in North London, which is published in Greek, including algzteos in
English targeted towards second-generation Cypriots not fluent in ‘thether-
tongue’. Stella, a British born Cypriot, who had just been appointdteasew editor of
the English section, was struggling to write an article abopiry She was working
next to Maria, who had moved to London from Cyprus a few years hefetady and
was now employed as one of the editors of the Greek section.dittvag behind them
in a desk going through the archives of the newspaper, when | hededilséspair
asking: ‘Maria, the Cyprus invasion was in 1974, right? Or 19757?’.iaMaok a few
moments before answering, puzzled by a question that she obviously cehgiuksr
any Cypriot should not even need to ask. ‘Of course, 1974, she said, batwite
already replying apologetically: ‘Thank you, | knew it but | dokrfiow why | got
mixed up. I'm so bad with dates’. When | was interviewing Madme weeks later, we
were discussing about her experiences in ‘the Cypriot commuhityugh her role as
the newspaper editor. It was then that she recalled the dialou&tella and said: ‘I
realised that the community here has many problems but the onains with the
British born Cypriots. They have no idea about what is going on imuSypghey are
not fully British and they are not fully Cypriots. In a way, | feel sorry li@nt’.

49 Miigge (2010) similarly describes the rejectiorkaydish youth in Holland of established political
structures through the creation of new Kurdish piggtions.
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Hyphenated ethnic terms, like ‘British-Cypriot’, are used in edayydiscourse both as
political and descriptive categories to designate dual or muttigtaral affiliation and
belonging. On one hand, they emerge from and fit well with theukyg of
multiculturalism and the political project behind it in the ‘new Eurd¢p®dood 1997).
On the other hand, they are employed by individuals to declare perdentifications
and life experiences. This duality or multiplicity of cultural loyalties been celebrated
in the literature often as tautological to a hybrid condition thateated in and defines
contexts of postcoloniality. Associated either with ‘new ethmisit{Hall 1992) or with
new culturally liminal spaces (Bhabha 1994), hybridity has bemteptualised in
terms of its potential to interrogate fixed identities andiscand national or ethnic

borders.

However, as the incident in the newspaper demonstrates, beingfwween’ can also be
rendered to a condition of being nowhere fully. Even in such a mundane andyordinar
interaction, Stella’s lack of historical and cultural knowledge, wh&in order to bea
Cypriot she should possess and be able to instantly utilise, wasghtgtliand
commented upon in a manner as subtle as a pause during dialogsé. Gyfriots are
constantly interrogated about their language competency, histénoaviedge and
cultural skills in a number of spaces; within family contextsmiedia discourses, in
public discussions in associations and community organisations, whertrakel to
Cyprus or when they attend ‘Greek’ school. Sharing once the sarneffbgh London
to Cyprus with a group of British born Cypriots, | observed them gragtwith some
apprehension their Greek vocabulary and testing each other’'s knowledige latest
Greek popular music and songs preparing themselves for encouirttefsiemds and
relatives in the island. Celebratory accounts of hybridity, tbezetend to dismiss to a
large extent the fact that ideas of ‘cultural authenticityl &elonging are not only
externally imposed but that they are also internalised anadeped by diasporic
subjects themselves. The discourse of ‘cultural (in)authentigitio which diasporic
Cypriots become socialised sustains their orientation towards CYpmubich is

imagined as a territorialised source of ethnic identity.

*0 This argument does not aim to dismiss other egpess in Britain that affect identity formation amo
British born Cypriots, such as social discriminatand racism. One of my informants described how he
first started inquiring about his Cypriot identdnd becoming involved in ‘the community’, when hasw
called ‘a Paki’ at school, explaining the verbahek due to his skin colour. However, such events a
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This, however, does not mean that British born Cypriots are confineah lassumed
primordial connection to a ‘homeland’. The following example, one amongy man
similar incidents in the everyday encounters of diasporic Cyprlhtsirates the point.
One evening at the ‘Greek’ school, a British born Cypriot woman inheé+thirties
was picking up her children after class. The teacher, who hadtkaesferred to the
school from Cyprus a few years before, was commenting about howutifie found
his everyday interactions with ‘British people’. In a stereotgpimode, he was arguing
that ‘British people are unfriendly and inhospitable and they don't kgtating to
foreigners’. ‘Yes’, the woman responded, ‘it is so difficult fisito live withthemsome
times’. The teacher appeared almost shocked by her reactiont’$8ubt the same for
you. You are British too, aren’'t you?’, he asked the woman, to whicloskenb time

to answer: ‘Of course, we are’.

The intriguing part of this episode is that it was ended therduitleer explanations or
comments were added. No matter what the intentions of the teaeherthe British
born woman masterfully shifted between the two categories deftification,

simultaneously evoking and challenging them. While she initidligwed empathy
towards the teacher’s concerns, she immediately rehabilitate@iiteshness’, when
her ‘Cypriotness’ was interrogated by him. His surprisedti@a implied that he did
not see the two of them belonging to the same collectivity tHHeaat being Cypriot in
the same way. By admitting to this conclusion, the woman somelamaged to avoid

potential tension in this particular context.

There are a few important points to be made in relation to tigeimtc It does illustrate
according to ‘hybridity theories’ that single and static idesgiare challenged by a
diasporic ‘double consciousness’. In this state, individuals question dadt nepon
their own cultural resources and affiliations and transcend es$tatdlways of thinking
about belonging. However, what the example also points towards imploetance of
context, in which all these processes take place. Hybridity idsebave been quite
hasty to applaud the transformative potential of this postcolonial antinqadesn
condition, without paying enough attention to variations of how hybridity is

experiences were raised less often in the narsatofeBritish born Cypriots than perhaps in other
diasporas (e.g. McLoughlin, S. and Kalra, V. 1999).

114



experienced and acted upon in different milieus. Anthias (2006a: 1g@&sathat we
cannot pre-emptively assume that hybridities take alwayscpkmtishapes or that they
even consistently emerge in diasporic contexts. ‘Such hybriddiesot be judged as

either transgressive or progressive without paying attention to their depléyment

To take Anthias’s suggestion a step further, it seems importamnihoto trace when
and where hybridities adeployedbut also how they an@e)produced (re)definedand
subvertedthrough everyday experiences and interactions. Because thesgtc@mee
not power-free, hybridities have to be examined as products of e wiekus of
interpersonal, socio-political and ideological power relations thataathg shift. In his
critique of hybridity studies, Hutnyk (1998: 414) calls attentionht® gituations when
the concept loses its political content and becomes not just aisighgrdbstmodern
parole but also ideologically dangerous for masking ongoing undentistrugglesAs
he characteristically writes, ‘[tlheorising hybridity becesnin some cases, an excuse
for ignoring sharp organisational questions, enabling a passive andrtaiotd -if
linguistically sophisticated- intellectual quietism’.

The incident between the British born Cypriot and the teacher push#sbrisations

of identity beyond the concept of hybridity. The woman stratdgicdlifts between
different identities in ways that resist a condition of hybridityat leads to
disempowerment and silencing. Goffman ([1959] 1990), in ‘The Presentation of the Self
in Everyday Life’, compares self-representation by socielora to theatrical
performances, where the roles one takes up correspond to theaé&mpeof the
audience that watches. He argues that what is important fom#ietenance of
coherence and consistency is an agreement of the setting betetee and audiences.
When the agreement shifts, as it does when the teacher chsallang@mmon
Cypriotness with the woman, the performance of the self alteseder to adjust to the
new conditions. McLoughlin and Kalra (1999: 135) find similar dynamic and
innovative performances of identity among British-Mirpuri youth, which &ar
attention toroutesrather tharroots (Gilroy 1993). As the authors articulate it, ‘[v]ery
far from “being caught between two cultures”, as some have steghen the past, the
young people we spoke to produced situational and improvised accounts @y idedti

belonging which straddled “here” and “there”, “home” and “away™.
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To paraphrase a famous expression, there are only three probigmshev term

‘British-Cypriot’>%; the word ‘British’, the word ‘Cypriot’ and the hyphen. One of the

main limitations and critiques of ‘hybridity’ is that through a ootiof ‘mixing’, it
reinforces the same categories that it seeks to de-essenf@hglar 1997: 170); in this
case, the terms ‘British’ and ‘Cypriot’ appear as definedoraori and remain
unproblematised. However, these terms carry ideological meanihgs dre
(re)produced and negotiated at the shifting intersections betweeiduadiexperience
and overarching political structures and discourses.

The term Cypriot, for instance, in the UK is popularly understood to connote Greekness.
In his novel ‘The Cypriot’, Andreas Koumi (2006: 32-33), brings to the serthe
problem of this exclusive interpretation of the term Cypriot, thinoeg episode, in
which his main character Tony is being introduced by his frieagdeDto a British
woman in the pub. Tony, a Greek-Cypriot, who went to London as a migran¢
1950s remains quite silent about his origins and his secret pagpinsGiat involved a
life-changing, albeit short-lived, relationship with a Turkish-GQyfpyoung woman. He
narrates:

‘I found myself rubbing the bristles on my chin self-consciously. |
wished I'd made the effort to shave before coming out.

“Oh, dear. | should have warned you, Ruth,” interjected Dave,
overhearing her as he returned from the bar with a round of drinks. “He
doesn't like to talk about that.”

Ruth accepted her glass of gin and tonic and took a sip. “I'm raat aft
Tony’s life story, Dave. | just wanted to place him. Spanigaffah?
How about Greek? There’s quite a few living round here now.”
“Careful, Ruth’, warned Dave, wagging a finger at his cousire’sH
touchy about people calling him Greek.”

“Turkish then”, Ruth suggested. Dave winced.

“OK, I wish | hadn’'t asked”, she said with resignation. All thofeus
sipped our drink in an awkward silence. | knew | had to be the one to
break it.

“I'm Cypriot”, | said, and then felt obliged to add, “I was born in a
village in Cyprus. | came to England when | was a young mannbve
been back”.

“| see”, she ventured, in a way which suggested she didiytsaé at

all. How could she see? She looked at me expectantly.

“I'm sorry, Ruth. There’s nothing more to say”.

Ruth now looked at me with compassion.

*1 Borrowed from Latour (2005), who has used the essipn in his discussion of the ‘Actor-Network-
Theory'.
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“I'm the one who should apologise,” she corrected. “Where you're

heagzing is more important than where you're from. It's whalllthe

kids™.”

| gave Ruth an approving smile.

“You should smile more, Tony. It lights up your face”, she suggested

and | felt myself blush. The butterflies were returning.

| wanted to know more about Ruth’s work and she seemed delighted to

tell me.

“They come from so many different backgrounds. English, Irish,

Caribbean, Indian. One or two Greek kids too, | think”, she enthused

proudly, “Or do | mean Cypriot?”
Koumi, whose book can be analysed as a Cyprio-centric account of ¢anftication
and diaspora from the perspective of a British born Cypriot, skilpulgents a context
where the ignorance of the British woman is treated in a sym@imanner but also

where simultaneously the power of the dominant discourse emerges as unsettling.

It is more so when such discourse excludes Turkish Cypriots fromitoefs of
Cypriotness. Once | joined Sezan and Andreas in a pub near Woodt@reestation.
Of Turkish-Cypriot and Greek-Cypriot origin respectively, theg avolved in bi-
communal initiatives in London and they are supporters of CypriotishieWWe were
having a political discussion about Cyprus, a British man from an eadjaable
approached us and in a didactic voice he said: ‘You Greeks, I'mesbairyou. You
always blame Turkey and Turks. Get over it!". Without knowing explievhat caused
the man’s reaction and, moreover, what his interpretation of our disousas, Sezan
and Andreas tried to explain that they are actually Cypriot. figat from their
response the man was leaving the place, when Sezan said loudlyasAmdhatter of
fact I'm Turkish’. She seemed very surprised by her own utterance and ttoniaghe
explained: ‘I really don’t know why | said this. | always day Cypriot, it was the first

time | actually shouted that I'm Turkish’.

What is illustrated broadly in this section is that wheredssBrCypriots are defined as
culturally hybrid, and they are therefore rendered to a positioiindfetweeness’,
within British society and within intra-communal (first/second gatien) and
transnational contexts (diaspora/Cyprus), identity, however, emeagelynamically
produced through innovative ways of appealing to ‘Cypriotness’ andek@ess’

*2 Ruth works in a youth club.
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depending on particular contexts and experiences. As it will lag icieghe rest of the
chapter, second generation Cypriots, organising themselves around ‘peaics’,poli
draw on a language of Cypriotism in order to perform a Cypdientity that redefines
its common meaning in British public discourses. On the other hand, @ypiotness
as articulated in established Cypriotist accounts proves limiteceflecting their

particular experiences, they evoke and employ Britishness in order to expand it

4.4 ‘Cypriots United’

Cypriots United (CU) was conceived as an idea and was eb&bliy a small group of
British born Cypriots in London towards the end of 2007. The pro-peace group
promoted its cause through a quite strong Internet presence arnty,aetipecially on
Facebook, and it very quickly became known amongst peace suppotteziaspora

and Cyprus. This was a time before the 2008 elections in Cyprusdbanarked by a
peak of political activism and CU took the opportunity to promoter tligas by
lobbying British and Cypriot politicians, publishing opinion pieces andarosing

events in various venues around London.

The raison d’étre of the group was to represent a particulaogtaphic of diasporic
Cypriots, whom the founders considered as marginalised and voicelesslyeois-a-
vis nationalist movements but also within peace politics both in Cyprdsn the UK.
Serhat, one of the founders, exemplified the political and ideologgged and tensions,

within which CU emerged, when he traced its genesis:

‘It was 2007, November, in the Foreign Office, at an event just for the
Turkish Cypriot Community and we were what they call it the
representatives of the Turkish Cypriot community. We were agtiast
idea in the first place of Greek and Turkish Cypriots meeting-atgha If

we fight for unification, it is a bit odd to meet separatelyeember
sitting there as a journalist, | was not allowed to ask any igunsstjust
take notes and write the article [about the event], feelingl thats being
used. OK, fine that's my job to come there as a journalist aitd tine
news. But | remember thinking ‘these people, who the hell are?’they
There was the main self-proclaimed representative, who is enabsi,
discussing whether Cyprus would join the Eurovision song contest. There
was also a woman there, who is a membetEafbargoed!®, asking

3 ‘Embargoed!’” (www.embargoed.org) is a London-bageoup campaigning for the lift of what its
supporters identify as an economic and politicabamgo against Turkish Cypriots in North Cyprus. It
was established in 2005 and cushions their pledgea tanguage of human rights. Some high-profile
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ridiculous questions completely irrelevant to what's happening. uselt

and lots of people afterwards felt the same. So this event wasised by
people fromEmbargoed'to put forward to the minister of Europe an idea
that only some people from the Turkish Cypriot community subscribe to.
Whether they are a large number or a small one, | don’t know. But they
were presenting themselves as if they whesvoice, theonly voice of the
Turkish Cypriots. And they wanted us to make big front news about it to
help them. | was fed up and | told llke later in the pub ‘let'sseatething

up’. But llke said that they wanted to set something up within CHé. 1A
said that we will not succeed in the party, because not all @gote for
CTP. They are not all left-wing. We should do this broader and do it bi-
communally too. | disagreed with them, | resigned from the CTP
committee and with Petros and the help of Mary started thig.t#ind

then other people got involved. [...]We wanted to create a Cypriot group,
to show that we exist. Because before that we didn’t existYpu.lhave

this sort of groups in Cyprus, like Hands Across the Divide who are doing
a good job. But we felt that the diaspora was left behind, maybeidseca
diasporas in general live in a time warp.’

CU and ‘traditional’ peace politics

In our first meeting, both Serhat and Petros, two of the fourtdeh®e group presented
themselves as outsiders to political circles that dealt witgegolitics in London.
Petros came from a left-wing Greek Cypriot family, who, howenever spoke to the
young Petros about politics. He later became involved in the A&dSbciated Cypriot
Centre and its London newspapBafikiaki’, where he was contributing to its English
section. He very quickly felt alienated by their ‘flag-waviegmmunism’, as he
characteristically said, and decided to leave the newspaper anth¢tb tiémself from
the CCC.

Serhat, on the other hand, grew up in South London, away from the Gygmtoes of
North London. This geographical distance coincided with a socio-poliecabteness
from ‘everyday Cypriotness’, as Serhat’s family did not samaliery much with other
Cypriots, Greek or Turkish. They were not politically active ejthed as Serhat says,
‘my dad was not an educated person, so he believed what he readéntpapers’. In
his early teens, Serhat was leaning towards Turkish nationalimfound himself

writing passionate letters about Cyprus to local newspapessslionly when he went

Turkish Cypriots are amongst its members and & [mrticularly active group in lobbying with Britis
politicians. Their alleged dynamism and influenoethe UK made ‘Embargoed! well-known amongst
other political circles in London and Cyprus. Fampgorters of rapprochement and re-unification,
however, the group represents a pro-partition ammalist trend and it is, therefore, seen adlaatical
and threatening to peace.
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to university that he started questioning his political ideas andgelahis views and
stance on the Cyprus problem. A South Londoner, Serhat started engahintew
Cypriot circles in North London and after university, he landed airjobne of the
Turkish Cypriot newspapers located in the south end of Green Lanes.

Whereas both Andreas and Serhat spoke about their detachment fronmtteeote
Cypriot politics, their marginalisation vis-a-vis such structudeseloped in almost
opposite directions. Petros was originally an ‘insider, who evdgtuaécame
disenchanted with the politics of AKEL and the CCC. Serhat on the lodimel, who is
in his late twenties and more than ten years younger than Hattialy came as an

‘outsider’, who worked himself up and into community politics in North London.

These identities were not only discussed and proclaimed by thedimaiwiinvolved but
were also debated by other members of the community withiowises of political
authority and authenticity. It is quite characteristic that wiméernal issues emerged
within CU, Serhat was accused for lacking a legitimate dpacknd in diasporic and
peace politics. A few months after the creation of CU, tensiarfiaced from within the
group about its organisation and direction. llke, a young Turkish Cypént who was
one of the core members of the group decided to resign. Haredglais reaction as a
frustration against the inexperience of some of the other membeterms of
community politics juxtaposing it to his own socio-political backgroungbld&ning the
events that resulted to his withdrawal from the group in one of outingege he
concluded: ‘Serhat is not even fronere [meaning North London]. He comes from
nowhere He lived all his life in South London. | have been raised here andhuolew
family have been involved in the community politics. | come frorafist background
and my uncle is a well-known activist both in London and Cyprus. My fah@ke

given their life for Cyprus’.

This comment is significant for considering both the metaphorical physical

geographies of political processes and identities. Generalised, teuch as ‘diaspora
politics’ and ‘peace politics’ tend to mask the way internal jgslits played out in and
defined by particular localities. As shown here, participato@ypriot peace politics in
London is often judged according to locally specific criterid tiedermine one’s social

and cultural capital —or the lack of it- to do so, through rhetafca territorially
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imagined symbolic ‘landscapk of Cypriots politics’. As Howard Ross (2009: 6)
argues,

‘[a] society’s symbolic landscape communicates social and m@dlitic
meanings through specific public images, physical objects, and other
expressive representations. [...] Symbolic landscapes reflest ho
people understand their world and others in it, but they can also be
significant shapers of these worlds when they establish andriatgti
particular normative standards and power relations within and éetwe
groups [...] Symbolic landscapes communicate inclusion and
exclusion as well as hierarchy, and they portray dominant and
subordinate groups in particular ways'.
It was these locally particular ‘cultural and political cestrthat CU aimed to
challenge. The group’s establishment did not only oppose nationalistpah the
diaspora but also the monopoly of ‘anti-nationalism’ or ‘Cypriotism’ darticular
agents, organisations and structures. AKEL and, by associationCiieapeared as
the main representatives of this ‘old’ establishment. The Turkigni&@yLeft was also
included in this category as traditional allies with AKEL, howete a much lesser
extent; this was mainly due to the relatively low popularitg &imited influence of
CTP in London. The opposition to ‘traditional’ peace politics in the diaspoas
motivated and enacted on different levels and, although not all o¢ t@mplex
processes can be exhaustively analysed here, | will try tdidgig some of the main

points of divergence between ‘old’ and ‘new’ peace politics in London.

First of all, as quotes by Petros and Serhat have shown beforgagtleated partly to
break away from the ideological dominance of the Left. As discusstdw previous
chapter, the Cypriot communist parties have had a more conspicuous mmace

politics both in Cyprus and in London, historically justified by theakl of involvement
in the ethnic conflict. The main difference between the twoestsit however, is that in
Cyprus, individuals and groups of more diverse backgrounds, ideologicalatoest
and agendas have participated in peace activities and organisadngs)gr from

identity-based groups, such as women’s groups to right-wing poliagékes, such as
DISI.

> As Christou (2006b: 34-35) argues in terms of Gr@mericans, ‘cultural cores alternatively provide
the basis for a communal shared sense of ‘sacrk5mlthough, as she acknowledges, they are fbrme
both through consensus and conflict.
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In numerous discussions about the lack of diverse peace activism in London, two are the
main interpretations that emerged in my informants’ accounts. Téterdlates to the
experience of migration, as most Cypriots spent their lives nwgrko establish
themselves and their family, which left little time for palgtiin general. The second
explanation revolved around the discourse of co-existence in the diaSpgpaots

have lived peacefully and together in London’-, which implied that theas no
immediate need for strong political action. Due to its strong suppsH, therefore, and

due to the lack of other political actions and structures around péddel

monopolised the organisation and development of peace politics in London.

For Petros and Serhat, as well as for many other members, @dhiSldominance posed
issues of ideological rigidity and exclusion. In my first magtwith Serhat in the
Turkish Cypriot Community Association (TCCA) in Haringey, he mtde explicit at
the beginning of our conversation: ‘I'm not a communist or leftistatfiylsut | am
interested in peace and reunification in Cyprus. | don’t think Wee dre mutually
exclusive’. Serhat expressed a feeling of alienation andufatby the language and
ideological line of Cypriot communism, which also underlined the pslditd agenda
of CU.

While many members of the CU, including Serhat and Petros, opemigssed their
support for the candidacy of Christofias before his election in Bepr2008 both in
private and in public forums and events, the group tried to distinguistsé¢heza from
AKEL by embracing other ideological strands on peace and re-atnfc It is
characteristic that in one of the largest events that CU orghaisthe London School
of Economics in association with the Hellenic Observatory in Oct2®@8, one of the
key speakers invited was Cyprus’s ex-president, George VassSiassiliou, also a
well-known businessman, has been consistently involved in peace axctiaitic
negotiations throughout his career and he took the opportunity at theilearevent to
emphasise the economic benefits that re-unification would bring fridfy. He
suggested that, for instance, Turkish companies would be very keen toiinCgprus
after a solution in order to access EU markets and this wouldfdresreontribute
enormously to the economic development of the island. This neo-liberal and
instrumentalist approach to peace that promotes the ideas ofethemirket and

economic prosperity has been at the core of his politics and astivithsurprisingly, in
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this line of argument, the European Union features as an iéeadfvork within which
re-unification can be negotiated and achieved. CU endorsed the argamdernthas
often been repeated by many of its members in private and publntsess an
alternative to the communist language of AKEL, which at leakbndon, still attacked
international capital and called for a peace solution based on thiardgliof the
Cypriot working-classes on both sides against foreign and econormeérialism. For
some second-generation Cypriots, communist peace politics appeapabsas and
unrealistic, reminiscent of older periods, from which they persomfaliydetached and
alienated. As Serhat remarked, ‘not everyone is a leftistGliéttempted to open up
to other rhetorics and solution ideas to address the disenchantmsorhefCypriots

with AKEL's communism.

However, CU’s reaction to ‘traditional’ peace politics in Londonned be reduced to
ideological differences. After all, many members of AKEL, udithg Petros, still
considered themselves leftist and were sympathetic to thayhieshd activism of the
political party. Even Serhat, in one of our interviews pointed out &&EL in Cyprus
are doing a fantastic job but here it's different. It's persoRaople in London are
motivated for different reasons’. This statement points to the serghicuous point
of tension between first and second-generation Cypriots involved in peatespol
which could be summarised as an intergenerational and interpessaggle for power
and authority. Whereas the AKEL committee members in theirimgsetepeatedly
discussed the lack of participation of young people in their aesyisome younger
Cypriots saw the AKEL organisation as a type of gerontocracy, evtiex same
hierarchy and structures have been reproduced for decades witlantiee pgople
continuously holding positions and roles. This gap in mutual understandingoand
operation was reflected in the words of the president of the CO& of our main
concerns is that young people need to be more active and involved. | laacietHee
they are doing things on the Internet and they talk to each @&beme need to get
them involved in the activities of the centre’. What the presiddmd, vas also served as
the Secretary General of AKEL for a long period, did not recograseording to
second-generation Cypriots, is that the recycling of power amtrgsame individuals
alienated anyone new who wanted to join them. This was the expeoé Petros, who

often explained how as a young British Cypriot within AKEL and risvspaper
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‘Parikiaki’ his voice was marginal and almost never consideyetid older people who

held offices and positions.

However, whereas the criticism by CU members was oftesubated against particular
individuals holding onto power, the third point of divergence that is tightly related to the
second one was expressed through a dissatisfaction of youngersppaoeters with
the internal organisational structures and values of ‘traditigpaehce politics in
London. When President Christofias visited London and gave a public spelely in
2008 at the Alexandra Palace Hotel, members of CU were yarticagitated with the
failure of the local AKEL organisers to provide live translation of the Presdgpeech
into Turkish. This marked for them a consistent pattern within AKEhi-
communalism, in which Turkish Cypriots are used as token figures antbaseen as
equal sharers of the State (see also Chapter 3). Serhat spokthebimkienism when |
met him and some other CU members the day after the speech amddrahout his
absence from the event. ‘Why should | go? | wouldn’'t be able to undérsthese
people [AKEL London] are doing bi-communalism by including two memplarskish

Cypriots] in their committee’.

On the other hand, CU tried to engage in ‘prefigurative politicséiffs 1989) and
develop the organisation of their group according to a vision of the structures and values
which a united Cyprus in the future should figure. First of all giteeip moved beyond

the term ‘bi-communal’ and adopted the self-characterisation oér-ggmmunal’
acknowledging therefore the other minorities of Cyprus, such asniies, Armenians

and Latins. The bi-communalism of AKEL was critiqued as reprodudurther
exclusion of other Cypriots and both Petros and Serhat tried to inatepoto CU

members of the other communities.

The same applied for issues of gender that were not addressedpinlitics of AKEL,
in which very few women held organisational and leading roles. Awnfaseich male-
centrism, CU very quickly after their emergence tried to inveteenen and gave the
role of ‘joint co-ordinator’ to Sophia, a British Cypriot, who took a vacyive role in
the organising of the group’s activities. In general, CU aimed to wligalissues of

strict hierarchy, power monopoly and lack of internal democthay, according to
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them, characterised AKEL by pursuing the ideals of diversityltifmocality and

horizontality in their organisational structures.

Who are the Cypriots United?: multiculturalism and bi-communalism

CU was created to represent a particular group of second-genergpinot€in London
who felt alienated by the way peace politics had developed in #spata. In that
sense, they also aimed to represent a ‘fresh’ diasporic outlook tGyjreis issue.
However, CU had consistently been careful to not intervene diriecthye politics in
Cyprus and stressed the fact that their space of operation ntais Bnd the Cypriot
community abroad. As Serhat highlighted,

‘We can’t possibly represent people from Cyprus. We represent

students but they are still based hétée lobby the government here

and most of us are born and bred here so we understand the language,

how the system works. We are looking to apply what we take for

granted here -multiculturalism, human rights, equality- to Cypras. S

we are looking at peace from a British perspective.’
This ‘British perspective’, which is articulated in a langeaof human rights and
multiculturalism, emerged in the discussions of many second-geme@priots as the
most positive contribution that the diaspora could make to Cyprus. Aiathe time, a
lack of understanding of these values was often highlighted as one of the maivessegati

of life in Cyprus.

Multiculturalism in this case is interpreted and talked aboutvm main ways that
reflect broader discursive strands on the topic both in public ardemo@ contexts.
Firstly, the term is evoked to describe an organic way of liféghan UK that is
characterised by multiplicity of cultures, religions and mldgrda and is often
associated with values, such as tolerance and mutual respect (Modoodri897ight
out in Larnaca with a group of British-born young women in the summ20®#, most
of them were commenting on the lack of a ‘multicultural atmospler€yprus. Two
of them were on holiday and the other two had left the UK to hivhe island. Maria,
who had moved permanently to Larnaca with her parents after speheéirfgst 23
years of her life in London said: ‘I'd never marrggpriot-Cypriot[meaning someone

born and raised in Cyprus as opposed to the diaspora]. | think Cyprnohene are so
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closed-minded. Cyprus is not multicultural at all. | feel muchenforeign here than |

have ever felt in London’.

The quote is quite significant because, on one level, it expresseg$eof social and
cultural exclusion, which some diasporic Cypriots seem to experi@nee result of
contact with Cyprus. As discussed before, the discrimination, thudteis humorously
implied in the term ‘Charli€s used for British Cypriots, is constructed around issues
of language, authenticity and cultural repertoire. Members of diagpora, who
experience such types of marginalisation often associatevitérthe lack of an ‘open-
minded’ or multicultural mentality, which on the contrary is repnésd as central in
their life in the UK. In their interpretation, multiculturalismnoguraging identity
politics and minority recognition (Turner 1993: 429), allows them tortwee Cypriot’

in London than in Cyprus. On a second level, however, the quote makes algrartic
value judgment, according to which ‘multiculturalism’ appears asimportant
indication of a liberal and progressive society. Maria’s friengieed with her by
stating that Cypriot men as well as Cyprus are quite cortservand ‘backwards’ in

that respect.

In the agenda of CU, therefore, multiculturalism appears ampartant requirement
for a solution of the ‘Cyprus problem’ and for the operations of a futnited Cyprus.
CU members often criticise the fact that, although diverse groupsogile, including
large numbers of migrarifs live in Cyprus, multiculturalism both as an ideological
framework and as practice has not characterised thadCyontext. Besides it being
employed to express an inherent aspect of the diasporic exgerie terms of the
‘Cyprus problem, ‘multiculturalism’ is used by second-generatiopriGis to refer to
how ‘Cypriotness’ should be articulated and envisaged. Charactelystimath sides of

the term are simultaneously evoked in CU’s official declaration that states:

%5 A term used in everyday language to refer to &ritCypriots.

* Hatay and Bryant (2008b) and Demetriou (2008) hareeluced reports documenting the experiences
and lives of migrants in North and South Nicosiapeztively. Whereas there is increasing academic
attention towards migrant communities and expedenthe dominance of the ‘Cyprus problem’ and
ideas of ‘bi-communalism’ on Cypriot public disceas leaves less space for discussions about roigrati
and diversity that go beyond ‘anti-migrant’ rhetsri
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Cyprus is not a problem between two nationalist extremes, each
propagating the idea, whether consciously or otherwise, that the
island's people comprises "Greeks" and "Turks" ahead of Cypriots;
each promoting the perceived interests of the respective
"motherlands"; each emphasising rights for one group at the
expense of rights for the other.

The real differences in Cyprus are between these increasingly
marginalised factions and the vast majority of Cypriots. Cypriots
whose parents and grandparents lived, worked and played together
peacefully in a united homeland, albeit under British rule. Cypriots
who today live, work and play together peacefully in London's
cultural melting pot. Cypriots who are, first and foremost, for
Cyprus.

Our Declaration
We, as Cypriots United, declare that we are a united people with a
shared goal: to create a reunited common homeland where:

« all Cypriots can live in peace, freedom and prosperity under
European Union values;

* no individual or community faces isolation, restriction of human
rights, or alienation from ancestral lands or heritage;

« diversity, multiculturalism and inclusiveness are fully embraced
and there is no discrimination on the basis of linguistic, religious or
ethnic background;

* there is participative democracy at all levels of society;

» there is respect for the sanctity of life, rule of law and freedom of
expression;

* there is no interference in the affairs of state by military or
paramilitary forces, religious bodies or by other countries;

* there is a Cypriot citizenship under a bi-communal, bi-zonal
Federation leading to a united Cyprus.

What becomes noticeable in the declaration, however, is that sheudse of ‘past

peaceful co-existence’, which informs the politics of ‘bi-communalism’ and ucales

the basic rhetoric of Cypriotism as developed in Cyprus and tispates are not

rejected. On the contrary, a historical connection is being matieedr®e a quite

romanticised ‘past co-existence’ in Cyprus before the conflictthedcontemporary

multicultural condition that Britishness entails. Co-existence hia pre-war era
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represents an inherent quality of ‘authentic’ Cypriotness that nebbed by the
operations of nationalism in the island; on the other hand, it iscstik found amongst
Cypriots in London enabled by the British context. In other wordserbploying

Cypriotist accounts of the past, CU aim to redefine the limitedenstahding of
‘Cypriotness’ within British discourses that often reduce it &ymonym of Greekness.
On the other hand, taking a ‘British stance’, framed through thgubge of

multiculturalism and open-mindedness, they expand Cyprio-centric dissoofse
identity to include experiences and narratives of those, who othebpigear as

culturally inauthentic in ongoing debates of ‘who is a Cypriot'.

This particular version of Cypriotism, however, although it provided @uis/e space
for British born Cypriots within local, national and transnational alitspheres, was
not directly endorsed by all its members. Whereas for soma&tett conditions of
political empowerment, for others the agenda of multiculturalisaveaat alienating,
particularly for students from Cyprus, some of who were activiicfnts in the board
meetings of CU. A Turkish Cypriot woman, who came to the UK in 20Gtudy and
work, raised the issue of multiculturalism as romantic and uhtirioe the Cyprus
context. ‘Let’s try to deal with the problems of the two commusiifiest and then we
can talk about multiculturalism and all these issues’, she comdheintene of the
group’s meeting at the premises of ‘Toplum Postasr’, the Turkigbri@@ leftist
newspaper. ‘You have no idea what is happening in Cyprus. No one will icssich
arguments’, she continued saying, highlighting once again theepeawy between life
in Cyprus and life in London. Paradoxically, however, it was suchnemts and
interactions, which reinforced the meaning of the Cypriotist language of CU.

4.5 Conclusion

The chapter has aimed to illustrate that a close ethnographycasttite involvement of
British born Cypriots in Cyprio-centric politics at a particupsriod before the 2008
presidential elections in the Republic of Cyprus, unravels its ersbdedds within
particular spheres of political and social interaction in Londois therefore argued
here that in order to understand how and when political subjectiaiteesonstructed
and articulated in a transnational context, we need to examine them at thetiotersde
broader political and historical processes and localised experiamcesharratives.

Whereas British born Cypriots are often characterised in popukouses as
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culturally apathetic towards and politically disengaged fronlitb®f the ‘community’,
it has been argued here that such categorisations should be exantimecdxisting
power structures and relations. It then becomes apparent thatrfab&ing culturally
and politically aloof, some British born Cypriots resisted thesanzofitics and cultural
life in London has been monopolised by established agents and organiaatiorisy
employing a Cypriotist language, formed their own political granpsrder to engage
in peace politics and, at the same time, to alter their imaditformat and operations.
Their attempt was timed at a historical period when politacal discursive shifts in
Cyprus enabled the proliferation of Cyprio-centric politics. Pgaaléics, therefore,
crystallised some of the undercurrent inter-personal and intera@onal conflicts in
the diaspora, revolving around issues of authority and the right ‘tesemr. At the
same time, however, when they do take political initiatives, secametajeon Cypriots
in the UK are interrogated in terms of their cultural knowledgeauthenticity often by
the same agents who encourage their participation in the paditickome’. The
discourse of ‘cultural inauthenticity’ is employed as disempoweand silencing, but
British born Cypriots, rather than being trapped in a statediéiweeness’, they often
strategically shift between different categories of idamtifon in order to overcome

‘voicelessness’ as experienced in various contexts and levels.

All these processes are illustrated and encapsulated in thetadgeof CU, a group of
British born Cypriots, who, through a language of Cypriotism, ainteckiastating
discursive articulations both of Cypriotness and Britishness thkgctreheir own
experiences and identifications; albeit, reified through the ricatotropes of ‘bi-
communal co-existence’ and ‘multiculturalism’ respectively. @tpEm is
appropriated, therefore, here as a means of resisting cultural pafhtical

marginalisation in local, national and transnational contexts.

As discussed in the chapter, the hegemonic constructions of Cypsiomé®ndon
were also articulated through particular claims to symbolic arygiqgdl landscapes.
North London and organisational spaces like the CCC figure as artdaimagined
centres of ‘community’ life. However, whereas CU emerged asuater-hegemonic
group to such cultural and political cores, the group did not radicaltprhect from
them; on the contrary peace politics provided some of the memlgeultiaral and

social capital to penetrate the landscape of Cypriotness in Nantidon. They
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maintained, therefore, a close relationship to the CCC, while simadusly trying to
develop a different political and ideological approach. One of tleeyr first events, for
instance, took place in the premises of the Cypriot Centre and the group often held some
of its meetings there. In many ways, for the group to acquiigntecy, it needed the
recognition by the ‘official’ structures of peace politicsLiondon, which have long-

established connections both with the Cypriot and British states.

On the other hand, British born Cypriots found and founded alternativessfmce
political engagement that secured a larger degree of automomyttie control and co-
optation by ‘traditional’ institutions in London. In the next chapter, twen our
attention to the ways the Internet provided such spaces, by foausi@ypriotist bi-
communal groups that developed activity on Facebook, in order to examinen@ow t
Cyprio-centric discourse was shaped in this context and what kinds$itafspemerged

online.
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CHAPTER 5

The Faces of Cyprus on Facebook

5.1 Introduction

There has been a wide acknowledgment in the recent mass pmotést Middle East,
collectively labelled as ‘the Arab Spring’, that Informatiattinologies, especially
social networking sites, have been instrumental for the mobilisatidrorganisation of
large numbers of people into revolutionary political action. Such techynolegs have
dispelled fears by theorists, who writing in the 1990s tendedetdhselnternet as the
end of real politics (Holmes 1997). Less pessimistically, ottearehers of the same
period emphasised on the role of technology as determinant fohdmging nature of
grassroots politics; Castells (1997), for instance, described lymifiGant the use of
Internet has been in the development and popularity of the Zapatstzaament in
Mexico (see also O’Lear 1999); for others, while the Internet remg@saand expands
offline political action by allowing for the development of counter-negac
discourses, it is not however an adequate means of politics Ify hse it only
complements real-world struggles (Warf and Grimes 1997; Elin 2003).

Taking different perspectives, all these discussions, however, tendctept
separateness between online and offline politics, usually privijebim latter as more
‘real’ or efficient (cf. Ayers 2003). Drawing on anthropological litara on the Internet
(Miller and Slater 2000; Hine 2000), this chapter argues that inetextepting such a
dichotomy a priori, it is important to understand how ideas of onlinelge politics
develop in particular contexts and how this distinction is constrastdchegotiated by
different agents. Such approach allows then to examine how onlingcgpaire
embedded within broader offline historical and ideological processe®r ®ructures
and dynamics. In terms of Cyprio-centric peace politics onling argued here that the
disenchantment of some individuals with Internet activism has tonderstood in
relation to how ‘peace activism’ in Cyprus has been historicdlyeloped around a
‘particular landscape of peace’ that emphasises the importat@stending physical

boundaries, such as the Green Line, and meeting face-to-facgggsa commitment
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on behalf of peace supporters. Others, however, who lack accessht@sablished
‘landscapes of peace’, privilege online politics as a contextpiwvides them with

opportunities to gain social and cultural capital that are limited in offlinegett

Moreover, for some British born Cypriots, as highlighted in the ptesvchapter, the
Internet provided a space for the articulation of a Cypriot-aediscourse and identity

that were marginalised in cultural and political centres in Londakndwledging this
potential of Information Technologies, a large body of literature éxamined the
development of ethnic identity and politicisation of diasporas on thengttésee for
instance, Graham and Khosravi 2002; Panagakos 2003; Parham 2004; Axel 2004;
Bernal 2006). Following such processes, Eriksen (2006) has identiffeztedt
categories of ‘long-distance nationalism’ representing diffedeagporas. For instance,

he presents the Kurdish diaspora as an example of ‘pre-independatiogalism and

Moroccan-Dutch nationalism as ‘multiculturalist’.

Whereas this categorisation is useful in understanding and trdiffagent styles and
forms of Internet nationalism, it raises, however, some issuesiafpe/hen applied to
the Cypriot example. First, there are different ‘nationaligpnemoted within and by
the same diaspora. On the Internet, there are Cypriots who prothote, &reek or
Turkish nationalist ideas. These are different to the Cypriotigstlygnpromoted and
articulated by pro-peace and pro-re-unification voices. Second, byirfgcasd
categorising diasporic nationalism online, we overlook other kinds afgctiens and
connections between the diaspora and ‘home’ and tend to re-terstd@isporas not
only in terms of the ‘country of origin’ but in terms of the ‘@aof residence’. In the
Cypriot online sites, members of the diaspora, communicate andstoagki members
who reside in Cyprus. Such interactions produce discursive contekia witich the
nation is defined and imagined and this is a process that involvéitcaa well as
consensus. Instead of strictly labelling a Cyprio-centric natemalonline, it is,
therefore, imperative to examine how Cypriotism is articuldtedat the same time

shifted and redefined online.

In order to address these points, the chapter ethnographically pr€gpnits-centric
and bi-communal groups that developed high activity between 2007 and 2008 on

Facebook. These groups emerged to a large extent in anticipatidine 02008
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presidential election in the Republic of Cyprus, as ‘temporary contiesiiof memory’
(Malkki 1997), bringing individuals together from the diaspora and Cypmi
originally organised around this particular historical event. Tits¢ $ection (5.2) traces
the history of technology use within the peace movement in Cyprexamine in
which ways Facebook continues and diverts from previous ICTs utilisegeface
building. Without aiming at establishing a causal connection, suchrem&ological’
investigation provides insight into how ‘real’ political activismsHzeen debated and
articulated in Cyprus. Section 5.3 looks at ‘dynamics of mediationlgivVand Slater
2000), or, in other words, the ways Facebook is used for ‘peace politcctha reasons
that it emerged as a suitable medium at that particular iestonoment. | then look at
the role of the diaspora in the pro-peace groups (5.4), in order to thguehereas
Facebook provided some diasporic agents with a voice that they dlaonde
marginalised in offline settings, the debates around ‘who is ari@ypmnline
simultaneously challenged and reinforced ideas of cultural autheried authority ‘to
speak as a Cypriot’. In section 5.5, one of the groups, ‘One Cyprus-@omeotC
Population’, is presented as a case study, illustrating how theoGsfocharacter of the
group is established and expressed and the ways the group operatesHmvieeer,
the cohesion of the ‘imagined community’ created through the giowhallenged
internally; for some, its meaning ceases to exist when onlingcgatioes not convert
into offline action. For others, on the contrary, who imagine thenselsgarticipants

in broader networks, it appears too limited and restrictive.

5.2 ICTs and Peace in Cyprus: tracing lineages

The role of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) in ardlifected
areas is acknowledged to be twofold: on one hand, they enhance cosatioanic
between opposing forces, individuals and groups and therefore contribute to
reconciliation and peace-building (Stauffacher et al. 2005); in tefntiseir negative
impact, on the other hand, they reinforce conflict by permittiffgréint expressions of
hate, violence and war; such processes are labelled as cybetcayberhate or
cyberwar (Karatzogianni 2009), terms that are mainly emplagehighlight a new
(although this ‘newness’ is often debated) technological but also auliwrst in
modern warfare. This chapter deals mainly with the role ofinternet in its former
description, as a tool for peace and reconciliation; however, corticsions and

disruptions are also discussed as inherent parts of the same process.
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Communication between the two parts was very restricted inu€ygdter the division
in 1974 and the crossing to the other side was not officially pedaniintil 2003, when
the ceasefire line opened for the first time after the war. Anastasiou (2002)
illustrates, physical separation has been part of a wider prot@essm-communication,
sustained through state policies, public discourses, nationalist irdsieamd media
propaganda. This hostile context to communication raised serious ebstaclthe
development of bi-communal activities, which were relatively Behitintil the 1990s
(Constantinou and Papadakis 2001). Up to the mid-1990s, most of these agtimiges
externally mediated and supported by organisations such as the UIRultreght
Cyprus Commission, the American Embassy and the European Commidsebi-T
communal movement peaked in the mid-1990s but faced a serious disrugti@®v/in
when the Turkish Cypriot administration decided to ban bi-communal exd)aihge
ban lasted for more than a year and is considered to have plajtdnaental role in

the operations of the bi-communal movement (Anastasiou 2002).

Technology was given an important role in the facilitation of bi+oomal activities
and workshops, especially in the 1990s. At the beginning, computimgalegies were
introduced to the Cypriot peace activists by foreign peace Ibsildained in using
particular computer programmes to enhance communication and understzetdiagn
the divided Greek and Turkish Cypriots. Giorgos Sophocleous, one of the older
members of the peace movement and participant in the bi-communal workshbes
1990s recalls the routines of his group under the supervision of the Rulscigplar

Benjamin Broom:

‘Ben, every Wednesday, with his computer, facilitated our own
dialogue from 6 till 9 in the evening at Ledra Palace and every
Thursday he facilitated their own [Turkish Cypriots] dialogue. And the
data that was collected was shared with the participants. Rances

we were constructing our own vision for the future and they
constructed theirs and we could see how close they ere’

Without aiming at establishing an evolutionary or teleological cdroredetween
technologically enhanced peace activism in the 1990s and more re@mtols

>" Benjamin Broome has extensively written on hishrdtand experience as a facilitator of bi-communal
workshops in Cyprus in the mid-1990s; see for imstaBroome (1997, 1998, 2001, 2003).
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technology for peace, it can be argued that the use of computing wgphadlthe early
stages of the bi-communal movement founded the conditions in which technology
became a significant element in the peace building process imyprs notable that
members of the bi-communal workshops in the 1990s went on to expand on their

technological experience, fascination and expertise.

Giorgos Sophocleous is one of these individuals who connected his cacker a
professional life with the peace movement. He was born in Cyprusstadeed in
Germany and the US before returning to the island. More than dedaftar his first
involvement with the bi-communal movement, he still considers himself a peadstact
and runs an NGO involved in peace-building from his offices in centiebshh.
Amongst other projects, he was one of the founders of ‘Technology fare’Pea
(Tech4Peace), a website designed to facilitate peace-buiddidgdialogue; in this

capacity, he assessed in one of our discussions the impact of technology on peace:

‘When Denkta forbade the crossings in December 1997, there was no
way to carry on with the meetings. Only 3-4 groups carried on. So, we
made the Technology for Peace. We tried to make an organising group
that didn’t work out. Some other groups kept meeting in *Pyla
individuals. And there was a bi-communal magazine that came out,
‘Hade’. All this happened with no funding. But it was too little. The
funding was all for the Americans who did the workshops. There was
no funding for such things. It was only through individual
contributions. If the UN gave funding, this would expand. The only
funding we got was to establish computer networks between the North
and South because at that point emails did not go directly from one
side to the other. Technology helped at every point to some eWtent
shouldn’'t exaggerate its impact but it did help. The first time it
facilitated the structured dialogue, which needed the technology. The
Internet helped a lot, especially after the green line dlosethat time

the Internet was very limited in Cyprus and people who were involved
in bi-communal activities did not really know how to use it. So we did
lots of training to those people. And we had two cafes with four
computers on this side and four on the other side that were accessible
to all people. We also had virtual workshops, having as a model the
Israeli-Palestinian context. Next thing that technology was useful
about was the portal in 2000 when we had the ‘Technology For Peace’
site. This is where people could advertise all the events. We had

%8 Pyla is a village that falls within the United Mats Buffer Zone and is still inhabited by both €ke
and Turkish Cypriots. Papadakis (2005) has docuadkettte politics of ‘co-existence’ in the villageeaf

the conflict. Because of these particularities, thiage also became a place for bi-communal megstin
between activists from both communities, especialtgn these were restricted elsewhere (Constantinou
and Papadakis 2001).
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thousands of hits in the first years. Now they are close to zée. T
reason being that lots of other sites came out, like the UNhsite
advertised events and because we got attacked by hackers. faloky at
us all the time. The forum of the site never picked up. We were just
too early. People did not even know what a forum is. We introduced
all these concepts in Cyprus. At that time people didn't even know
about emails. Kaiti Kleridol was in our group. We got her a
computer, we gave her 30 hours of lessons, we went to the presidential
palace to train her just to have a person who could say ‘now | know
what an email is, so | can send an email’.’

There are some important points to be raised here in relation to $equisds words
and experience. First, like in other conflict affected areasymunication technologies
have been employed in Cyprus to bridge the gap created by prsepeahtion and to
mediate peace. As externally introduced and imported at firshnedogy both
materialised and abstracted peace building. Slides, charts and ngedelsted by
computing software contributed to a visual and tangible aspect todbe peocess; on
the other hand, the mediation of technology implied that, whereasaee solution
should be based on face-to-face interactions and human contact, it shoulehdee
processed through the ‘neutral’, ‘impersonal’ and ‘scientific’ na@ésms of the
computer. In this sense, technology not only substituted for the lgatkysical contact
and communication but it also came to fill the vacuum created bgdiviy, emotions
and tensions that were expected to rise in the face-to-facadtders of Cypriots of the

two ethnic groups.

However, this ‘sanitising’ of communication and peace should not jusikea tas an
inherent part and natural result of technology. It is rather iatiperto examine how
this process is experienced, understood and contested within thacgeecibf the
Cypriot bi-communal movement, instead of pre-ascribing technolody avibtalising
role. Contrary to popular concerns about the all-consuming and homogenisitg ef
technology, social scientists have warned against technologteahdieism (Miller and
Slater 2000; Hine 2000). In this light, the quotation above offers an impantaght

into the particularities of technological adaptation in the context of Cyprus.

%9 Daughter of former Greek Cypriot leader Glafcosrigles. Because of her status as a public figere, h
computing training seemed important in order taywte Internet and email use amongst activists.
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In a place where physical separation has severely impeded cooatimi technology

has been employed to overcome fences and barriers. AccordiSgpiococleous’s
account, technological ‘literacy’ became important for ‘peacédimg’ from the
perspective of both funders and the activists themselves. Undersfatidirefore, the
processes through which technological ‘literacy’ was integraméal the ‘cultural
capital’ of peace supporters and activists helps us to furtheriegassues of inclusion

and exclusion and ongoing debates about the role of technology within the bi-communal

peace movement.

The rest of the chapter will follow this pattern of unravellthg processes through
which technology is understood, contested and debated within Cypriatives for
peace and re-conciliation. However, it has to be highlightetdl tda not argue for a
mere ‘localisation of globalisation’; such an approach favourscaorevel focus on
how global processes (i.e. the expansion of communication technologiesapted,
modified or resisted in particular localities. However, the tearses some issues when
applied to the study of the Internet: first, it still assumes a distinctioveba the ‘local’
and the ‘global’ as separate domains, with the local beingowaily defined and
culturally specific and the global being conceptualised as basdied supracultural.
And, second, it still privileges the global as the site of chamgleagency as opposed to
the local that is rendered to the role of a respondent.

On the contrary, ICTs challenge the ‘localisation’ of culturel @ommunities by
enabling interactions across spatially separated contexts andbetindr to the
emergence of ‘imagined networks’ as opposed to ‘imagined commu@een et al.
2005). Castells (1996) sees these networks as dominated and explofadilbged
elites across different locations. They participate in a glsbaktum of power, in a
global acultural space, from which the ‘local’ people are exdwudethey remain tied to
their territory and culture. Castells writes in the 1990s, wheresacdo such
technologies was indeed limited to the ‘privileged few’, however,idea of culture
appears reified and strictly defined in territorial termstivihe popularisation of ICTs
and especially the Internet, more and more individuals, groups and atgarss
participate in and construct translocal networks; at the saneg &is the example of the
Cypriot peace activism demonstrates, these actors also (ne)téeth the local and the

global through their translocal encounters. As Green et al. (2B@flight, the
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important point to consider here is that both networks and communitiémagened’;

they are just imagined in different ways; networks as boundiess@n-territorialised,
communities as bounded and territorialised. A study of ICTs providesitaxt where
culture can be examined as a result of debates, conflicts andatiegetaround these

two different categories.

With its popularisation, the Internet played an important role ypr& in the
communication efforts of individuals, groups and organisations acroskvile. With

increasing access to computers and the Internet, bi-communal cosatimm online
ceased to be limited to a few websites designed for the veposmirof ‘peace-
building. A wide variety of websites and forums that emerged Hostech
communication, which was also enhanced with the increasing usenail @nd other
forms of online communication. In addition, a number of existing or nemlgrged bi-
communal groups seized the opportunities provided by the Interneetmtsten and
expand their group’s work and participation. Cynthia Cockburn (2004), irbdwk

‘The Line’ describes how e-mail use enabled the organisation andtiopepf the

women'’s bi-communal group ‘Hands Across the Divide’.

These developments can offer a possible explanation for the decfgmsécipation in
‘specialised’ and formal websites, such as Tech4Peace. In atbeds, the
democratisation of the Internet contributed to the decentralisatidoi-ecdmmunal
communication online. Murat, who lives in North Nicosia and works foruan&h
Rights organisation, narrated to me how his participation in a foruheibeginning of
2000s led to the development of more ‘organic’ and individual relationslross the
Green Line. Through the forum, Murat became ‘closer’ to fewviddals with whom
he continued to talk over online chat services, such as MSN, and tongggbersonal
emails. One of these individuals was a Greek Cypriot woman, a jeiynath whom
he decided to meet after a year of regular online interactibresmEeting was arranged

to take place in Pyla, as it was the only place at the time that they could [hyseset.

‘It was really late at night and | was a little scabed also so excited that |
would finally see her. | had been in Pyla before but not by myselfl but
thought it was worth it. | waited there for a long time butrséeer showed

up. | couldn’t call her and | had no other way to communicate with her
from Pyla, so, eventually | left. | don’t blame her, | understand. e
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probably afraid. | kept thinking about her for years. | met hear dfte

green line opened in the dead zone outside Ledra Palace. Thesnwas

event going on, so there were many people around. | walked towards he

and introduced myself. | never mentioned that night in Pyla. Aftéhedle

years, it didn’t matter anymore.’
As long as the green line was closed and difficult to cross, indivashaghorganisational
contacts developed online. However, as the example of Murat denmesstreal life’
encounters were often arranged through online communication and emsidered an
important element of the communication process —in other words, tallaregmiails or
MSN was never enough. These attempts for face-to-face meetiare some times
successful, some times unsuccessful; but a general senastadtion dominated when
bi-communal groups were not granted permission to cross to the othdrysttieir
respective authorities or when individual meetings did not go accotdipdan; the

night Murat waited futilely in Pyla was one of them.

In this context, crossing the green line and managing to meetlmlexe’ operates as
a sign of commitment for the involved parties. Attending meetaregsss or on the line
renders the participants visible and, therefore, potentially subjéotstigmatisation
and condemnation by their respective authorities, media on both sidab; &nd
friends. This experience is contrasted to online peace activisroh wivolves less risk
and hence a lesser degree of responsibility. This distinctionlustrated in the
willingness of Murat to understand and forgive a person who does not tdon tineir
meeting in the middle of the night. Although the offline meeting these cases are
often perceived as the verification of online encounters, onlinenitonent is not seen

as a guaranty for physical presence.

This distinction between online and offline political activism dor@gadoth academic
discussions and everyday concerns and generates debates arourah tbk ‘wirtual
community’ (Miller and Slater 2000). However, instead of naturaisisuch
separateness as an expected result of the technology, we hao& &t Wwhether and
how this distinction is produced and contested in specific contextstniis t& online
Cypriot activism, | will illustrate in the last part of theapter that peace politics have
been simultaneously enhanced and limited by competing understandipgditictl
activism: one that stems from traditional understandings of poétidsfavours party-

based organised action; another that recognises online politicsmrgdementary to
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offline grass-root mobilisation and emphasises on the crossirge dbiteen Line and
the physical meeting of the group; it is in other words tightly caeaeto a particular
‘landscape of peace activism’ and its lineages can be traced back to theetendogy
was originally introduced into peace-building in Cyprus. The thircorecerned more

with peace as a network and promotes the transnationalisation of doing politics.

5.3 Facebook —Dynamics of Mediation

By the time of fieldwork, the green line had opened and its crosgisgallowed to
those with valid documents, however, the Internet continued to be antamipareans
of communication between members of the two communities. This tritdsréo the
fact that, after an initial period of excitement and high icadtross the green line, the
crossings eventually reduced and continued to be treated on both gluesispicion
and hesitation (see also chapter 6). In this context, the Intermetimained a useful
tool in sustaining relationships and organising action. Also, it hlas toghlighted that,
with its rapid expansion and democratisation, Internet mediated cowatiani has
become in recent years a more routinised and widespread everyalziceprfor

Cypriot°in general and not only across the dividing line.

As explained before, whereas some of the ‘official’ websitescdestl to the ‘Cyprus
problem’ saw a drop in their traffic, decentralised commuraoadnline had as a result
the birth of a large number of forums or spaces where bi-commumalgypractised.
Amongst a plethora of such virtual spaces, Facebook became a vergrpagufor the
creation and operation of peace supporting groups. Initially a unwebased
networking site, Facebook has rapidly expanded after it was openib@ tgeneral
public in 2006. Since then, it has enjoyed great popularity worldwide ahdsit

overshadowed previously available networking sites, such as MySpace and Hi5.

In many ways, Facebook provides the same service to peace supgooups as other
online forums and email lists and in this sense functions as a development astexte
of them. Facebook, however, has been welcomed by most of my inforasaatsery

important tool that provided them with greater visibility, which wastified in a

0 According to statistical research, 65% of Cypriate the Internet daily. The most popular social
networking site is Facebook, used by 98% of thogpribts who are active on online social networks
(CyprusUpdates 10/02/2011).
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number of way¥. First of all, they found Facebook much more interactive in the sense
that allowed them to create groups, post pictures, have discussion lsesrdd| the
members of a group. This created a sense of a community thamavasconspicuous.
Unlike previously used chat rooms and forums that attracted those\aflmnverted’

into reconciliation politics, Facebook groups are usually much more aewisible.

One can become aware of them even without looking for them; fantest through a
friend’s profile. Unless there are restrictions, one can brdahsediscussion without
becoming a member and if one wishes to join, this can happen at a click of a button.

The terminology of ‘groups’ plays an important role in creatisgmse of solidarity and
connectivity among members. Unlike chat rooms and forums, where that fthrat is
promoted is that of individual contributions, the participants of tredimunal groups
are actively involved into creating and maintaining a common ground,itidemd
agenda. This is usually demonstrated in the description section whicarapethe
main page of each group and where its character and aims aaswthié codes of

conduct for its main uses are outlined.

® In his portrayal of Facebook in Trinidad, Mille2qQ11: 201) uses the term ‘polymedia’ to descrikee th
availability and utilisation of various types of dia by people in their everyday life. ‘In a situmtiof
polymedia, one technology is preferred to anotlemabse it seems a better medium for being emotional
or for hiding emotion, for showing one’s face ordgrounding one’s voice, for having arguments or
avoiding them, and above all for choosing betwegadat communication involving only two people or
conversing within a much wider public sphere. Therre many examples within the portraits where
people considered carefully what Facebook was @aflgngood for before deciding to use this as
opposed to some other communicative vehicle'.
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OME CYPRUS - ONE CYPRIOT POPULATION

P P
LIoDa|

OME CYPRUS - OME CYPRIOT POPULATION
Organizations - Philanthropic Qroanizations
OME CYPRUS

OME CYPRIOT MATIOM

OME CYPRIOT PEQOPLE

| Kinpocg ! Cyprus | Kibris |
| Eipryvn | Peace | Baris |

WE ARE CYPRIOT AMD PROLID!

This group aims and supports PEACE IN CYPRUS FOR ALL CYPRIOT PECPLES

We are an independent group with MO COMMECTION TO AMY POLITICAL PARTIES.
Qur Aims:

One Independent Cyprus with a non-aligned Cypriot population

One Cypriot Mation to live in harmony on the Island

One Cypriot People United together in a Free Island

The future of our island and its destiny is up to us....

Hostility and Hatred will never lead to Peace...
Understanding and Mixing will....

111 We CANMNOT change our past 11!
111 We CAN shape our future 111

‘You may discuss politics and disagree,
BUT: Mo racist or personal attacks will be tolerated!

Flease also post comments in English.
This is a bi-communal group so people must be able to understand.
a @ &K ‘fou mav still write in Greek/Turkish but please translate into Enalish afterwards.

Figure 3. ‘One Cyprus-One Cypriot Population’ - Téxetry page to a bi-communal Facebook group’s peofi

On the first page the names of the administrators and offi€¢ne group also appear.
These normally include individuals who created the group or who aredbkeattive
participants online or who have the social and cultural capitaétome so even if not
active online; for instance, if they are well known activistsconnected to other
activists. Everyone else who joins the groups is a member. The attatois are
usually the moderators of the group and demonstrate a lesser or laghk of
‘ownership’ of the group depending on the context. They are the onesamhthange
text on the main pages and who can delete ‘inappropriate’ posts. A¥ltkeecinternet is
popularly assumed as a free and democratic space (Dibbell 1964)hmuarchical
arrangement of the groups offers a glimpse into the normatiweetvork within which

142



interactions operate that defines how inclusiveness and exclusiaressgotiated and

the ways particular power relations are constructed.

What also contributes to defining the identity borders of the grotheisisibility and
existence of other groups alongside on Facebook, which normally reprbsent
‘ideological other’. Unlike email lists and chat rooms, which m@e individualised
and thematically organised, on Facebook, groups can find and ‘seedtéachbrowse
each others’ pages and have access to members’ names. The geaingsedore built
also in parallel or in response to each other and there is armomsinitoring over the
performance and popularity of the ‘other’. As Ali, one of my informavits is based in
North Cyprus told me,I've always wanted to meet people from the south but I
couldn’t. But now things are different. We have the best communication ttoml
Internet and especially Facebook. It's made things much easier Isbuhare difficult.
For example, peacemakers get together and try to fix thipgsght? But on the other
side, nationalists get together as well...So we are not the onlyvdmesare getting
more powerful. That's why it's more difficult’.

The group is circumscribed and strengthened when the interactiotheitbther’ takes
the form of ‘cyberconflict. When member names or wall posts enased the
perpetrators are always alleged to be the members of ‘oppasingsg These events
usually involve calls for the group to re-emerge stronger agisk fihe attempted

hacking. The following dialogue took place during such an inciétent

Murat (Australia) wrote
at 8:12am on January 31st, 2008
People someone attacked the group again...

Zoe (Cyprus) wrote

at 9:49am on January 31st, 2008

a massive re-invite is necessary again...we will build it up again...like
we did before...they will not beat us!

Nicolas (UK) wrote
at 3:46pm on January 31st, 2008

%2 The original format and text of the posts, inchglispelling and grammar mistakes, are maintained
throughout the chapter to give a picture closeaw they appear online. The names have been changed,
but the places of access that the participantadeals well as dates have been kept unaltered.
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| can't believe this shit! seriously! They have two groups that have
grown to 4000 and 1000, but we are still being hacked! what will stop
them doing this again and what is facebook going 2 do about it?

Zoe (Cyprus) wrote
at 7:15pm on January 31st, 2008

we MUST re-invite...i have everyone's name on a list (because i know
this would happen)...if u want to help out let me know...soon i will

start messaging people...i already got messages from devoted members
asking what happened! hackers will only make us stronger...we will

not stop and make them happy!

Costas (London) wrote
at 11:19pm on January 31st, 2008

| know. its very annoying. Facebook said they wont do anything
without a court subpoena.

| am thinking of getting a specific performance order just to find out
who did this!!

Thank you for helping out, if everyone does the same we will be back
to usual in no time!

ONE CYPRUS, ONE CYPRIOT PEOPLE, ONE CYPRIOT

NATION!!

The spirit of cypriot unity will never die!

Evrim (Cyprus) wrote
at 11:34pm on January 31st, 2008

Mates, number of members keep increasing in every minute! Thanks
all..
We stand stronger together!!

Whereas hacking is difficult to trace and prove, it givesofiy@rtunity for members of
bi-communal groups to construct their ‘ideological other’ and therefivemgthen the
group’s unity. From the exchange above, it seems that this ‘otherdt only the
‘opposing’ groups, ‘the nationalists’, ‘the fascists’, ‘the anti-Cypriaggbups also often
discuss themselves as hierarchically and ideologically diffexerie site that hosts
them; Facebook. On one hand, groups are created on Facebook because of its/popular
and the fact that allows them to be in a broader space of kstwdn the other hand,
members often distinguish themselves from Facebook, when thisotgegasor them or

fails to ‘protect’ them, like in the case above.

This ambivalent encounter with Facebook is not particular to the @ygase. On one
hand, the Internet more broadly and Facebook more specifically hangobeceived by
users, service providers and states as a fertile space fm#rgence and development

of marginal voices, alternative histories and counter-hegemonic dgsout is these
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counter-narratives and forms of resistance that create wnfaetinstitutions and
governments in many contexts. The ban on Facebook in countries, suchaaangy
Iran, has been interpreted as an attempt on behalf of these tstatestrol anti-
government information and activism. The arrest of two young men ith lyprus in
2008 over allegations that they levelled insults against president (Falenagusta
Gazette 30/11/2008), raised discussions in Cyprus about the attempt sifitidneo

control information shared online.

On the other hand, Facebook, a little like the MacDonald’s of cybmrspas been very
much resisted and critiqued in popular analyses for its rapid expatatalising effects
on communication, policies to control and censor content. Some members of the
Cypriot bi-communal groups subscribe to this discourse. They oftéthis they use a
medium, otherwise, different to their ideals, goals and principlesd& debating and
agonising over the effects of the site on peace activism, whicheadiscussed later in
the chapter, they often protest against the commercialisatiomfafmation, the
superficiality of communication and the interventionist policies ofsitee George, one
of the most active members in the groups, showed me when | met hiltosia a long
exchange of emails between him and Facebook, when the monitoring tehensite
insisted on him using a ‘real’ name, as the one he had been oamges fake and was
therefore picked up by Facebook administrators. ‘The crazy paid’,George, ‘was
that when they sent me the message asking me to use namaa|l they signed as “the
Facebook team”. | told them that if they signed with their readeyd would sign with
my real name’. After that George has followed a stratgiggdopting real-sounding
names that he keeps changing from time to time.

This example illustrates the ways users articulate thatioekhip between their
normative way of using the site and their experiences of it.\there is a big
discrepancy between the two, this can often lead to a reductiosagk wr even
withdrawal from the site. Whereas the format and terminology awfelfook has
influenced the ways in which Cypriot peace-promoting groups have organised
themselves online, this analysis rejects a line of technolodetakminism by paying
attention at the way users actively negotiate between thkiey and needs and the
format of the site. On one hand, the medium has contributed to the formation of a group,

as part of an ‘imagined network’ and to the self-identificationth&® members as
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participants in this network. On the other hand, the identity of the gr®ugdso

constructed and sustained against the overarching structure of Facebook.

5.4 ‘A breath of fresh air’ -Facebook and diaspora

Contrary to what was often repeated among those involved in thecpalf home’ in
London about the cultural apathy and political indifference demonstigteyounger
generations of Cypriots in London, as discussed in chapter 4, a largeemaoimthe
participants in the bi-communal groups on Facebook are in the diaJpwrafirst
generation Cypriots in London often say ‘Young people meet and talk nave’Qrih
some cases in a hopeful and in other cases in a dismissive tonéind@hiflects the
two sides of a discourse about online activity; on one hand, it is asddbas a
progressive and encouraging way for doing politics, on the other hamdaen as an

extension of political weakness and disengagement.

During fieldwork, many British born Cypriots seemed aware of theppace groups on
Facebook and they used them to follow up information, as a sourceabfisgtshg
connections with other Cypriots in Cyprus and in the diaspora and, incas®s, they
treated their involvement in them as a demanding and importantalodittivity. When
| asked how one finds such groups, the answer for my informants seetfiedident:
‘Easy. Type in ‘Cyprus”. Whereas ‘Cyprus’ here can be takemmiply particular
territorialised understandings of identity, however, as suggestechapter 4, the
Cypriotist rhetoric of second generation British Cypriots in London wedkedefined
notions of both ‘Cypriotness’ and ‘Britishness’. Facebook offered theesjoa them to
effectuate identities that corresponded to both perspectives, whieh silenced or
marginalised in offline diasporic contexts. Such processes péreive realisation’ are
identified by Miller and Slater (2000: 11) as enabled by the laetemwhen individuals
use online spaces to realise identities, which they have not daligted in other

contexts.

At the same time, for Cypriots in London, Facebook became a usefgaaverful tool

in articulating their pro-peace voice and participating in malitidiscussions and
structures in Cyprus from which they claimed to have been previalislyated and
excluded. Cynthia Cockburn (2004), for instance, describes how the inclusion or

exclusion of the diaspora as members of the bi-communal group ‘HamdssAihe
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Divide’ emerged as a dilemma during the formation of the group in 2B80n¢lusion

of London Cypriot participants was feared that would divert, diffusecangplicate the
aims and organisation of the group —based on a preconceived understandirg of t
diaspora as having a different perspective and agenda on the ‘Gsgues When it
was finally decided that London Cypriots should take part in the Ehlstaf the group
and also participate in a bi-communal meeting in London, the authorsatbat
previous concerns about differences and lack of common vision and agerudieediss
and that London Cypriots made a valuable contribution to the group. Thenincide
however, gives substance to claims by Cypriots in the diasporahénathad been
politically marginalised in the decades after 1974 not only by dbesecutive
governments in Cyprus but also in the bi-communal, pro-peace contextshisangs
often the case even when Greek and Turkish Cypriots were flown to Lomdatend

meetings, which could not take place in Cyprus due to the closure of the Green Line.

Facebook, however, did not erase these tensions between the diaspGsgiars] on
the contrary, it highlighted the struggle over cultural authenticitg golitical
representation between these two contexts, as it allowed for opsactiin and

confrontation illustrated by the following exchanges on the wall of one of the groups:

Socrates (Cyprus) wrote
at 1:46pm on August 29th, 2007

wat ever we do there will be promblems first a greek cypriot is rascist
to all he english cypriot i seen it with my eyes vilagesthat say that
charles are not cypriot. i dont realy like englsh cypriot acting tough but
they are cypriot ike the turkish cypriots latinos cypriots siclines etc
cyprus is for everyone

Because of the spelling mistakes and the incomprehensibility of the above post, the
administrator of the group interfered to clarify:

Zoe (Cyprus) wrote

at 9:27pm on August 29th, 2007

I think what he means is that any one who is english cypriot (i.e. is
more fluent in english that in greek) is looked at differently by the

other greek cypriots. | think the point he was trying to make was that
the reason why the english cypriots are treated with such distaste is coz
they act like they are better than the rest of the cypriots due to their
‘englishness'. He doesnt, however, agree with racism of any sort.

Zoe (Cyprus) wrote
at 9:29pm on August 29th, 2007
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it is true that greek cypriots dont like other cypriots from abroad
because they act as if they are 'more educated' or ‘wealthier' than the
rest of the cypriots in cyprus...however, i think things in our generation
are changing...for example, all the cypriots in Cyprus (aged 20+) are
well educated coz everyone has a uni degree...therefore these
stereotypes dont stem into our generation as much as in our parents
generation.

Yannis (USA) wrote

at 9:54am on August 30th, 2007

It's not a matter of liking or disliking the person itself. It is rather an
issue of culture. While | do not like to use stereotypes, Cypriots
experiencing life abroad and Cypriots never experiencing life abroad is
an analogy similar to people never leaving their village and people
living in a cosmopolitan city. There are vast differences, but nothing
that should create either hatred or mistrust. On the contrary, we should
be feeding each other with our unique knowledge and perspectives.

Nicolas (UK) wrote

at 12:15pm on September 1st, 2007

I can agree with the last comment, but i do c a difference in the
cypriots whether they are from england or from cyprus and i dont
believe that I'm 'better than any cypriot from cyprus just because I'm
from england' like Deanna stated below, 4 i believe that im just the
same as them, but when i come over there are some (not as many as
there used 2 be) that make u feel as if u r english n not welcome. but in
the same breath i can say that ther r some cypriots from england that
stand out from the crowd when they are over, 4 whatever reason but
that doesnt mean we are all the same and i dont expect the same

Yiannis (USA) wrote

at 3:00pm on September 1st, 2007

Nicolas, not recognizing differences is what brought as to the point we
are today. | refuse to say that | am similar to every single person in
Cyprus, or that anyone in Cyprus is the same as me. | do like my
uniqueness, thank you very much. The whole point is recognizing
differences and valuing them. We are all different, but that does not
make the "other" inferior or superior. As the slogan for the European
Cultural month was, All different, all equal. No?

Zoe (Cyprus) wrote

at 5:39pm on September 2nd, 2007

of course no one is un-equal to anyone else - that was the point i was
trying to get across - the only problem is that some cypriots who are
raised abroad (in our parents generation, not ours) have tended to be of
an entirely different mentality and often do treat cypriots in cyprus
differently. I'm not saying that everyone is like that, but | was simply
pointing out how many people in Cyprus view English Cypriots. Sorry

if | offended anyone, that wasn’'t my intention x
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On a different occasion, another participant expresses a more polemical view:

Jonny (London) wrote

at 12:40am on February 27th, 2008

sorry, last point: it's easy being a patriot living in london, i think it's
much easier than actually living in the reality of cyprus. (though

having said that i'm currently studying so away from cyprus) go tell

the soldiers serving on the green line in nicosia that they should freeze
their arses off and waste two years of their lives. why?

And in a similar tone:

Mehmet (London) wrote

at 12:53am on March 5th, 2008

Christos, those who left the island and built themselves new life
elsewhere should let the Cypriots on the island govern their own
affairs. It is really easy to be patriotic from a distance.

Yiorgos (UVA) wrote

at 9:22am on March 5th, 2008

Likewise, its easy to support a cause when you stand to gain

something from it that you otherwise have no relevant claim to. Why

should my word be any less respected here? If we want to look at the

bare bones facts of the issues, my family owned (and still holds title

to) land that is now illegally occupied by a state that is not recognized

by any country in the world aside from Turkey. Much of my relatives

who were displaced and now live in Nicosia can say the same. Thus, |

would be very much affected by any potential solution. Finally, if you

are serious about your issue and are open to share it to the world, you

should be ready to defend it in an intellectual manner, instead of

conveniently dismissing my original point.
Whereas ‘who has the right to speak as a Cypriot’ is a constartt gfoiension and
argument in these groups, this struggle for dominance should not lvpretdd
exclusively as a ‘silencing’ and disempowering process for thageipants who are at
the receiving end of discrimination and accusations. In other words, insteazepfiag
such process as the ‘subalternisation’ of particular individuals etmisa Facebook
offers the forum where these tensions, differences and contoadicre voiced and

articulated and, therefore, become subject to negotiation and discussion.

In this sense, many of the members in the diaspora insistédsonbing the groups as
‘a breath of fresh air’. Yiannis, a second generation Greghri@ compared his
experience in the groups with a process of ‘coming out’. Born asddran London by

Cypriot parents, Yiannis had never been politically active, althougiivweeys tried to

149



keep up with what was happening in Cyprus. He grew up in South Londonawyaiye

and disengaged from the concentrated Cypriot population in North London, so he neve
had the opportunity to express and exchange his peace-supporting viéveswadys

had this kind of ideas and for a long time | thought | was the onljpeocause | never
spoke to my family about politics’, he said when we met in London,rbwut | could

find like-minded people; finally. When | first became a member, | feltllikas coming

out, 1 was finally who | wanted to be’. Networking and interactsies, such as
Facebook, therefore, open up a space for engagement with peaceseésé¢ourn larger
group of people, who have possibly been in the periphery of such discousesaref

never engaged directly in them.

However, although Yiannis logs onto his Facebook account regularly dotidves the
discussions on some of the groups’ walls, he does not contribute oftenst the
discussions. ‘Most of the times, | feel | have nothing to contribsitatlzer people there
seem to know better what's going on. But | follow the discussiorsaim the truth
about stuff | read in the papers and to be informed about what's happer@yprus.’
Many of the users of the Facebook groups | met during fieldworkoadkdged that
they followed a similar routine to Yiannis’'s —log in, read the uismns and leave the

page. | actually found myself following the same process most of the time.

This raises some significant points. First of all, Facebook, mgimg together in one
site individualistic applications, such as personal mail, with mm@®vork-centred
services, such as friends’ lists and group membership, has contrtbugedlurring
between these contexts. It has, therefore, become easiercaachaceptable to move
between these spheres —to become visible and ‘active’ in publialdmtto remain
invisible through lack of activity and to ‘watch’ others. Many users, perhaps leeiteus
public is so close to the private, make the leap and join groups, in wiagmever
contribute. This is why there are groups with thousands of membefsvier active
contributors and the lack of activity often creates anxiety tfeg creators and
administrators of the group as it raises issues of representatiedipility and
responsibility. However, as the example of Yiannis illustraties, ‘lurking’ is not
always associated with passivity and political apathy but ¥ b connected to the
individual positionality towards particular discourses and structhasis enhanced or

limited by cultural capital. Yiannis’s Facebook ‘lurking’, therefocan be understood
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as a personal mechanism and strategy to overcome his selttgdojgnorance and

inexperience on the Cyprus issue and enhance his knowledge.

If we then focus on the effortlessness, passivity and lack qfomegbility as
characteristics of political activism online (cf. Salter 2003: B&sen 2006), there is
the risk of failing to grasp and understand cases, such as Yiannifss ay, we can
better appreciate the impact of networking sites, such as Faceh®asettings of
information and knowledge vis-a-vis traditional media. Like Yiannisnymaf my
informants use the Facebook groups for access to information not providedrby
structured media, such as TV and newspapers. And although Yianaiking tabove
about ‘learning the truth’, most of them understand that informatiomigsndase is
fragmented, highly subjective and contextual. Giorgos, another membss gfoups,
said once in a group discussion we had in a meeting in Cyprus osdins il know
there is chaos when everyone expresses their own opinion in thevgablqut at least
you can see this way many different points and perspectives amdotine your own
opinion. | sometimes play devil's advocate and provoke people in the disw®iIss
forum, just to be able to get all these different perspectlVesbetter than watching
TV, or reading a newspaper, or a history book isn’t it?’ This processual andefresgsn
understanding of information and knowledge points to the emergence of néealpol
subjectivities, who even in ‘lurking’ establish, accept and reproduce different idefnit
of permissibility and credibility of public discourses. Theorists argue thahthenet by
fragmenting and facilitating pluralism cannot be conceptualisedording to
Habermasian notions of public sphere, which is characterised by cossdter
2003: 122). In this light, the format of exchanges in the Cypriot bi-cominguoaps
opposes the homogeneity and consensus of the public sphere in Cyprusdcasiibra
that has been dominated by nationalist and anti-nationalist, righteftired master-

narratives.

Whether this can have any political implications in ‘real’ bfet is just restricted to the
Internet is something | will discuss at the end of the chaptee Kawever, | need to
highlight that, whereas for some members of the groups ‘invigikaitd ‘lurking’ are
mechanisms of coping with exclusion, others in the diaspora utilisedvisibility’
Facebook provides. ‘Cypriots United” (CU), for instance, which wasudssd in

chapter 4, was founded almost simultaneously as its Facebook fRefdehing a large
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number of members on Facebook ‘enabled us then to go to politicians in Lamdion a
show them that we represent people’, explained Serhat, one of the rowidide
group. CU has since its creation organised events inviting partisif@am both Cyprus

and the diaspora and has consolidated its presence as a pro-peaicg lotganisation

for UK Cypriots. Emine, a student, who was born and raised in London and who
became very active in some of the groups through discussions aftef beetrips to
Cyprus remarked: ‘Through Facebook, people in Cyprus know me and | krople pe

so | can be more active in what is happening there as wehas | go [to Cyprus]—it's

not like before.” In fact, while I was in Cyprus, many timels-bhsed Cypriots who
travelled to the island, including Emine, attended or even organisethgse&ith other

members of the Facebook groups.

Individuals in the diaspora, therefore, have utilised Facebook to cseatal and
cultural capital and convert it into new political roles in thespltaa but also in Cyprus.
This ‘long-distance peace activism’, to paraphrase Anderson’s (1988)drverts from
the anonymous, responsibility-free online diasporic politics that Aodeidentifies
with ‘long-distance nationalism’. Unlike other Internet sites @maims, Facebook
insists on the identification of individuals —even if they do not use tkeal names,
participants can be identified through their photos, personal infamair even
network of friends. This renders individuals into a position of visjbilithin a
transnational network, which gives them both new status as politaygrpl but at the
same time makes them vulnerable to criticism and attacks. tSera works as an
editor for a London-based newspaper, receives tens of emailsepé&ranticising his
online activities, some of which take the form of explicit threats.

What emerges from the discussion so far is that Facebookhasaed the connections
between the peace supporters in the diaspora and in Cyprus. It iertb&tbinost of
the groups were created by individuals, who live outside Cyprus asal, mlost
members are diasporic Cypriots. Although individuals in the diaspag lack
particular types of social and cultural capital in order to engatlpepolitics in Cyprus,
they can mobilize other skills that are necessary for participan Facebook. For
instance, language is a very important element. As the domiaagudge of the
Internet but also necessary for the exchange of bi-communal or-comdthunal

dialogues, English is a prerequisite for anyone who wants toptaken the Facebook
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discussions; English-speaking Cypriots in the diaspora, who oftenni@dtquate in
terms of their command of Greek or Turkish when they visit thexdslhave an

advantage online over non-English speaking Cypriots.

At the same time, it is not only a diasporic cultural repertthiat defines the use of the
Internet but the place of access also has an important role in dabhwiotogy is
interpreted and utilised. As the Internet affects and shapes utartiocalities,
particular localities and geography also influence the use dadtebf the Internet.
There is an illustrating example from one of the meetings omghisough Facebook
in London for Greek and Turkish Cypriots. The meeting took place in & lzEntral
London. When | arrived | met Elena, the organiser of the meeting andsSa Cypriot
student who had been living in London for the past five years. Aftdrla a few more
Greek and Turkish Cypriots came in, some of them born and rais&gprus, others in
London, but all of them based in the UK. No one knew each other from Hmiore
almost everyone seemed used to this kind of setting. One of thegaats had already
directed a peace-promoting film, another one was a member of a pro-unificatiompa
Cyprus and the majority of the rest had already attended ableabi-communal/peace
event. Only for Savvas, a 26 years-old, it was the first imenet Turkish Cypriots in
his whole life. He seemed overwhelmed and utterly surprised bgxiherience as he
kept repeating at the end: ‘We agreed about so many thinigs flae Turkish
Cypriots]’. He also explained why he had decided to come to oine ohé¢etings at that
particular point: ‘It'd be very difficult for me to come to one bése events if it wasn’t
for Facebook. | had particular ideas before but went into one @& gresps and started
reading. And here | am. | wouldn’t go to one if it wasn’t in London. Herene knows
me. In Cyprus it's very difficult to go to this kind of things. | dowant people [who
disapprove] to talk behind my back. I'm from Paphos, not from Nicos@pl@are not
used to this kind of things there and | wouldn’t feel comfortable tansithave a coffee

with a Turkish Cypriot in the middle of the town’.

This account highlights the importance of place in accessingnatmn technologies.
Although the Internet is often imagined as a unified and universdiume its effects
and uses may depend on and be restrained by the cultural and go®ats; in which
it is accessed. In this sense, the Internet enabled membbkesdéspora to take up new

political roles in local and transnational contexts, but London, as myartsocio-
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cultural locality mediated and reinforced the use and usefulnessaa#béok for

individuals like Savvas.

5.5 ‘One Cyprus, One Cypriot Population’

During fieldwork, | followed the discussions and activities of mogprt bi-
communal and met with members in Cyprus and the UK. Most membersot@appear

in the participants’ list of all groups. However, | particuladgdsed on ‘One Cyprus,
One Cypriot Population’, as it seemed the most active and popula particular
period. The group was created in 2007 in opposition and response to groupokeith m
traditional nationalist messages, such as “Get the Turkish RepdiNiorthern Cyprus
recognized as a country” andd“KYTIPOX EINAI EAAHNIKH - CYPRUS IS
GREEK”. ‘One Cyprus, One Cypriot Population’ was one of the fastommunal
groups that were set up to promote peace and reconciliation and it attracted thousands of
supporters very quickly. One of the creators of the group is EliSaeek Cypriot, who
studied in the UK and Canada for four years. As she told me, itrm@anada, when
she first familiarised herself with Internet technologies sad the potential of using it
to promote peace in Cyprus. When she returned to the island, theseé®aecided that
she had to create a group online. Like many other members of the gjneup,fluent in
English, as her mother is a British born Cypriot, so she had thesaegdanguage

skills to organise and facilitate a bi-communal online group.

The group enjoyed great growth and activity especially a few hmohefore the
national elections in the Republic of Cyprus in February 2008 thattedsin the
election of the pro-peace communist party in government and RinGitrristofias as
new president of the republic. Many people joined the group beforeldbgons to
voice their frustration against the old government and presidends sgpadopoulos
and to advocate for change. The posts here are indicative of tusgns that were

taking place at the time:

Achilleas (UK) wrote

at 2:42pm on September 3rd, 2007

Cyprus now is passing one of its most critical moments since the anan
plan, the coming elections and the possibilities that will come up from
that elections are very important! But these days the national council
will take place to decide what kind of solution GC want, unfortunately
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many are those who talk against any kind of federation and they dont
hesitate to even say that division is the best solution!!!This policy is
mainly supported by papadopoulos and his followers ( nationalist)!

Its the first time in our history that some GC politics demand
DIVISION of our country, division of our people! Lets all hope and
work to stop papadopoulos from being re-elected, lets all say no to
division!!!

Yiorgos (London) wrote

at 9:06pm on September 4th, 2007

It was Marios Matsakis, a EURO MP from Papadopoulos’ party who
said a two state solution is better than a Federation. Complete idiot, but
unfortunately there are many in the DIKO hierarchy and other
Papadopoulos supporters who agree with him. I'll be behind

Christofias 100% in the elections, for a federal solution.

Serhan (Cyprus) wrote

at 10:07pm on September 4th, 2007

DIKO must go down!!!... always support one Cyprus & always against
occupation of militarist turkey... from now to eternity

Yiorgos (London) wrote

at 3:41am on September 6th, 2007

DISY, who some of its members were part of EOKA B, now seem to
be in agreement with the "communist” (in reality are moderate social
democrats) AKEL as they are both clearly in favour of a federal
solution. Never have these two parties agreed on anything Lol.

Polls show that some left wing Akelistes would vote Kassoulidis over
Tassos and right wingers would be prepared to vote Christofias. Only
in Cyprus.

Murat (Australia) wrote

at 1:32pm on January 10th, 2008

Elections in both sides of the island are a big ugly joke. In north
because of Turkish army and in south because of endless cycle that
keeps spinning around same mentality and parties. Nothing will come
out of it, come back here after the elections and you will see what |
mean. Any serious attempt to solve the conflict in Cyprus means
serious compromises for both sides” politicians and that would finish
their political career, and | can't see any "peace hero" who would go
such extreme measures just for the sake of "peace", they will do
ahything to glue themselves to chairs, which was what has been
happening all the time. | am not pessimist but | believe being realistic
means not trusting politicians with politics, like you wouldn’t trust
generals with wars.

Mutlu (Uni Leipzig) wrote

at 10:58pm on January 14th, 2008
yep :)
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tassos has a bad record anyway. firm believer in eoka, gombare of
georkadijis (one of the creators of the akritas plan), cries on tv to get
people to vote like he wants :P etc. etc.

anyway, nationalism has always been a tool in the hands of
imperialism. and it's very illogical; what difference does it make what
blood flows through my veins? we all bleed the same color. it's the
land that makes us who we are. even if i could trace my lineage 500
years back to mainland turkey, it wouldn't mean a thing. it's cyprus
that i miss when i'm away, not some other "motherland”..

Nick (Cyprus) wrote

at 2:34pm on February 3rd, 2008

Hi everyone. The presidential elections are approaching fast and i
believe it would be good for all the members of the group to have an
independent clear and true picture of all three candidates. Could the
administrators provide to the group a summary of the history of each
candidate and their approach to the potential negotiations? | am sure
that there will be no bias in favor or against any of the candidates. It is
important for all of us and especially t/cs to know who will lead the
negotiations on behalf of g/cs and not base their opinion on rumors and
half-lies. Thanks:)

Andreas (London) wrote

at 2:23pm on February 20th, 2008

Christofias got the support of DIKO by giving them 3 ministries
including the foreign ministry, parliament presidency and most
importantly, a decisive role for Papadopoulos on the Cyprus problem.

The second round should send the same message as the first one did:
"Papadopoulos go home!".

Evren (Cyprus) wrote

at 9:28am on February 21st, 2008

i believe we should all be politically active... and do not trust the
governments and politicians... of course it is our right to vote... but we
should be watching the moves they make and criticise them actively
and effectively... i think this is missing in cypriots' life...

Zoe (Cyprus) wrote

at 7:32pm on February 24th, 2008

Congratulations to Christofias for winning the presidential
elections...we still have hope that our island will be reunited :) | hope
this presidential decade will see a step forward in the reunification
process...bye bye Tassos!

As its name indicates, the group promotes a common Cypriot idemityGreek and

Turkish nationalisms are condemned as the reasons behind the division of the island. On
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its description page, the group agenda is set out: ‘'ONE CYPRUE OXPRIOT
NATION, ONE CYPRIOT PEOPLE. WE ARE CYPRIOT AND PROUD?!".

CYPRUS
CYPRIOT NATION
CYPFPRIOT PEOPLE

View Discussion Board

Invite People to Join

Leave Group
| Share

Group Type
Cipen: All content is public,

Figure 4. ‘One Cyprus’ Facebook logo

The bi-communal character of the group is certified in various \Widyes language used
is English, as opposed to Turkish or Greek and the contributors arer@fterded of
this rule, whenever they divert from English. Also, a good balanceebat@reek and
Turkish names is maintained in the list of administrators andeoffiin the group. The
visual material that is posted is carefully selected to avay @reek or Turkish
connotations. Unlike the main pictures of most nationalist groups, thresymmbol of
One Cyprus is simple and minimalistic -although this relates eneral lack of
symbols when it comes to Cypriot identity and Cypriotism. Thaups that appear in
the albums are either of events organised through the group or peguores of the
natural beauties of Cyprus, of local produce and local traditions antigess, which are
presented as common for all Cypriots avoiding divisive nationalsbels. In that way
the group adheres to particular formats, structures and symbolisin hdve
characterised bi-communal Cyprio-centric events in the past feaddse in such an
embedded way that points towards a ‘banal peace-activism’, to pasapBillig’s
(1995) term. Billig describes how the presence of national symbas routinised in
everyday life that they become invisible. It is however, this ibMiy that renders

them powerful and embedded in people’s national consciousness and identity.

Similarly, the aesthetics and methods of bi-communal politics ypr& have
developed into a particular repertoire replicated so often thabdeas habitualised by

individuals to the extent that it is employed and reproduced within settings and
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spaces. The ‘newness’ and separateness, therefore, of the loteriest is challenged

through such practices, whose lineages are to be traced within offline realms.

Although the group promotes a forward thinking by stating onirgs ppage that ‘We
cannot change our past! We can shape the future!’, many of thebatiotis and
debates revolve around discussing the past. Personal testimonietoadmaflenge and
fill the gaps of the dominant nationalist discourses on both sides. sStufrjgevious
peaceful co-existence between Greek and Turkish Cypriots befoveath@re evoked,
narrated and reproduced. ‘Unknown’ or ‘unofficial’ historical event®oberthe corner
stone of discussion and their importance is rediscovered and rethstédividual
memory and testimony, therefore, create a counter-hegemoniddaiktaarrative that

challenges Turkish and Greek nationalism:

Zoe (Cyprus) wrote
at 9:16am on October 23rd, 2007

My grandparents used to have Turkish Cypriot friends in their old
neighbourhood in the north. Another old man that was working closely
with EOKA during those years told me that it was an ideological error
that divided tcs and gcs (and leftists from rightwingers as well), so it
was not a simple case of racism. So, if we scratch the ideological
differences there should be a high possibility for peace and
prosperity...right?

Zoe (Cyprus) wrote

at 9:19am on October 23rd, 2007

And my grandparents live in a refugee area today, so there are also a
few tcs living there. There are no problems between them. They
actually exchange vegetables. My granny gives them lemons from her
lemon tree and they give her parsley from their garden. It's actually
quite sweet | think. So it is possible if we try!

Most old refugees (which have a reason to be angry) are not as hostile
as people who know nothing of the past. That's odd isnt it?

Gregory (Australia) wrote

at 11:55am on January 14th, 2008

My Grandfather, who was very powerful and influential in his town,
and well respected by Muslim and Christian alike (and the Brits), was
eventually threatened with his life, when a group of EOKA thugs came
to his property to KILL him. The only thing which save him and his
family was their huge Alsatian dogs which drove the mob away, and
thankfully Pappoff didn't have to use his rifle. My Grandparents
realised that it was not safe for the family, and my Grandfather put

%3 Greek for ‘grandpa’.
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himself into self-imposed EXILE, coming to Australia in 1950, and
then bringing the rest of the family in 1955.

To add insult to injury, my Grandfather returned in 1974 for a holiday
and watched the whole island of Cyprus fall apart right before his eyes
- something he KNEW would eventually happen from way back in
1950. If most Cypriots were like my Grandfather, and had his
pragmatism and foresight, we would not be in this mess today.
Cyprus, please start using your brains!!

The Cypriotist identity of the group, however, is not constructed alomgearland
orderly narration of the past. Contrary to Pierre Nora’'s (1989)ctxfpens that due to
an obsession with (dead) memory —that has replaced living memeryvillvtry to
engage in the documentation of our past in the most accurate, atysteand
professional way, what we get here is heavy miscellanizingk{r2009). Photos are
posted in no particular order, most of the times with very littiglamation or titling;
information is fragmented and unsystematically presented; catwvgrs are
unstructured and often unfinished. This creates space for int¢igmeaad negotiation
of meaning, in a context where history and memory as subjecixggrienced and

partially constructed appears accepted and validated.

The collective memory, however, here is not only produced througleragré and
conformity but also through contestation and conflict. There are dftanifsutions that
challenge the main ideology and purposes of the group and usually #ubkiéved by
attacking the overarching historical narrative that is being agistl. One such
contribution that took the form of personal attack against one partimémber of the

group reads as :

“Mr Panayiotou, you are another brainwashed little kid, who never
bothered to read history himself but preferred to listen whatttrers told

him, probably in edo#f or wherever . How can u have a Cypriot nation
you moron? Seriously, so all the people from 2000BC until the 1920’s AC
where no one ever question the greekness of its people and the istand we
stupid and you the th¥eo-Kunpioc®, dare to reject what all those people
died for??? i pity you”

Such contestation often fortifies the response and the identity gfdabp. Many of my

informants found this to be the strength and weakness of Facebook. A tre

® EDON is AKEL'’s ‘United Democratic Youth Organisati [Eniea Dimokratiki Organosi Neoleas].
8 Neo-Kvmpiog means ‘Neo-Cypriot’ (see chapter 2 for the dismrsof the term).
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founding members of the group said, ‘before all hate mail and excharmge personal,
on MSN, emails etc. Now they attack us as a group, but this maskegonger and

ready to respond to the enemy...the nationalists’.

The peace process on Facebook, therefore, is not always so péatehg tensions
and contradictions do not always arrive from the outside. Some of tidene of the
group voiced their concern about the level and type of nationalisnit thpeared to
promote. For them, the future face of Cyprus seems to be negataliedted and
exclusionary terms. Cypriots are interpreted to be those whaosées have lived in
Cyprus before the war and have stories and pictures to contributetladtoperiod. This
principle excludes the large numbers of Turkish settlers, who ceame Turkey and
reside in the Northern part of Cyprus and numerous migrants, who amorkive on
both sides. More importantly, for some of my informants, such awatefinition of
Cypriotness does not correspond to the international and globalisedteharatnature
of the Internet itself. Some of these informants use thenketteas a liberating space
from ethnic, national and local identities. ‘The Internet makes yeluafeitizen of the
world’, told me Antonis, who spent a long time studying in the USA and he now lives in
Cyprus. ‘It makes you think about multiculturalism. We need peacediun the way
they do it. Even their logo...one Cyprus, one Cypriot nation. It maketeehdike a

Nazi.’

Antonis used to be a member of ‘One Cyprus, One Cypriot Population’,veowe
because of these ideological differences he decided to withdrawreaatk his own
Facebook group. This kind of schisms occur often and contribute to a fragjoreatad
decentralisation of the peace activities online, and are thereifginy disapproved. In
addition, antagonisms and tensions often spill over offline contexthandite then re-
introduced back to online contexts. During the Christmas holiday200v, ‘One
Cyprus’ decided to organise an event in Ledra Palace hotel, indéael ‘zone’ of
Nicosia. It was considered to be a good time as it was béferegpcoming elections in
February 2008 and also because members who lived abroad could be getarnin
Cyprus for the holiday. Antonis’s group had also the same idea anuisagan event
but it did not go according to plan. The ‘One Cyprus’ group had their exent one
day before his group and they secured the keynote speaker Antonis haachpgdr a
well-known Cypriot documentary maker and activist.
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These tensions are a reflection of two different visions of Cyamlise; one, promoted
by Cypriotism aims at the creation of a common identity ddfitteough particular
territorial and cultural references, an example of an ‘imagowmmmunity’; the second
one, is about an ‘imagined network’, promoting peace in Cyprus asopartmore
globalised and multicultural terrain. When | discussed these isgtieshe founders
and members of the ‘One Cyprus’ group, Elisa told me: ‘Not &ogly is beyond
nationalism and we cannot start talking immediately about othieessf we do not first
build a common identity. Our terminology might be simple or sstipl but it is
necessary in order to attract people who are not already ‘codiVefibis ‘strategic
essentialism’ is founded upon a typical understanding of Cypriotisra agod’
nationalism, which is selected not as an ideal but a necessapn opithin the

discursive limits that the nation is imagined and envisaged in offline contexts

Internal tensions also emerge when members of the groups trgotacile their ideas
about the Internet with the ways they actually use it. PopulatetebaCyprus and the
diaspora about online activism seem to correspond to academic dabatdsthe
definition and role of ‘virtual community’. Within these debates, sosee online
politics as a threat to traditional organised political actios, tlkee fragmented,
individualised and virtual political participation is based on passivé effortless
understanding of politics that has no ‘real’ effects and deduces nsirfiben more
traditional organised political schemes. Others argue that oatitieism should be
accompanied by ‘real’ offline activism in order to have angafand achieve political
goals. In this sense, groups on Facebook are seen as important tisseminating
information, mobilising members and organising action. Finally, f@tlesrs see online
politics as a new way of political participation that does not neetirectly correlate
online and offline political action; in this sense, it is concepth sgolitical activism,

participation and democracy that need to be revisited and redefined.

In terms of the first strand of thought, the Facebook groups have be@redebg
official Cypriot political structures with suspicion and concern. Eislg for the
political parties of the Left that have traditionally beessariated with bi-
communalism, the online groups raised concerns as they divert andeftaghe

parties’ ongoing projects. In my conversations with politicians fronm BEL and
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CTP in London and Cyprus, they all seemed to agree that wheesss groups are a
useful tool for recruiting new members and announcing events, the}sar@osing a
risk when they are moving away from organised political schemeaghen they are
confined to online interactions. This idea is shared by membetsedirtline groups,
who also belong to political parties. They usually use the groupsviertesg their

party’s events and projects and to call for action through these organised groups.

For others, however, the main aim of having the online groups is pgyetaseove
away from traditional party politics, by promoting a ‘bottom-ueyof peace-building.
Many of the members express a fatigue of party politic€yprus and interpret the
parties’ disapproval of their online activities as an anxoetgr the loss of a monopoly
of bi-communalism and peace activism. One evening, when | was ingypy friend
Yiorgos, who studies in the UK, seemed particularly upset abauipthticular issue
and said: ‘They think that you should only do politics through them. You tian& to
go through them in order to have relationships with the other side. 1 dant to
belong to any party but | want a solution for Cyprus. | think wedmit by ourselves

on a grass root level.’

In this light, the groups do not only represent themselves as an @enoanationalist

politics that have dominated the Cypriot context but also as a etiffeption to

partisanship in general that has characterised Cypriot politidsiding the pro-peace
leftist and communist parties on both sides of the island:

Panos (America) wrote
at 5:06pm on March 19th, 2008

Our primary aim should be to open the borders of our brains. We,
especially young people but we mustn’t be the only ones, should
organize a gathering in Cyprus so as to talk about the problems that we
face as concerns the co-existence between Greek-Cypriots and Turk-
Cypriots. We should firstly open the borders of our brains and then
those of all people that live around us. Opening our brains will help all
the “barricades” open in a magic way.

We must isolate the minority called nationalism and not let it influence
people. We must all take part in this gathering, both those involved in
politics and those who do not. We mustn’t belong to any political party
for this gathering. We may be single people that want a solution in
order to live all-together peacefully. This gathering must be open to
everyone. | am sure that this message-thought and desire at the same
time is not only mine but it is also in many person’s brains
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Elena (UK) wrote
at 12:44am on April 5th, 2008

hey guys! im thinking of organizing a meeting in the UK so that

people studying here get the chance to meet each other.. especially
people studying at the same universities..

As a way to celebrate the opening of Ledra street (lokmaci), having no
presentations involved, no politics involved.. just for socializing! what
do you think? For any comments, suggestions, ideas etc,i will create a
discussion topic.

This grass root mobilisation, however, that takes place online doedwayts translate
into offline action and this creates anxiety for many of myrimiants who seem to
privilege offline political action (protests, gatherings etc.) comparedline action:

Evren (Cyprus) wrote
at 10:59am on January 8th, 2008

i would like to suggess to focus on a strategy... it will not be enough to
discuss on certain issues on facebook... we can have a program of
action... to reach more people... for the cause...

The opening of the Green Line had raised hopes that meetinlysriggs and protests
would be more easily organised. The crossings of the Line has@ucse increased to
both sides, however, many of the events organised online did natt &tyaificant
numbers of attendants —nowhere close to the numbers of people who partdigratss

and show enthusiasm online. In the summer of 2008, Yiorgos had decided ts@agani
bi-communal meeting upon his return to Cyprus from the UK forhbleays. For
weeks, he advertised it on Facebook, created a discussion forum abowtriherel

also recruited individuals to help him invite as many members asbposAs | was
seeing Yiorgos almost everyday, | also became part of the argameocess and |
shared closely his enthusiasm and apprehension about the event’s prdseeotdine
responses were very encouraging and we decided to meet in barcentres of South
Nicosia, famous for its relaxed and bohemian atmosphere. When wedaat the
garden of the bar, Yiorgos, who had been anxious about attendance, was disappointed to
find out that only six people had turned up, including a Greek Cypriot mdmilje&s,

who had been involved in the online groups, two friends of his, for whom it was the first
time to take part in such a meeting, Achileas’s Turkish Bygirlfriend, Belkis, and

one of her friends, both familiar with bi-communal events, and Serhanddie-aged
man, who as much older had been involved in peace activism for longesvigrgone.

In the course of the night, four more individuals joined the gathering.
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The meeting was interesting, especially for the two frieoidé\chilleas, who were
introduced to this kind of setting for the first time —‘we used toagonalists’, they
said and Achilleas jokingly replied ‘you still are’. They bodesed comfortable that
they came along, although they admitted that Achilleas had dradged there.
‘Achilleas was never like us, said one of them, Marios. He wasr meady religious
and he always used to argue with the teachers about history atiak pbWas the good,
pious and disciplined student’, he said, provoking laughter to the rest. veigwe
although the recruitment of new ‘non-converted’ individuals is arguably one of the mai
aims of these meetings, Yiorgos and Serhan seemed very cah@boet the low
attendance and spent a large part of the night discussing thepdistes between
online activism and offline lack of participation. Their responsetbdse interpreted
within the framework of peace politics as commitment to trarspdysical boundaries
and meet face-to-face, developed in Cypriot bi-communalism thringgemphasis on

particular ‘landscapes of peace activism’, discussed at the beginningobiibter.

After a few months and when Yiorgos tried to organise a simmeting in London, he
had a similar experience with low attendance. He got even mappdisnted and he
said: ‘This is the last time I'm trying to organise a treg It seems that you have to be
someone known and to have the right connections, in order for people to show up’.
Yiorgos felt that one needs to be recognised either as ae'paetovist’, to have
therefore a particular social and cultural capital, or to biigally organised through
one of the mainstream parties. This illustrates that whileltaak has created new
political subjectivities and has empowered individuals with new statais political
roles, however, it should not be conceptualised as a virtual space indepehdent
traditional social and political structures. The use and polenti Facebook is
enhanced or limited by an individual's (lack of) social capital. H@areto deal with
this perceived inequalities, Yiorgos decided not to leave Facebookiobdind
alternative ways to use it. Whereas he became less active groups’ discussions, he
created through Facebook a closed mail list of fewer individhalshe knew already,
whom he felt it was easier to bring together, to organise @amabbilise for particular

meetings.
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But even on larger scale events, there is a discrepancy betweeenline support and
the offline presence. On the' bf September 2008, the Cyprus Peace Platform, an
umbrella organisation that represents political parties and N@@sloth sides of the
island, organised their annual protest/gathering in the buffer zon@nh d¢f Ledra
Palace, which attracts media coverage and large number of suppQtethat day,
300-400 participants gathered outside the historic hotel. After a cougieun$ of
presentations, speeches and singing, the participants disperseg §@stiquickly on
the same night, pictures of the event were uploaded online with aaogmg@ posts,
comments and discussions that attracted a much larger numberedtedendividuals
than the ones who took part in the peace protest. In some ways, the& pemtame
secondary to the online exchanges; it became valuable as a stimultine online
discussions rather than for its importance as an event. Wheresaierthis seemed
like a paradox, for others, like Antonis, who sees himself as paatwider online
network, it appeared as a positive sign that Cypriot peace attigiexpanded and

takes a broader and more inclusive form on the Internet.

5.6 Conclusion

This chapter has illustrated the ways, in which Facebook emergempakar space for
the articulation of Cyprio-centric discourses at a particlietorical period. To
understand, however, the format and uses Cypriotist groups took onlisegrgued

here, that they have to be studied in relation to the developmentsiod, luf the bi-

communal peace movement in Cyprus. Far from taking a radical n@es, Srecebook
groups reproduced the structures, rhetoric and aesthetics of @élawe activism, by
encouraging the communication between Turkish and Greek Cypriots asnfmd

utilising similar symbols and focusing on the (re)construction cbmmon Cypriot

identity; a result of what has been termed here as ‘banal peace activism’

On the other hand, Facebook provided a new arena for the mobilisationprassexn

of individuals and groups, who shared experiences of marginalisation and
‘voicelessness’ in offline settings. Cypriotism online did not, howewaly develop as

a counter-narrative to the rhetoric of ethnic nationalism thatbasnated other social
spheres. As illustrated, Facebook was utilised by some membersvi® away from
peace politics traditionally organised through political partiestber official groups.

Similarly, some British Cypriots found on Facebook a space sepanat the political
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centres in London, from which they felt excluded and alienated. Whaintemet
crystallised, however, is that whereas all these differentbaesyshared a language of
Cypriotism, their understanding of and claims to Cypriotness var@diderably.
Confrontation, agreement and disagreement are then part of thespifto@egih which
Cypriotism is negotiated, internally contested and shifted onlinis. grocessual aspect
of ‘how the nation is imagined’ makes it less plausible theant@servedly identify

particular groups, such as the diaspora, with particular types of nationalisms.

Such observations also unravel that as much as the Internet offesrdaafor new
identities to be expressed and articulated, its uses and effects areucbrynediated by
multiple and diverse existing structures and socio-cultural cantéXbereas Facebook
has given some individuals new political roles and status withal kowd transnational
settings, for others, lack of social and cultural capital inr@ficontexts has restricted
the ways they have experienced and utilised it. Technologyhesefdre, is embedded

in and enabled by broader historical processes and discursive domains.

It is characteristic that after the first year of popwatite activity in the groups started
to increasingly reduce, especially after the election of Gffiast and the beginning of
the negotiations between the two sides in the island. On one hand, #seaesense that
the aims of these ‘temporary communities of memory’ coming hegebad been
achieved after the elections and an anti-climax in their mista was to be expected.
On the other hand, it reflected disillusionment on behalf of someiparits with the
potential of Internet politics to translate into ‘real’ lifetimism. Such frustration, as the
chapter argued, has to be connected with particular understandinigiscommunal
politics’, which in the Cypriot context often imply the commitmeant ttanscend

physical and ideological borders and meet face-to-face.

This, however, does not mean an inherent failure and inferiority of ophih#cs.
Instead, it is argued here, we have to look at how the relation ethveenline and
offline is constructed and understood in particular contexts in ordenderstand the
ways it is implicated in more complex sets of power strestand relations. For, the
privilege of online activism as opposed to offline political pgration does not always
signal lack of commitment and responsibility. As illustratedthe chapter, some

individuals were enabled through the Internet to expand their menybershnetworks
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that extended beyond the primacy of ethnic and national identitiestirens, it is a
mechanism of dealing with offline experiences of exclusion. Thighig ‘lurking’ is

often explained as a result of lack of particular types of @lltapital in the diaspora.
And others cannot even reach places where peace activism is datesblthrough

physical presence.

The following episode is an illustration of this last point. Dagfote the event Yiorgos
organised in Nicosia, we crossed the green line to the North towiteeMehmet, a
very active member of the Facebook groups. Yiorgos insisted on him agehnidi
event in the following days, as he would make a good contribution to the.gr
Whereas other Turkish Cypriots crossed the line and came to thengneédehmet
failed to turn up, which made Yiorgos disappointed and put Mehmet’s corantits
an activist into question. Yiorgos was unaware about something thatofammeknew:
that Mehmet, an active supporter of peace and Cypriotism could not tbedme
because, although born in Cyprus, he is not recognised as Turkish Clitamily
came originally from Turkey, but this is something that he doesln@tys disclose to

others.

Picking up from this incident, the next chapter focuses on discourses and experiences
around the border in order to highlight how the opening of the Green Line in Cyprus
revealed and created internal boundaries and power dynamics among those who were

expected the most to cross it.
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CHAPTER 6

Crossing the Line -Borders and Boundaries

6.1 Introduction: Closings and openings without closure

The Green Line in Cyprus had for decades symbolised, embodied asmbhsatd the
division between the north and south parts of the island. According topeadji
(2006) and Cockburn (2004), the line, which separates the capital Nacastae island
into two parts, takes different names depending on one’s ideolognchlpolitical
stance: thegreen line, the ceasefireline, the dead zone the demarcationline, the

partitioning line, theAttila line, theno-maris land or theborder.

First drawn in 1963 after the eruption of interethnic violence and datesolidated in

1974, the line was rendered impenetrable for most Cypriots and comiiam@&eross

it had not only been technically disabled but also highly discouragekebstate and
officials on both sides. During the closure of the line, crossamgs bi-communal
meetings required great organisational effort and demanded longibwat®a processes
as permits had to be granted to groups and individuals from both siolestgGtinou

and Papadakis 2001).

Bi-communalists faced public disapproval, which was very oftercudated and

expressed in national media and this collective experience ofnaksgtion played a
pivotal role in the formation and self-identification of the peace mmeve. The

overcoming of the separation and division became an important poh sgenda of
the bi-communal groups but also a prerequisite for their existencergadisation; as
bi-communal groups, their main purpose was to bring the two comnuutagether

with the ultimate purpose of re-unification and the erasure ofpéngtion line. As

explained in the previous chapter, the Green Line dominated tidsdape of peace
activism’ in Cyprus and, quite paradoxically, the bi-communal movecartentrated
and intensified their activities around and on the Line they sought to abolish.

168



The increasing visibility of the peace movement at the bordacc®rding to one of my
informants who was a participant in the first bi-communal mestindpat led to the
tightening of crossing control and eventually the complete shut ddreer that was
implemented by Denkgs government in the North in 1997. George Georgiou, in his
narration of the organisation of the peace movement at that time, suggested:

After the summer of 1996 and the killings of Isaac and Sol8frtbere
was great disappointment and no one was listening to the few \afices
peace. We had the great idea to contact the 15 diplomatic missions
Cyprus and organise an event. The American embassy responded and they
were willing to help. A big party took place on thé"3ff September. We
got an award as peace leaders by the ambassador in a bigeledta
Palace. Some people say that when Denldaw that, he panicked.
Because up to then they had heard about people going and coming
[through the Green Line] but they didn’t pay attention. They hadn’t
realised the magnitude [of the movement]. After the awards cengm
they realised the magnitude. No one will tell you this opinion ofssu
besides some Turkish Cypriots.
Even if the increasing visibility was not the sole or most dateant influence on
Denkta'’s decision, the words above demonstrate that the crossings havienaggmed
and articulated as an important element of the peace movememo\Waorcrossing or
the intention to cross became a recognising sign of the good peace supporter o

epanaprosseghisfis(supporter of rapprochement).

When the border, however, unexpectedly opened in April 2003, its crossingebeca
possible for all Greek and Turkish Cypriots. In the first dayshefdpening, in their
thousands, Cypriots queued in front of the check points in order to visithbeside.
Dikomitis (2005) identified three main attitudes towards the borderitandrossing
amongst Greek Cypriots in the period after the opening. Onehatseftpeople, mainly
refugees, who travelled to the North to pay pilgrimage to thsirvillages and houses.
Then, there were those crossing to go to the beach, see frieddssbopping. And
third, there was the category of non-crossers, Greek Cypriots, whaeabje having to
show their passports in order to travel ‘in their own country’ @nekcognising, in this

way, the ‘pseudo-state’ in the North.

% Greek Cypriot cousins, Tassos Isaac and Solomtsr®a, who were killed 5 days apart by Turkish
para-military forces for trespassing the Green lime TRNC territory.
" The term has negative connotations and carrieg smmy when used by critics of bi-communalism.
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This last perspective was founded in broader nationalist disconrdes South and was
largely linked to the initial hesitancy of the Greek Cypriatesto take a clear stance on
the issue of the border opening. As Demetriou (2007: 995-997) argubs,first days
of the crossings, the state was absent and the trips acrokseth@ppened outside
institutionalised frameworks and, therefore, challenged the stateafygpaHowever,
official authorities very quickly declared that only a state coetmbgnise another state
and, in this case, the citizens’ activities across the borderadichean recognition and
legitimisation of the TRNC. This reshaped the political subjdgtivi Greek Cypriots,
as Demetriou concludes. ‘The state was thus re-instated asléhagent of assuring its
own ‘standing’ and ‘existence’. The domain of political subjettitiad not only been
reduced, but was declared to have always been that much narrower 969).
Hadjipavlou (2006) seconds this argument by explaining that althougbp#reng of
the border enabled contacts across the division line that could coattity mutual
understanding and peace-building, the effects of these contacisited because they

are not institutionally supported and endorsed.

Whereas these studies deal with issues of (non)crossing aenhlmoblems of
nationalism and nationalist politics, the chapter diverts the focus here on thiesger
of crossings among Cypriotists and peace-supporters in the diasgbfyprus. For,
even for those who have fought the closing of the border, its opening has not ngcessari
brought closure. Bryant (2010) has illustrated how cross-border visitsvieayeften
not fulfilled people’s expectations on both sides of the divide in Cygordghe opening
of the border unravelled other deeper boundaries that set Greek anch Tlykisots
further apart. Taking the argument further, the chapter illestrabw discourses and
experiences around the border brought to the surface boundariesQ@yjgrintism and
peace politics and highlighted old and new power dynamics amongediffegents. On
various levels, the chapter brings together and encapsulates mibst Esues and
themes discussed already in the thesis: the politics of memtegnal divisions within

the Cypriot Left, inter-generational tensions over ‘peace’.

Both in the diaspora and Cyprus, peace supporters have traditionalatatvdor the
opening of the border, but the first parts of the chapter investigatesarhe of these
same individuals have not crossed or rarely cross after thengpehihe line in 2004.

In section 6.2, it is argued that for some older peace supparténg idiaspora, non-
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crossing emerges as an agentive decision to preserve parteueries and to avoid
further displacement by visiting places that used to be home éutoav ruined and
strange. For others, however, crossings have to take place ht avaig—and this is the
way of the Left. In other words, section 6.3 unravels how Leftists the current
openings of the line as discontinuous with and disruptive to peace pohiscs
traditionally operated by the Left. Some British born Cypriots, whpport peace,
oppose both these approaches and emphasise the need for everydaheidieefs a
means to peace. For them, | argue in section 6.4, the ‘greerhiseemerged as an
empowering space, away from the socio-cultural conditions of eitierof the island,
in which British born Cypriots often find themselves marginalidgat. although the
green line in this case is imagined and envisaged as ‘everyand’sit is not equally
shared by everyone, and section 6.5, which deals with the affeadivithe border,
outlines how emotive reactions at the border can unmask emerging iptveances
among those who support peace. The focus is shifted here from exgqudiscourses
aboutthe border to looking at experienadghe border. The final section 6.6 carries on
with this theme by narrating two journeys across the line. Theggutreated here as a
liminal stage that is experienced outside the ordinary and theydewe creates
conditions that challenge habitualised political ideologies. Asollew the journeys,
we are forced to think how experiences of crossings further prabkEmstrict
dichotomies such as ‘peace-supporter’/nationalist and crosser/non-crosser.

6.2 Crossing the line of Memory

By the time of fieldwork in 2006, many of the UK Cypriots, atslteghose who
maintained close connections with the island, had crossed the Greetolthe ‘other
side’ to see their old houses and villages. Memorabilia of theingphad been carried
back to London, which included photos of the visit, recovered possessions and gifts
given to the crossers by the current residents of their ‘landagpened very often that
when | visited Greek Cypriots in their houses in London that they wouldbptbBuch
memorabilia, an act that was regularly accompanied by comrabotg the kindness
and hospitality of those who welcomed them in the North. Many Tufkyginiots also
evoked similar experiences in their crossings to the South. Duringeamiew with a
Turkish Cypriot radio producer in his mid-50s, he showed me a collectidanoly
pictures that the Greek Cypriot residents in his house outside doimlazd saved and

returned to him upon his visit. He included them in an online album that he had created.
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Whereas stories of crossing as a positive experience weng amaong Cypriots in
London, there were also those whose narratives were dominated bgrandifhetoric;
and whose crossing experience not only did not contribute in bridgingthbegween
the self and the ‘other’ but, on the contrary, it reinforced itQWristos, who migrated
to the UK in the late 1940s, recalled:

| decided to go and see my village Morphoy because I'm getting old;
who knows if I'd ever get the chance to go again. It was horribieally
regret it. | went to my old house and the woman who lived there shoeed m
some orange trees in the garden and said “These are my sahislited at
her and said “No, these are mine”. The woman insisted and | wi@tsgget
angrier. How can she say that these are her trees? Thayire@eand no
matter what anyone says, they will remain Minghey don't even take
proper care of them. When we lived there, we had a big orctiemek are
only a few trees left now.
In parallel with such accounts, still among those who supported patere-
unification in the island, the majority had welcomed the openinth@fborder as a
positive and promising political development for the island; as an apykyrtfor
Cypriots in Cyprus to interact with each other and live togetli@r Gypriots in
London. For Cypriots in London, crossing the green line in Cyprus is piynadout
visiting ‘home’ and the other half of ‘their country’ rather than coming into comiilet
‘the other’. After all, according to a common rhetoric followednby informants, in

London, Cypriots have co-existed side by side with no disruption.

Theses crossings, however, as the words of Mr. Christos demoraimite, involve
distressing and dislocating experiences that shake one’s ideanué’ and create the
conditions of confrontation with new ‘others’. For, although in dominant natsbnal
discourses the distinction between Turkish Cypriots and Turks terwtdlapse, both
leftist and nationalist accounts among Greek Cypriots agree qrdkence of Turkey

and ‘the Turkish settler’ as a source of destruction, threat and pollution.

Mr. Yiannis, one of my key informants at the Cypriot Centre dewout communist,
who left his village in Cyprus in 1948 and migrated first to Adisirand then to the

% Trees here evoke notions of ‘rootedness’ and beametaphors of belonging to a particular soil. In
terms of her work on gardens in Cyprus, Jepsong2003) writes ‘[...] the soil represents the implied
permanence of all that underlies the notion of hoBuél serves as a vessel for the dead of a natidras
something conjoined with underlying geology (aneréfore with history)’.
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UK. Talking about his village and the opening of the border, he saie: dnbave
sworn to myself that | will never go back. To see what? All that is ruiBetd®f course
it's all those Turks brought from Turkey who destroyed everythingnabdhe Turkish
Cypriots who used to live there before’.

In a discussion with another of the regulars at the Cypriot CavitteCostas’s idea of
staying away as a way of ‘fully being there’ became mexrplicit, when he

characteristically said: ‘I have a photo of my village [ansl @ough] to look at. | have
a photo of my house. | don’t want to go’ (Eho tin photografia tou horiou mitinka
vlepo. Eho photografia tou spitiou mou. Den thelo na pao). What Mr. Costad ise
that the old photos of his village and house, which he kept in a frame, m@e

representational of the way he had left them and he did not waabpargise this

particular image by crossing to the North.

Slyomovics (1998), in her account of Arab and Jew narratives of atiRialessillage

that used to be inhabited by the former before it became ‘hdomethe latter,

recognises the significance of the ‘house’ in the way idenditgonstructed through
particular claims to memory. She argues that an ‘environmergaiory’, the way we
remember space, buildings and objects defines the ways our egiséesbaped by
them. To visit a ruined house that does not match our memory of imang then

means that we have to deal with the disruption this causes wohlieeence through
which we perceive the self. In order to avoid the de-stabilisatiadeatity, therefore,
for Mr. Costas, the simulacrum, the representation of ‘home’ bexeffectively more
real than the actual physical space, which is described asdali@authentic and

strange.

Such accounts point to what Herzfeld (1997: 111) has termed ‘structstalgia’, the
recollection of the past as a ‘collective representation &demic order —a time before
time- in which the balanced perfection of social relations hasetduffered the decay
that affects everything human’. This however does not mean thuidingis are always
oblivious to the nostalgic elements of this representation and the'wmadhess of
memory. In fact, in many accounts of crossings my informantsisked precisely how
the very experience of crossing alerted them to the contradicimosisistencies and

elusiveness of memory. | was once spending time with two GrepkdEgisters, who
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had left their village in the North as refugees when they weng young girls. One of
them, Maria, lives in the UK and she was visiting over the sunoledays her sister,
Sophia, who lives in Nicosia. While narrating the events of 1974 and ofighethey
had to leave their house, they both realised that in many cages\émeories differed,
whereas in others they complemented each other. ‘We have toldstbesse so many
times but every time we come up with something slightly difie | think we cannot
separate now what we actually lived in reality and what wesaent from listening to
and learning the stories’, Maria said pointing out the processuiathanging character
of their accounts of the past. ‘Memory is very funny’, Sophia Satiken | first crossed
and visited our village, everything looked so much smaller and insignifthan | had
remembered all these years. We had a road next to my houserémaernbered as
huge...almost like an avenue. When | saw it this time | realtsgsdd a narrow, muddy
road that a modern car could barely go through [laughs]. ‘Same awithhouse’,
Sophia complemented her sister’s argument. ‘| used to remetrdsereally large and

quite luxurious and now | wonder how we could even fit in there’.

Social sciences, including anthropology, often try to deconstruct ajhye®# memory
that see it as static; as a repository of true facts dha can access any time. As
anthropologists, we often see such understandings of memory as éssentand
problematic. When memory is associated with nostalgia and romsamtit is often
analysed as a form of ‘false consciousness’ (see for instamwenthal 1985). In a
modern perspective, memory then operates as a smoke screen prohiitiram
achieving historical truth. In a post-modern analysis, it createsense of a reality and
totality that is inconsistent with the fragmentations, contramhstiand processual
character of history production (Rowlands 1994:139; see also CrapanzandEdd1;
2000). Either way, theorists have often tended to see individuals astsedljeand

mystified by their own mnemonic aptitude.

However, as we see here, individuals are often aware of thectmti between
everyday and anthropological understandings of memory. And although its
constructedness and nostalgic qualities are often evident, theylyaameloy the
romanticisation of the past in order to deal with displacement asidcdiion. For
crossings to visit ‘home’ may reveal not only that this home ishere anymore but

also that it was never there in the ways it featureseamany, on which the coherence
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and narration of the present self is founded; crossing the line mbrges therefore

sometimes more costly than crossing the green line.

6.3 Crossing ‘the right way’ —for the Left

The 3% of April 2008 was a day of celebration for many —although netGjpriots;
another checkpoint was opened in the previously closed Ledra Streettio&hortly
after his election as President of the Republic of Cyprus, Den@tnristofias and the
Turkish Cypriot leader, Mehmet Ali Talat, agreed on the reopewninghe main
pedestrian street that runs through the old walled town of Nicosia and cotsm g
and South parts. Speeches, music and a festive®$pkit the mood for the opening
event that attracted many celebrators, passers-by, tourist®aidand international
media. The press worldwide hailed the news as an importantfatepeace, the
international community sent encouraging messages and Intgesewsre filled with
enthusiastic comments. ‘Hey there mates. Ledra Street is operNeaws to open our
brains and cooperate to be able to kick all foreign troops out of Cygousne Cyprus,
one Cypriot population!’’, was the very first post on the wall of fBGae Cyprus’
Facebook groups. Tens of other messages echoing similar sentiments andngitieati

same tone appeared during the day.

Very far from the green line but very close to Green LanedhanQypriot centre in
London, the regulars had gathered to watch the news about Ledtao&tthe centre’s
TV. As most of them are long-term AKEL supporters, excitenagnt praise took a
more particular form and were mainly linked to discussions abouthagsma and
abilities of the newly elected president Christofias. ‘He’'d pmme into power and
things are already changing’, Mr Kyriakos, a regular, was pgjrdut to a small group
of four men gathered around him. This language of change and theatiele of a new
era also featured in the speech that President Christofiasagaventh later at the
Alexandra Palace hotel in London as part of his UK visit. He veedsLondon

Cypriots and AKEL supporters that the opening of Ledra Street,sysbolic gesture,

% Some media reported that state officials also thet ribbons of balloons to set them free during
celebrations of the opening of the street. Theaddsalloons was particularly disapproved by thosew
were suspicious of and negative about the opemagitawas interpreted as a way of underplaying and
carnivalising the ‘Cyprus problem’ in its gravit@ne of my informants in Cyprus, who was very caiti

of the politics of the Left and ofapprochementin general, would never fail to repeat in every
conversation we had about the opening of Ledraestdnd those balloons! How ridiculous!
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proved the commitment of the new government to peace and the wilnghtse two

Cypriot leaders to co-operate and engage in sustainable dialogue towahatson.

In broader public and political discourse, however, the significahd¢ke opening of
the new checkpoint was not reduced to its symbolic value for the coefforts of the
two major leftist parties in Cyprus, AKEL and CTP, which, for finst time, were
simultaneously in power on each side of the division line. What vgascelebrated as
special about the opening of Ledra Street was its potentiala¢ditdte more
spontaneous, hassle-free and informal crossings, which would strengit@nrbitnal
relationships and could also eventually contribute to the regeneratoh a
redevelopment of the old town of Nicosia. For, unlike other checkpmirdad around
Nicosia, this is in a central location, it re-connects the twis pHra pedestrian street
full with shops and cafes on each side, and it involves a very srahihost

unobservable- UN-controlled buffer zone that eases the crossing to the other side.

This ease of crossing as a theme kept emerging in the comofantainy of those | met
on Ledra Street in the summer of 2008, when | returned to Cyprus a afuplonths
after the checkpoint opened. One very warm evening, | was walkingdnma Street
when | accidentally met a family of London Greek Cypriots, whakmdw from the
UK. ‘We are just coming back from crossing to the other sides, thair first sentence.
‘We were just walking on Ledra Street and we decided to cerwyalking [to the north

side]. It's so much easier now’.

However, when | asked them if this meant that they would now cnoss often, the

father answered: ‘Not really. There is no point in going backfarit; the point is to

have a solution’. This statement was repeated to me by other peace supporters both from
the diaspora and Cyprus and reflected a situation, in which individuatsinwprinciple
supported the political initiatives of the leftist leaders to opew checkpoints, in
practice did not cross or crossed reluctantly. The justificaticimesf stance was that
crossing without a permanent solution of the Cyprus problem was psirdles

counter-productive in the long term.

This ambivalence towards border openings did not emerge exclusitbl margins of

or outside the official circles of the Left in Cyprus. In the swnmof 2008, |
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interviewed the presidents of the youth party groups of CTP and AKENorth and
South Nicosia respectively. They both share similar backgroumdissgperiences as
two young men, who have devoted much of their political careers supppdaug,
rapprochement and co-operation between their two parties. Both of dhe also
considered promising career politicians in their respectivedid&y/prus. However, as
the leaders of their parties were celebrating the openingedfa Street, they both
expressed reservations. ‘Openings and crossings have to happen iarasedrghanner
and with some careful planning. We didn’t struggle all these yaargdople of the Left
and bi-communalists] in order to have this. | can even say that tpesengs are
actually dangerous for peace and bi-communalism’, Michael Stefatadad with
disappointment. In the North of Nicosia, Evrim Sehinoglou, almost echoaebtids of
his Greek Cypriot counterpart: ‘It was probably counter-productivieaie all these
checkpoints opened. In a way, if people can cross freely, they havagiadhfight

about, nothing to protest about. It becomes too easy.’

Both quotes conform to a rhetoric that sees the opening of the ladrtdeat historical
point and under the particular political circumstances as thregtémithe older peace
efforts organised by the Left. The new arrangements allowedohtdsise who wanted
to cross to do so outside orchestrated political efforts and payp$rAlso, according
to the same line of thought, such border arrangements potentiallyeopsra ‘safety-
valve’ for the continuation of an established status quo. For, if peopés and enjoy
some of the benefits of a unified island, they are less likedxperience the frustration
and disempowerment that normally lead to collective resistancepehval —the kind
that happened in the North of the island before the opening of the lamdiéne Annan
plan. In other words, while the leadership of the Left in Cyprus weening new
checkpoints, a critical narrative had developed alongside and withiceft that saw in
this easeof crossing areaseof doing politics, which was juxtaposed to their own

‘traditional’ and right way of fighting for peace.

The contradictions and tensions, however, were not limited there. \Bherethis
common critical leftist rhetoric border openings are treateld suspicion as disrupting
to Leftist peace politics, for others, disappointment and cracks irreflagonship
between the ‘two Lefts’ in the island were tbauserather than theesult of peace

supporters’ disenchantment with the green line. This was highlightetetby llke, a
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Turkish Cypriot man in his thirties, who moved to London in 2004 to work and study. A
devoted member of CTP and a peace activist, he left the island with a ‘heawafter
the rejection of the Annan plan by the Greeks Cypriots. Throughoutehdyvork he
has also been one of the most consistent and outspoken critics of AKEL minute
rejection of the plan. In a discussion about the crossings, he saidealistic-cum-
pessimistic tone: ‘Whenever | go back to Cyprus, | don't cross badkfath. | fly
usually to Larnaca because it's easier for me to geght fthere. But that’s it. | cross
once to the North to go home and then | only cross again to go togbet ain my way
back to the UK. | normally have to find excuses to not go to the Sbatause in
principle we support peace, reunification, communication. But I'm fed itip tivem,
with AKEL people. | can’'t say openly why | don’t cross, | preterfind excuses, it's
better this way’.

llke’s words contained a spirit of disillusionment with AKEL's pias common
amongst a number of Turkish Cypriot leftists in the post-Annan peBat what is
more significant here is the mechanism he employs to dellhws ideological and
political disappointment. The use of excuses or ‘the presentatioalfgfte borrow

Goffman’s ([1959] 1990) term, in different contexts and in front of défieraudiences
offer ways to reconcile conflicting experiences and identitiesse of a ‘good’ and
long-term peace supporter, who does not wish to jeopardise peace poblitby

display disloyalty to his party with those defined by political fatigue esentment.

For some peace supporters, especially from the Turkish Cypeitt Ilke Ilke, non-
crossing came as a reaction to the failures of the Greeko€ygerft in the referendum
and post-referendum period. For others, mainly Greek Cypriot leftistscrossing was
a reaction to ‘easy’ politics that diverted from and disrupted tieiological and
activist tradition. However, whereas these discourses were gdigspread outside and
within the Left, non-crossing for peace supporters had often to be panmd by

apologies, explanations and maintaining a particular ‘public’ facade.

This need for a public facade highlights the extent to which therGténe has
historically been invested with a prominent symbolic place in ldr@Scape of peace
activism’ and leftist peace politics, as discussed in chap#s $e denunciation of the

closed border has been part of the discursive repertoire and practicesidéali peace

178



supporter, the act of not-crossing challenges the official pagydisrupts an imagined
continuity in the peace politics of the Left; and, moreover, intatesgfundamental
aspects of being a leftist and a peace supporter as socidtiederts there is much at
risk here, some individuals strategically manage and tryconcéle the discrepancies

between discourse and practice.

Such political dualism is not experienced only by those, who live penntly close to
the Green Line, but for leftists in the diaspora too. In the sunmih2008, many of
those who had publicly been celebrating for the opening of Ledra Strtet Cypriot
Centre in London, had the opportunity to cross it during their visits pruSy Still,
many did not cross or crossed a limited number of times to liee side, often evoking
the unofficial leftist justification against border openings.

Whereas diasporas are usually imagined both in academic writings public

discourses as inherently transnational, mobile and border-crossifegemntifborders

carry different significance and are not considered uniformly pasletby members of
the diaspora. Also, as we can see here, borders are not alwhkastain a symbolic
level, the discursive products of nationalist ideas and sentimentssdfue of the

Cypriot peace supporters of the Left in Cyprus and in the diasperaetcision to not
cross was also informed by particular ideological struggies kastorical processes
within the Left itself.

6.4 From ‘no man’s land’ to ‘everyone’s land’ —Reterritorialisation of the korder
One very warm afternoon in August 2008, Alex and his fiancée, Marapt my key
informants in Cyprus, came to pick me up from my room, which wéseat/niversity
of Nicosia student halls. The building is adjacent to the GreenilhiAghios Dometios
and to two army grounds on either side of it. | used to spend evanimgg room’s
small balcony looking at the border guards in the North and South pattstanding
for hours sometimes smoking or listening to music and | used to ggt a glimpse of
‘the other side’, which was so close but directly inaccessibletaltiee absence of a
checkpoint. Alex was as fascinated by the location of my roormnas, and that day,
he asked if we could go to the roof of the building so he could take somueepic

Taking pictures of army bases or of the Green Line is forbiddenAlext was only
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interested in taking pictures of the ‘other side’ and of the [@tgkish flag that covered

a big area of the Pentadaktylos Mountains in the North.

We got to the roof and he had been taking photos for a while, when spajtad by
the soldiers from both sides of the border who were trying wittugessand shouting to
warn us to stop, as they obviously thought that we were photographingiiosvever,
the more the soldiers looked alerted, the more Alex kept taking ahdtsery quickly
the soldiers from the Greek Cypriot side started coming towardswith their guns
clearly visible. Maria and | urged Alex to stop. ‘You are gdiogyet us shot’, she kept
repeating, simultaneously joking and panicking, but Alex did not emenhis head.
After a few minutes Maria almost physically pulled him gweom the roof and we
went downstairs. We had to explain to the soldiers what we had been doing, but Alex by
that time was very upset: ‘They don’t have the right to ask usiqoesiThis is my
island and | can go wherever | want; | can take photos of whatevantl The Green

Line is part of my island’.

Born and raised in the UK by Greek Cypriot parents, he moved permaterihe
island in 2006 with his Cypriot fiancée in order to get marriedssad a new life there.
In the two years after his move to Cyprus, he completed hisamilservice and
managed to get a job as a researcher in one of the universihésosia. He had been
involved in projects that promoted research and academic co-operatweehb North
and South and he was a member of bi-communal groups and participanyirbima
communal activities. Although he seemed to have settled in vetyanmelhe spoke
Greek fluently, Alex’s group of friends were mainly Cypriots born outside @yprho,
like him, had ‘returned’ to the island. Most of them were Britismkaonrd the dominant
language in the group was normally English. ‘It's much easibaibg out with people
who have the same background. They understand you better. And growing up in the
UK, I'm used to being in a multicultural environment’, Alex told na¢most
apologetically in one of our first meetings in order to explain faaticular
demographics of his friends’ circle. To make a home ‘at homksx Areated and
participated in this social space, which he seemed devoted to expdnydmgvays
welcoming newcomers —usually English-speaking Cypriots and none@3peither

living in or visiting the island.
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During fieldwork, | crossed the Green Line many times with Alex and his friesa®e
times to attend an event, other times to just see friends. Mts¢s# young second or
third-generation ‘returne€® are supporters of peace and reunification and have
relationships with ‘the other side’. Their ideological and polit@aéntation, as they
often claimed, was inspired and triggered by their understandingegretiences of
multiculturalism in the countries, where they were born. Althougix Aas involved in
bi-communal organisations and NGOs, he always expressed his prideimd lba
‘organically’ grown multicultural group of friends that included Turkish Cypriots.

Opposed to nationalist aphorisms but also left-wing reservations latwalér crossings,
these peace supporters insisted that border openings were a vawe glesielopment
for peace and communication and expressed no hesitancy or resen@tmosst As
John, a British Cypriot and friend of Alex, who used to spend his susnmé&yprus,
said once: ‘We cannot see the border with emotionality. Old emagi@shose that
keep the Cyprus problem a problem. We are influenced by how our pareingédout
Cyprus but we have to move beyond'.

Within this discourse, emotionality and long-established politdeblogies are seen as
negative residues of the past and as impeding progress and a salutiba fsland.

They are, therefore, metaphorically talked about as bigger &adescthan those of the
physical division line. All these barriers, including the abolishnodérthe border, can

only be outdone though openness, tolerance and the everyday practice eof thes

principles.

Informal crossings play a large part in thiseryday practice of peaeamd the green line
features here again as an important point of reference, howetledifferent meaning
and symbolic value attached to it. As the words of Alex during theoéeiwith the
border guards demonstrate, there is a sense of ownership of tmeL@reeof the right
to be there, use it, photograph it. Whereas the quest is again al wamflepeaceful

Cyprus, the border is not treated as the embodied proof of irrecoadiliffierence, like

" Christou and King (2008) alert that the term hasbé problematised before being employed as a
descriptive category. The concept of ‘return’ tedato ideas of where ‘home’ is considered to behén
first place. Also, as already discussed in chapiehe return of the diaspora does not alwaysghttie
closure that is popularly assumed but opens upsplaee for counter-diasporic narratives, like in the
particular case of British born Cypriots here.
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in nationalist discourses, nor as the ultimate actual and syndiidtecle to peace, like

in traditional leftist rhetoric. Instead, thiseof the border here isrmeango peace.

The term ‘use’ is employed to include a diverse set of practhiegond just crossing. A
number of peace supporters have very recently started visiting aradiogevithin the
green line, or at least parts of it. One such part of the Green Line is fhatiof Ledra
Palace hotel and it has been in recent years under signifieaelopment and change.
What used to be a so-called ‘dead zone’ (Papadakis 2005) of a few hundred meters, with
old deteriorated buildings and only the Ledra Palace hotel in use hiN#soldiers, is
now a quite lively strip of land. The Goethe Institute has had armdeto the hotel
since 2001, but through very recent initiatives other buildings have begened and
restored too. In 2008, the Association for Historical Dialogue andaR#s¢AHDR), a
group of Turkish and Greek Cypriot teachers, who advocate for eclaatco-
operation and communication between the two sides, had just bought dre @l t
buildings on the site as their new ‘home’ with international funds. Anatliehouse
that used to belong to Armenian Cypriots has been turned into a fumdtien
building, that includes a restaurant, a café and conference rdamgrivately owned

and some international or bi-communal conferences and meetings now take place there

Clearly what is promoted through the development of this part o&then Line is a
spirit of co-operation, peace and cosmopolitanism and a detachmenthg&dixitly of

nationalist identities and symbols that presumably have domindedistand’s
landscape. The French-sounding name of the café-restaurant, ‘C8tdata), after all,
explicitly conveys this message of internationalism. A numbegents, including local
activists, entrepreneurs, international funding organisations, the Euordjrean, and
the Cypriot state, seem to be co-operating -some times unamalhgi in turning this

‘no-man’s land’ into ‘everyone’s land'’.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the place attracts individudi® identify with or
aspire to such cosmopolitanism, such as diplomats, NGO workersntndational
businesspeople. This air of ‘openness’ drew Alex and his friends Brden Line too.
Unlike many other Cypriots, they chose Chateau Status very cftamplkace of leisure,
for a coffee or an evening drink. ‘Why should we go for a cofféberSouth and not to

the Green Line? It's a good way to support peace, isn't it? If ipeople get used to
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doing it, things would be much better’, said Alex in one of our visitshe place.
Another advantage of the place is that their Turkish Cypriehdis could join them
easily from the other side.

But what seemed particularly important is that they had the appty there to be
around local and international like-minded people. As we were afigsatound a table
in the back garden of Chateau Status one evening, Peter, a BatisiCypriot, who
went to live in Cyprus in his mid-twenties said: ‘| feel matehome in this place than
anywhere else in Cyprus. Everybody speaks English here and peopieraropen. It's
Cyprus and it's not Cyprus. It's not the North, it's not the Souttiodtsn’t have all the
things | hate about Cyprus, | definitely feel more comfortalelee’h Everyone else in
the table, around eight people, mainly British-born, shook their head in agreement.

So beyond the practicalities of meeting with friends and the idealogpmmitment to

using the line for communication and peace-building, Peter's statepnesents the
green line as a home inside and outside home that allows diffei@mtities to be
articulated. The long-term deterritorialised Green Line, whectklife was absent,
becomes through processes of reterritorialisation (DeleuzeSaattari [1980] 1988)
and re-appropriation a separate space, where new social relateonsapped and in
which these English-speaking peace supporters are safeguardetl thgaimdeological

and cultural marginalisation in the rest of the island.

This idea of the green line as a safe haven was raisedawspaper article by a peace

supporting journalist, who imagines what an occupation of the Green Line would mean:

‘Three weeks now the quite provocative idea has seemed to me more and
more tempting. Moderate people, with lots of energy for the fuflive)g]

in the heaven of abandonment! As people with environmental and human
sensitivities, we will find again the footprints of the place, agsbthe flora

and fauna that have reoccupied this zone of the island from one shie to t
other. We will be able to move around easily; we will speak anguage

we find convenient to communicate about basic stuff; we will éigdin our
tranquillity, away from the civilizationgolitismog that ‘develops’ from

both sides crunching mercilessly on the land, shores, hills and @&este

will have less access to the sea but we will have tranquiltitgyerms of
numbers, we will be equal, in terms of Greek-speaking and Turkish-
speaking people of Cyprus, taking into account the percentages of those who
supported a solution and in proportion to the overall population. We will
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find the language, we will find the music, we will find the wayotigh our
common experiences and our common vision. Don’t imagine an Amish
community; we will enjoy whatever we need from civilization avel will

move freely to any of the three zones we want, to work, seel§;i¢o fulfil
needs. Maybe with time, the minority of the dead zone will stagain
ground and to expand territorially, until they occupy what they dedesm
future Cyprus. And if you try to encourage me by saying thatwae
become a boxing sack between the extremists on both sides, | dave t
remind you that, anyway, our life has not been very easy in argouitich
decided through collective and democratic processes to kick away the future
Only before, there has to be demining [of the Green Line]!fdSoel,
Politis, 19/09/2010, p. 2)

In its neo-romantic style, the article envisages the Graes s a separate strip of land
that should be controlled by its ‘natural’ inhabitants; the plantsatimals, and the
people who can organically live and want to live together regardié nationality or
background. As the Greek wopblitismoshas a twofold meaning of both civilization
and culture, the author seems to imply that what lies outside ri®n dine is
environmental destruction and uncontrolled development, results of a@iMihz and

progress, and nationalist and divisive ideologies identified with culture.

Indeed, this perspective of an almost culture-free space diffensthe idea of the line
as a multicultural or cosmopolitan place that is currently promoedugh the
reconstruction and development of some of its parts. However, boghdfngought
represent the border as the land of those who support co-existence anfthdvho

themselves not fitting in the socio-cultural context of either side of thedisla

Within this framework, the use of the border provides an empowexipegrience for
many second-generation diasporic Cypriots, who find themselvesrailyit and
ideologically marginalised in their everyday life in the mslaWhereas, however, the
‘internationalisation’ of the border gives voice and space to soméduodls, others are
still excluded from sharing such cosmopolitanism and/or are aberat its current
reconstruction and commercialisation. The next section discusaesons to these

processes, by looking at particular affectivities of the border.

6.5 The affectivity of the border
Whereas the opening of the border has facilitated movement at;ressh crossings

are not experienced by everyone in the same way. The physidalnatitutional

184



arrangement of the ‘dead zone’ has still multiple and variablectsffon the
subjectivities, identities and existence of those who cross and dorrainfiot) cross it.
Following Navaro-Yashin’'s (2007) study of documents in Cyprus in geoimtheir
affective quality, | focus here on the affective interactiortsvéen individuals and the
border. | engaged before with the ways the border appeanr®pseaentation, an image
or an idea in public discourses and individual narratives; in thedesos, | looked at
the border in its physicality and materiality. | asked questibnstavhat happerat the
border rather thamacrossit; how the border is laid out but also how it changes as a
landscape; and in what ways the border layout produces differeniesqes. Here |
focus on the diverse emotions expressed and produced at the border éprathos

interact with it.

This is not to say that the border has a particular essencelinthtat is released upon
those who cross it. As Navaro-Yashin puts it in terms of docum@eriten placed in
specific social relations with persons, documents have the potgnt@lidischarge
affective energies which are felt or experienced by petsily argument, then, is not
that documents maintain autonomous or self-contained affectivitiesh&uthey are
perceived or experienced as affectively charged phenomena when proande
transacted in specific contexts of social relation’ (ibid.: 8lkewise, in specific
contextspeingat the border provokes emotive responses that are felt by individuals.

Green (2005) has shown in her own study of borders in North-West eGtiegicthe
fixity and rigidity of the border promoted by the state isllgnged by those who live
close to it or cross it and has focused on issues of negotattplasticity. Although
questions of what and where the bordetuallyis help us to focus on how the border is
discursively and performatively (re)configured, most Cypriotspeeience the

materiality and physicality of the Green Line by crossing it througfeakpoint.

| focus, therefore, here again at the Ledra Palace checkpaiatd® of its structural,
architectural and functional particularities. As discussed abovemémy ‘outward-
looking’, cosmopolitan peace-supporters, including diasporic Cypriots,sths of

Green Line provides an empowering and liberating space, whereedtfidentities are
expressed and (re)formed. Many of these individuals, as it wasiglslighted, see this

part of the Green Line as detached from the geographical and ideblogundaries of

185



nationalism, which dominates the rest of the island. Associatingi@mal responses to
(non)crossing with nationalism, for the cosmopolitan peace supportesioaality’ —

almost synonymous to sentimentality here- towards the bordewogled, as it
reinforces division and impedes peace-building. What | argue isnthateas forward-
looking, this stance neglects and undermines other or others’ expsrignthe risk of

masking older or emerging power structures and relationships.

To make this clear, | will refer to two independent examples rosings, two
ethnographic snapshots that were marked by the strong emotive and ses@inses
of individuals. What is important in these cases is that both cressiage to the Green
Line only, and not to the other side; affect was therefore product atery act of

crossing and through the experience of the border, rather than of what is beyond.

The first snapshot comes from a day in the summer of 2008, whenfoNeagng Mr.
Yiannis and his wife, Mrs Toula, to the Ledra Palace Green Wheady married in
1974, they left the island in the same year for the UK. Aftejirgjathere for a few
years, they moved to Australia, where they have lived sinceYMnnis is a leading
figure in diasporic politics and a firm supporter of peace and réd@tion and his wife,
although not directly involved according to her, always accompaniesirnims
activities. Whereas they go to Cyprus almost every summer amidigste in bi-
communal and peace events, they had never crossed before therspi2®08. | met
them through friends the day, on which they had just come back fronfitsieuisit to
Mr. Yiannis’s village in the North. They shared the same ambicaléowards the line
and crossing as many leftists in the island and diaspora —tissirgy without a solution

is futile.

The time that they were crossing the Ledra Palace checkpasnomia the third time
they would have entered the Green line. They were going to attémd¢amnmunal
meeting at Chateau Status and they had kindly accepted to tadengeHowever, the
minute we passed the Greek Cypriot checkpoint from the South, Mrs $tauted
shaking. ‘She gets very upset, would you please look after her and hdidrnu&, her
husband asked me. We went into the coffee shop but while sitting aradabte aand
sharing coffee with Mr Yiannis’s interlocutors, Mrs Toula’s sama&xpressions of

distress intensified. She was looking around inquisitively, sighingshaking for the

186



whole time. Only when we were leaving the coffee shop, she sa@h’t believe there
is a café here, as if nothing has happened. A café in the midthe gfeen line, as if

there was no war, as if we left for nothing’.

Her somatic expressions of stress and her response to the mrdeded me of a
different crossing. It was by Mehmet, a young man in his e¢asyties. Mehmet lives

in the North and is an active peace-supporter and heavily involved w paditics.
Whereas his dream is to see Cyprus united, as he oftenMalymet is not officially
recognised as a Cypriot by the Republic of Cyprus. Although he was born in Cyprus, his
parents came to the island in the 1980s from Turkey. Without the rigasty and the

right documents, Mehmet is not allowed to cross to the Sodthe green line is as far

as he can go.

Mehmet would normally cross to the Ledra Palace checkpoint to witetriends or
attend events. Alex was one of his closest friends and most Aleg's group would

go to Chateau Status, Mehmet would join. He would always, however, logk ver
uncomfortable there, which was remarkable for a very confidentde@ad outgoing
person, such as Mehmet. One particular evening, while walking tioevgreen line, he
started sweating, shaking and getting upset. His group of friendddaqg at him

and asking him if he was ok, to which he constantly replied ‘yes’.

While | did not raise the issue at the time, | later asked Melman interview about
his reaction at the border. ‘It all started when the border opened’, he said.

‘I managed to cross the first day, as no one was reallykctgedt was
great, the dream of my life had come true. When | trieddescthe next

day though, there were long lines. | queued with the others, but ivhen
was my turn, the Greek Cypriot policeman took me out of the queue and
shouted at me: “You cannot cross, you are not a Cypriot, go back!”. It
was so hurtful, the most embarrassing time of my life. &b me
something like this in front of everyone. Who is he to tell menf &
Cypriot or not? Since then | always get stressed at the greg even if |

don’t remember the episode, | still get this stress, | feel ufrtable, as

if someone is going to tell me to go back'.

™ Only Turkish Cypriots, who hold valid documentstiéé Republic of Cyprus, are allowed entry to the
South. Those who cross to the North and do not RBINC documents are granted a temporary VISA for
90 days, which is stamped not on the passport bat separate paper slip, as TRNC is not a recagjnise
state.
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If we are to locate power, borders are one context where tieelbstadmes especially
conspicuous and its control over movement of its citizens and alienrectly
experienced (Donnan and Wilson 1999). The fenced green line across Ngosia
guarded in different parts by soldiers on both sides, whereasssotipr@ugh a check
point, crossers have to present their documents to the border contaiiteeg of the
Republic of Cyprus and the internationally unrecognised TRNC.vé lexamined
before how individuals exercise their agency by challengingptig and control of the
border through discourses and action. For some, however, border linesraréxed
than others. In Mehmet's case, he traces his emotional resptingh@tborder back to
the embodied traumatic memory of being singled out and excluded. Aathe time,
as his last phrase suggests, this sort of affectivitysis latked to his sense of limited
agency to overcome the physical and ontological barriers thdtotioer encompasses

for him.

However, it is not only state visibility and official use of formed control that makes
the border a point of inclusion/exclusion. For Mrs Toula, it was thela@vent,
reconstruction and commercialisation of the green line that raesdidds of alienation
and distress. She explained her reaction also in connection to heaticaerperiences
of refugeeness and migration, which the border all these yearsolkymabin its
emptiness and desertion. But the commercialisation of the border hhnoeny
‘geopolitics of capitalism’ (Harvey 1985) in Cyprus, disrupted the eotion between
past, present and future. In this forward-looking landscape of the lgrieeMrs Toula

could not locate her past and, inevitably, could not identify her future.

What is highlighted here is that the shifting landscape of theerGiLine through
processes of re-appropriation and re-territorialisation has empobwetiiduals, such
as diasporic Cypriots, who otherwise felt alienated and estramigi@ict the everyday
political and cultural realities of life in the island. Itusderstandable why for this
group of peace-supporters, it has been important to move awayttfeoemotionality
that has dominated discourses and practices around the bordée Ghdr hand, this
empowering space is not equally shared by everyone who supparts psa group of
those who have the right social and cultural capital and the right @éntsito enjoy the
green line as ‘everyone’s land’ emerges, there are also Winsdeel more alienated

there than ever. Their particular affectivities in relatiorite border arise as embodied
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modes of resistance to the new status quo. It is thereforetanpethnographically to
pay attention at these affectivities, because, as shown hergyritaxel on-going, but

also new and shifting power relations within peace politics at the border.

6.6 Journeys

Have Ithaka always in your mind.

Your arrival there is what you are destined for.
But don't in the least hurry the journey.

Better it last for years,

so that when you reach the island you are old,
rich with all you have gained on the way,

not expecting Ithaka to give you wealth.
Ithaka gave you a splendid journey.

Without her you would not have set out.

She hasn't anything else to give you.

(‘Ithaca’ by Constantine Cavafy)

As the well known poem by Cavafy artfully suggests, a jouraey learning and self-
transforming process. Even in the best-planned journey, one may meksdhltwith
contingencies, to follow new paths or to change route. One has ta takeminutes in
front of a cross road, a cul-de-sac or a wall and think again aboch vghihe right way
to go. The journey involves experiences and encounters that invite eftetti on our
previous plans, revisit our decisions and respond to challenges.

In this sense, the journey relates to the anthropological conceptiodlity (Turner

1969), an in-between stage that opens up the space for satfiogflenterrogation of
one’s moral universe and habitus change. It provides opportunities for the adicafa
a counter-structure, a reflexive and external perspective ortabligsed status quo. In
this section, | discuss in detail two crossings of the line tukt the form of a journey;

taken at different times by different individuals and in differemitexts, however, both
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journeys can be analysed in terms of their processual charaatetransforming

potential.

The idea of crossing as a journey helps us to challenge thg fixitpopular
understandings of the border, ‘home’ and political identities. Ethnogedjyhdetailed
analysis of the journey allows us to examine how places aneétss@ae imagined,
experienced and reconstructed during the journey and how they are dnveagie
different meaning by different individuals. Rodman (1992: 640) has sudgisteto
understand the complex social construction of spatial meaning, we ddwekt at
places as multi-locally and multi-vocally produced and Greek Cwgobssings to the
North are examined through such perspective. Moreover, the analysigrgys here
challenges rigid dichotomies, such as crosser/non-crosser, natieace-supporter in
the Cypriot context, as it invites us to examine how individual agerdnage the
challenges to their political, moral and affective subjetitigithat emerge in the state of

liminality.

Journey 1

Chrystalla went to the UK in the autumn of 1974, at the age of Bayrte continue and
complete her education that was disrupted by war and displacemeffiantly had to
leave their house in Famagusta (Greg¢kuoyworoc, Turkish: Gazimausg after the
Turkish invasion in the summer of 1974 and they found refuge in LarnataatAtme,
they lived in uncertainty and anticipation; they did not know when thhemwald finish
and when they would return to their house. ‘Because for some timealy thought
this was a temporary thing and sooner or later we would go back hGimg/stalla
recalls. As a good and ambitious student, however, she preferred tainahdwaste a
year out of her high school. Therefore, in consultation with her par€htystalla
joined her aunt, who lived in London, to carry on with her studies, at Uedit the
situation in Cyprus was resolved. Against her predictions and hopes inmM&&ithan
three decades later, Chrystalla still leaves in the UK ardphrents have not left

Larnaca; on the contrary, they have bought a plot of land and have built a house there.
Their house in Larnaca also served many times as my owgereluring fieldwork in

the summer of 2007. | had met Chrystalla in London, where she livedheitibwo

teenage children, but we spent more time together during her hatidayprus. She
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visits her parents almost every summer for one or two months, lkhatirparticular
summer the family had also to deal with the constant presendeuatein of a Greek
researcher kalamarod? as Chrystalla’s father used to jokingly call me), who was
always around asking questions. | was at the time very irgdr@stthe interactions

between Chrystalla and her British born children and their local family.

The first time | entered the house, | was welcomed by a l&dajeed photo of
Archbishop Makarios hanging on the wall of the living room. Veryelts it on a
bookshelf, there was a medal that had been awarded by the state kMidkalis,
Chrystalla’s father, for his contribution to the anti-colonial sttegggainst the British
in the late 1950s. The decoration of the living room would have led somamilef
with the ‘aesthetics of politics’ in Cyprus to instantly draenclusions about the
ideological and political profile of the household. Mr Michalis had iddbeen an
EOKA fighter and he had been arrested and imprisoned by the Brdishialists in
1958 for a year. A devoted admirer of Makarios and a DIKO supporterigeoften
reproduced his party’s official line in our discussions. However, he also self-
reflexive and critical of the operations of nationalism in tfland. But what the
decoration of the living room failed to convey was that Mr Micltalgfe, Mrs Mary,
comes from a renowned communist farfiilyand, as an outspoken person, she
challenged very often her husband’s narrations, ideological opiniodspalitical
interpretations. Mrs Mary openly accused the nationalists (including EOKA which
her husband participated), the Great Powers, Turkey and Greecerfowheand
Cyprus’s misfortunes. When she felt that she overdid it with herGaegk talk, she
would turn to me and apologetically say: ‘Of course the peopleanpresent here are

excluded’.

2 Kalamaras (masc.) —kalamarou (fem.) meaning a perd®m carries &alamari (pen). It is used in
everyday speech by Greek Cypriots to refer to Grdem mainland Greece. As Argyrou (1996: 51)
highlights, the term is used to demarcate a culbwandary between Greeks and Greek Cypriots and in
most cases it carries pejorative connotations. ‘ifege of thekalamarasconsists of a set of negative
cultural traits that allegedly characterize maidla@reeks and set them apart from Cyprigdgrei).
Mainlanders are said to be sly and deceitful, adid trusted and to be kept at a safe distandétahas.

For, as the rhetoric has it, they are sooner er lavund to take advantage of one’ (ibid.).

3| had been introduced to Mrs Mary’s brother in ton before | met her and | had the opportunity to
see him again in Cyprus, in Mrs Mary’s kitchenablhbeen told about their family’s strong communist
links and action by other informants who come fritie same village and knew the family before
migration and displacement.
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The differing political positions mixed with family storiesdavaried interpretations of
past events would make the conversations in this household a micra&smiple of
the debates over competing versions of history that take place m<Cgp a broader
level. And what | would eventually find out is that whereas thenes wepetition and
recycled patterns in the stories told and heard in my refugarimata, there were also
inconsistencies, ambivalences and contradictions in the narrativeswdbclitthe two
main discussants appeared aware. These would emerge depending evasvbaing
debated at the time, who was the audience and as a response tdapatients in the
present time. Although the couple had agreed to disagree, tleegedmed to have
accepted the flaws and shortcomings of their own arguments. BMtidWialis and Mrs
Mary had not been strangers to contradiction and irony in lifemthey met in the
mid-1950s, he was a young man dedicated to planting bombs and fightingtitie B
colonisers, whereas she was a young communist working as an aditonist one of
the British bases. Her ‘British’ salary was the familghgin income for a while, by

which Mr Michalis sustained his anti-colonial activities.

The discussions that took place in their house offer a good exampilistofy and
politics asperformedon the stage of everyday life. Family history intermingieth
broader historical accounts and memory is constantly reconstitytadiérs operating
in intrafamilial and intergenerational contexts. In this se@éeystalla’s trips from the
UK to Cyprus every summer involved long journeys into the family @untry’s past
that would take off usually when everyone was seated around the nkitabée.
Chrystalla was an active participant in her parents’ debatesv&heften as surprised
as | was to discover inconsistencies and modifications in theisesydnd she would

articulate her puzzlement in the form of questions at every opportunity.

However, despite the diversity and plurality of political opinion withier family
environment, Chrystalla most of the times took her father’'s $idea nationalist’, she
would often say even when | used to ask her about her Turkish Cypratsy whom |
had met in London. ‘Individual friendship is a different thing’, she arpth ‘I'm a
refugee and | cannot be like the peace lovers you meet up with. Theyp wilk @f their
way to make Turkish Cypriots happy, | can’t’, she told me onckoindon. Another
time in Cyprus, she offered to drive me to one of my intervientls a peace activist.

Then she took again the opportunity to express her concerns about my enscaithte

192



peace supporters: ‘You should be careful and not naive about what tlpse ted

you'.

Chrystalla’s worrying extended to my regular crossings ta\ibith side of the island
too. She had crossed only once with her parents in 2003 after the linel dpershe
was reluctant to cross again, as she had found the experiencemetional and
painful. On top of that, unlike other Greek Cypriots, who were welcomedhe
residents of their old houses in the North and invited for coffee at, fGbrystalla
described her visit to her Famagusta house as a negative egpeespecially because,
according to her narration, the people who lived in the house, sétierg urkey, had
not let her and her family go inside. | was, therefore, surprised whe day Chrystalla
announced that she and her father wanted to take me for a day temaguista. She
had received me in her house in the UK, in her house in Larnacavaasl mow time to
show me around ‘her’ house in Famagusta, therefore completing a plaouredf

‘home”.”

| accepted the invitation instantly; however, in the following days aftetatkjrthe visit

to Famagusta kept being postponed and Chrystalla’s anxiety abouwvihgrdn the
course of few days, she expressed the following concerns: ithenight be too
emotional for her father; it might be unsafe for us to driveheNorth; we might not
find our way, as Mr Michalis had only been there once beforer(afi74); the visit
might bring painful memories back to her; this visit goes agaieistiecision to never
cross again; by crossing, we not only recognise the TRNC bulseesupport the
economy. Her dilemmas covered a wide range of the reasons maak Gypriots
provide for not crossing. But this phase of hesitation, contemplation and pldaaning
what distinguished this visit from a casual, spontaneous crossingthought-out

journey.

Although | never challenged her decision to not cross, Chrystaléalgak one evening
and instructed that | should be ready to be picked up for our trip ifiotlosving

morning. We had to leave early and there was one condition to be ddlithwioughout

" Home is perceived here as consisting of all thifferent places and houses. Chrystalla never gave
concrete answers to which place she mostly coresidas ‘home’ and her answers varied depending on
the context, time and other people’s presence.
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the day: that in no circumstances we should buy anything iNdh&. ‘Not even water,

even if we die from thirst’, as she puPit

Mr Michalis, Chrystalla and | drove through the Dekhelia Britgtses to reach the
checkpoint on the way from Larnaca to Famagusta. It was a hotesumarning but
there was already a queue of cars waiting to show their dodsiraed purchase some
car insurance for the North. Mr Michalis sorted out our papek\wend we carried on.
But whereas | had expected a narration of the place to shmt,vee crossed the
checkpoint Mr Michalis turned up the music volume and the rest ofithevaxss spent
almost in silence. We were going through roads decorated with mutags, renamed
with Turkish signs, roads once familiar but now strange and conftaimdr Michalis.
Rodman argues that ‘multilocality can refer to the reflexelationships with places.
An anthropologist, traveler, or anyone whose place has been transféomexiample,
by a natural disaster or suburban development —in other words, anyauoateidlfrom
his or her familial place, or from the possibility of local idgntis keenly aware of the
contrasts between the known and the unfamiliar’ (2003: 212). As refuglkese place
has been altered, Chrystalla and her father responded to the sttEs1géthe landscape
with silencé®. The only thing clashing with their silence was the loud sound of the
Greekrebetikasongs coming from the speakers that made the car a faspéiae as we

were navigating through an unfamiliar place.

After some time on the main road, however, Mr Michalis took a tigimt, carried on
straight into a smaller road and then turned again right intovem @maller street and
then he stopped without turning off the engine. This is when thecsilbroke and
Chrystalla hesitantly asked: ‘Are we going inside?’ ‘No, ¢hisrno point’, Mr Michalis
answered looking distressed. We were outside their house; an oldhsossl with off-
white walls and a very small garden in the front. The outside pastchipped, the
garden door was rusty but a few pairs of shoes left neatly outsdentrance door

indicated that the house was inhabited. | was prepared to get ofirthed take a few

"5 This decision was loyal to some Greek Cypriottjméns’ stance on the crossings after the opeafng

the line, who advised crossers to not spend maméyei North and to not contribute in anyway to the
economy of TRNC.

® Rodman cites Basso (1988) to highlight silenca esmmon response to the puzzlement caused by the
interaction with an unfamiliar place (2003: 212).
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looks around, when Mr Michalis pushed down the hand-brake indicatingt tvais

time for us to leave.

The ‘visit’ to their house was clearly an emotional and distngsekperience for both
father and daughter. Although this was the shortest period | spnCwpriots visiting
their house on the ‘other side’, my co-travellers’ protractiethee prohibited me from
asking the questions that instantly sprung in my mind: why did kesttge trip if we
were to stay for such a short time? Why did we not even geatfdue car? Was the
purpose of the trip to see the house or not? Were Mr Michalis angst@lla so
traumatised after the last time they visited the placetkiegt did not want to undergo
the same experience again? Did they just not want to overwhelmesidents of the
house with our presence? Did they want to see only the extertbe dfouse, as this
was the part that remained almost identical to the statentdkleft it (in contrast to the
interior that had probably been altered)? However, it seemsithsingle question or
answer could adequately cover the reasons behinditieéntfulnesof our visit; all
these questions and many more need to be considered alongsiderta @dfeer
interpretation of the affective complexities that emerge indbrgext. And asking my
informants explicitly for their reasons would have been an incompleject. Rather
than having ready answers, they could have also been using theie steoonsider

similar questions and to make sense of their subjective experience.

While driving away, Chrystalla said, ‘Do you see how these peom@ They don’t
take care of anything. These Turks from Turkey are so badkwaShe was
reproducing a common discourse amongst Greek and Turkish Cypriotst apains
settlers. The opening of the line meant that many Greek Cyprmild come into
contact with the Turkish settlers, about whom they had been hearingpdrs. This
resulted in new processes of ‘othering’, of separating the ‘indigedaukish Cypriots
from the Turkish settlers, the first as the legitimate irtiaals of the island, the second
as posing not only a demographic and political threat, but also aatuttne as
expressed through arguments about their lack of hygiene and backw&rdibe

dichotomy was mobilised —in ways described below- for the resthefday in

" Although these encounters can also result tordiffeand more positive stereotyping of the settiesd
will discuss later (see also Loizos 2009: 76).
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Chrystalla and Mr Michalis’s effort to interact with the unknowandscape and

negotiate their way through it. For, after we left the house, the ‘real’ jpstaeed.

In contrast to the very short stopover at the house, Mr Michalishisakne driving us
around the roads of Famagusta. We visited Chrystalla’s primaopkavhich was still
running as a an educational institution; a building that used to bedafkplace of Mr
Michalis, when he was a young civil servant, and which had been bordlzhrdeg the
war and has remained in that state; another property that theadama it was now a
public square. Father and daughter became more vocal about thess#eslly as
they were trying to identify them, remember them and visualieg past state and
condition. But their talks never transcended the information-sharnrey te become
narratives. The family stories and memory mining that | had actegenever really

materialised.

When we were concluding the tour of Famagusta and | thought thaereegetting to
the end of out trip, unexpectedly, Mr Michalis said: ‘It's gettiatg, we need to find
somewhere to eat’. It was the first time that occurred totmaé although my co-
travellers had decided that nothing was to be purchased in thepfedctside of

Cyprus, none of us had brought any food or drinks with us.

Our driver took us outside Famagusta to the coastal village gazBmoking for a
restaurant that was owned by a Turkish Cypriot, not a settlbechme an important
quest to find a place, where we could be served food by Cypriotaanburks who
took over Cypriot land and property. This rationale became an impoktamé in Mr
Michalis and his daughter’s way of negotiating between thet sfidelines given by
Greek Cypriot authorities and their own experience in and oplidee. It cannot be
argued with certainty whether they had made the decision to falolweak these
guidelines before departure; but as the journey was opening neibiless and was
demanding for new decisions to be made, Chrystalla and her fatherupodke
challenge of reconciling broader political rhetorics and thawn ideological

predispositions with new options that emerged ‘on the road’.

We finally arrived at a local fish restaurant and the ownemiddle-aged Turkish

Cypriot woman, welcomed us very politely in fluent Greek. Heght* choice of
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language and communicative skills made her the first person, Wwimwhe two Greek
Cypriots made a conversation that day. After a nice lunch, Mr Michalis, contartiis/

choice, said: ‘See? It's different with Turkish Cypriots, theyeak Greek, they
understand us better; we understand them better’.

As if this interaction was necessary to break the emotional numbness and distdnce
Michalis and Chrystalla, on our way back we visited the arcbgeall site of
Salamina, where we actually paid to see what is considsré@réek Cypriots their
heritage and culture. We returned to Famagusta and sat outsidej@enaosl we even
had another coffee in a café across it. We then drove to the V&rastm, where we sat
at the beach and we had another drink at a nearby canteen. The waiter therewnas a y
Turkish man, probably in his mid-twenties, who had been in Cyprus foryears.
Unaware of my co-travellers’ concerns and reservations, hedtsinaring with us his
life story: how he had come to Cyprus from Adana for a betfertd escape
unemployment and poverty; how he was willing to work hard to makand how
Cyprus was becoming a ‘home’, which he was starting to accepvaadEven though
Chrystalla and her father looked relatively uncomfortable dutiegconversation, she
said afterwards: ‘These people come from poor backgrounds and theyohaia&e a
living too. This young man wants to survive; he doesn’t know anything abgut€;
about us’. Mr Michalis shook his head agreeing.

This reconstitution of the ‘settler’ not as threatening and impurelsotas naive and
hard-working marked a shift in Chrystalla’s previous interpretatosdescriptions. It
was a concluding statement to a day defined by new options, codetasibn-making

and negotiations. ‘Step by step’ my informants’ moral worlds varalenged and

reconstructed to include new encounters and experiences.

The realisation of this process can be empowering, but also distrespsetting and
up-rooting for an individual. On our way back, while being on a road takintyaigrg
back to the check point, Mr Michalis suddenly took a turn. After a whidalised that

we had gone back to their pre-war house. Almost in a ritualised fiois time, we

8 Very touristic and developed before the war, ihian area that has been abandoned and sealed since
1974 by the Turkish Cypriot authorities. Everythimighin the area remains almost as it was left9i4],
which led to the popular characterisation of Vaeoah a ‘ghost-town’.
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stayed for a few minutes outside looking at it with no commentshamdvte drove off.
This second visit could be interpreted as a way of reinstatirgy artb the unruliness
caused by the journey during the day; a way of reclaimingtsire; it was Mr Michalis
and Chrystalla’s way of dealing with disruption and preparing to gk. l#nd, needless

to say, on the way back everyone was very silent.

™ LALLNONTAE PASA G
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Fig. 6. Chrystalla standing at the door of a Mosgunel looking around.
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Journey 2

Whereas the journey described above took place in August 2007, when Tassos
Papadopoulos was still the president of the Republic of Cyprus arsidtieffects of

the Annan plan were still strong, the political framework hadeshifty the time of the
journey followed here. In the summer of 2008, AKEL was in governmeihieitsouth,

Ledra Street had opened and a wave of hope for peace and re-wmificatl been
encouraged by the new political developments.

One morning in August, Alex called to invite me to join him foirip to the North.
Whereas most of our previous crossings had occurred in a spontaneousrroalinf
manner, in our phone conversation on that August day, Alex asked me tcepfapar
‘journey’ to the North. We would travel up to the tip of the KarRazbkarpasso
peninsula, to reach the monasterApbstolos AndreagSt. Andrew, the Apostle), a site
of historical and religious importance for Greek Cypriots that alyubecame a very
popular destination for tourists and pilgrims after the opening of thdebddowever,
our visit would have two main purposes. One was to see members)d$ Admily in
Rizokarpasso, who were among the Greek-speaghkfpvismenof{entrapped/enclosed,
as they are called by Greek Cypriots); Greek Cypriots, wdonb&amanaged to flee to
the South after the Turkish invasion and have continued living in thé.Nidre priest,

who runs the monastery with his wife, is Alex’s uncle.

The other purpose was to take Nick, a Greek Cypriot born and iai¢®ndon, for his

first trip to the ‘other side’. Nick’'s decision to cross camseaasurprise. A few days
before our journey, | had met and interviewed his father, Mr. ¥&rgzho had told me:
‘I have no problem with Turkish Cypriots and | am quite open, but I'd maNev my

children to cross to the other side’. Mr. Yiorgos had left to theaft&r the war and 20
years later, he and his family moved back to the island. In 1974, Hesambther were
captured and taken as prisoners of war to Turkey, where they sgentdanths in jail

before they were eventually released. The memories of violEmdeconflict haunted
him during our talk: ‘I'm sorry | can’t tell you the same thiragsothers’, he said, ‘but |
can't see how re-unification in these circumstances with Tudiey our head can

work’. Nick’'s decision to cross was never announced to his father anddaesilence
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as a negotiation strategy between his desire to visit the Hodtihespect for his father’s

views.

This intra-familial divergence was not, however, the only conadrmy co-travellers
before our departure. When some of Alex’s Turkish Cypriot friendsdhbat he was
planning for a trip to the North, they expressed interest in joiningltlsough meeting
with his friends in the North had been Alex’s main purpose ofsergsmost of the
times, on that particular occasion he seemed anxious about invitingfahehe trip.
For two days before our planned travel date, numerous discussionplémekabout
who was to go on the trip. Alex had explained to everyone that becawsanted to
show Nick and me around, he would prefer to go in one car. Also, feepigomeant
that we could stick to a particular plan more easily and we cosildmore places with
less distraction. These explanations, however, did not seem to safficeef of Alex’s
friend, Mehmet, who called me one night inquiring about the trip. ‘Weaaryou for
most of the day, but we don’t need to come all the wapimstolos AndreasNe can
wait near Golden Beach for you to come back’, Mehmet said. Henstat conveyed a
concern for the potential tension, which their presence, as Turkislo@Gymould add
in a visit to Greek Cypriots in the North; and it also implied the&s was perhaps the

underlying reason of Alex’s anxiety.

This small episode highlights the importanceedationality andintersubjectivityin the

experience of space and place. Whereas the crossings of tiez WoCyprus opened
the ground for researchers to investigate their implications on @udivend collective
identities, further contextualisation of these crossings aressa&ge in order to
appreciate their meaning and experiential significance foicpkt agents. In other
words, the focus on ethnicity and political ideology are not enouginderstand why
one chooses to cross (or not); attention also needs to be paid on wheihawtiom

one crosses and how agents negotiate and reconstruct their inteapertionships in

this process.

In this context, whereas it became clear that this crossisgdiffarent to others, Alex
avoided further discussions on his arrangement of the trip in anpatte deal with the
emerging tensions. At the end, he, his fiancée, Nick andiffisegd picked me up in

one car for our trip to the North. We crossed from Nicosia dritlingugh theAghios
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Dometioscheck point. The minute we passed the border, Alex started alogpyent,
almost rehearsed narration, which explicitly reflected his knaydeaf and familiarity
with the place. Unlike Chrystalla and Mr. Michalis, Alex was botn in Cyprus and
had never lived in the North, but his confident voice and geographical tinenta
which came as a result of his multiple crossings to the Norgh 2003, manifested a
particular ‘ownership® of the place that was missing in the crossing experienceyof m

other co-travellers.

Our first stop was in North Nicosia, in an area where Alexasernal family house used

to be. His mother had gone to the UK in 1973 to study but after theh&adecided to

stay on, she got married and never returned to Cyprus. Her husbanal @Geesk
Cypriot, whose family had left the island in the 1940s and settled in the UK. White Al
was still narrating the history of the family as well hattof the place, we drove off
towards Famagusta, where we visited the beach andatieshaarea. Alex directed our
attention to buildings with old bullet holes on them, guided us throughtstvéth
Turkish names and pointed at landmarks and monuments, like a proper tour-guide
would have done. When | asked him about his knowledge of the place, he replied:
‘What do you mean how | know the place? This is my country. The wHalediss my

country’.

On our way to the North tip of the island, we stopped at the villagesit a place
where Alex’s paternal family house used to stand. The minutenved the Turkish
Cypriot family, who lived in a small house on the property, came@mutelcome us.
Mustafa, a man in his early forties shared the house withvifigs children and his
mother and they all seemed happy to see Alex, who had obviously beerbd¢ifiere.

We sat under the vine arbour in their garden and had coffee, sameketsome-grown
grapes. Mustafa, the only English-speaker in the household engagedllinaskwith

Alex and the rest of us. When the conversation turned to politics, Nbagiafa and
Alex were very careful to maintain a consensus between themafdlustmmented on

the newly built mosque opposite his house, which he disapproved as something

| use ‘ownership’ of the place and not ‘belongirig’a place. The latter is commonly used in the
literature, however, it often refers to the temidtisation of essentialised ethnic or nationahiitees. By
the very act of crossing, my informants here dowait to ‘return’ to a place where they belong, tout
claim the whole island as their own (the idea @& trhole island belonging to all Cypriots, common in
Cyprio-centric rhetorics).
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externally imposed on Turkish Cypriots; Alex, from his side, exga@sinderstanding
and pointed out that the reunification of Cyprus is imperative, ikiSarCypriots are

not to lose their identity and culture.

After this conversation, we visited the small abandoned house attéachthat of
Mustafa’s, which was the original house of Alex’s family. When &rdered the
dilapidated building, Alex half-jokingly said: ‘It's funny how in nggandma’s stories
the house always sounded so much better and bigger than it is’. Omaguout,
Mustafa’s mother had packed grapes for Alex, who carried on jokisgying: ‘I came

to collect my rent and here it is’ [pointing at the bag with the grapes].

Unlike Chrystalla’s and Mr. Michalis’s visit to their house, Algid not show any high
emotional reaction during this stopover. Such emotional detachmennhatasnly
particular to his family house but it was characteristic sfri@rration style throughout
the trip. In his historicisation of places, Alex had avoided any ndisticdanguage,
any distinctions of ‘us/them’ and he had tried to maintain an assobjedtivity and
balance. Like many other young Cypriots, Alex had stated befarerti@ionalityfrom

both sides was one of the obstacles to a realistic and viable solution for the island.

At the same time, the aspired objectivity in his engagementthétiplace and people
reflected Alex’s moral responsibility towards his audience;iqddrly, Nick, whose

first crossing to the North was treated by Alex as & ‘at passage’. | had followed

Alex in many contexts across the border; however, he was particularyl ¢gardeow he

replied to his co-traveller's questions and concerns on that day, ghawiawareness

of his influence on this process of ‘initiation’. Nick also respondetti¢csituation with

an apparent distance and neutrality. Whenever he would make a comment about Turkish
Cypriots, he would try to balance it out with a reference to Gégkiots and vice

versa and he kept a reserved presence during our stopovers and encounters.

All this, however, changed when we reached the monastery, wieegiest and his
wife welcomed us. As they took us around, they discussed some ofatlenghs and
difficulties of their living as Greek Cypriots in the North and rmgnia Christian
institution that was constantly monitored by the Turkish authoritigseir life

trajectories made Alex and Nick to abandon their realistic posénd to engage in a
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language that had not emerged before during the day. They sudsaplgyed a
collective ‘we’ in their conversations in order to express tha@niification with our
hosts as Greek Cypriots; and as it usually happens with a ‘wetategory of ‘they’
also surfaced in the conversation, which, depending on the framewdrd distussion,
variably referred to the Turkish Cypriots, the settlers, TurketherTurkish Cypriot

government.

On the way back, Alex and Nick were more silent than before dhsesimed affected
by the conversations they had at Apostolos Andreas. ‘Sometimes youtandesdy

people are nationalists’, Alex said referring to what he hapemenced at the
monastery; the rest of his co-travellers nodded approvingly. This dfhferspective
was expressed through a particular emotionality, that all of trehcritiqued before as

an inherent problem of the ‘Cyprus issue’.

We were heading towards Pyla, in order to cross back through-tieenibnunal village,
however, as it was getting dark, Alex lost his way and we found leessa the middle
of nowhere. Our ‘Greek’ mobiles were not working because of lackgonalsand our
‘Greek’ map did not match the Turkish-named roads. The landscapeng®ll Alex’s
‘ownership’ of the place and shook his previous confidence in navigating through it. We
finally stopped in front of a confectionary shop along the way to asHlifections. A
man approached the car and Alex asked in English for the wayaoT?d man replied
in broken English: ‘Where are you from?’ Alex hesitated foeva $econds and then he
said: ‘Hmmm...I'm Cypriot’. The man, who was a Turkish Cypriot, ghira a friendly
smile and carried on: ‘We are all Cypriots, my friend, but frohmctv side are you?
Don’t worry, I'm asking so | know how to give you directions and in whaiglage’.

‘I'm a Greek Cypriot’, Alex answered reluctantly.

This last encounter in a long journey further unsettled the cohesibe matrative my
co-travellers had initially presented in terms of their idgnpblitical positioning and
experience of the place. The materiality of the border arekigéence as a political and
social reality contrasted with their own attempts to overcoraedtimagine Cyprus as a
unified country. Also, the physical and social landscape challehgadownership’ of

a place that eventually became difficult to claim as one’s @wdl their encounters
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along the way demanded that they take a side. Even though tihay i€ypriots’, they

found themselves as ‘Greek Cypriots’ during the journey.

Figure 7. Alex giving a ‘tour’ to his co-travellers

Figure 8. The entrance stairs to Apostolos Andiaas part of the church.
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6.7 Conclusion

Starting from the end, the two stories of crossings presented ilagh@art of the
chapter and analysed through the framework of a journey, a liramdhlout of the
ordinary stage, sum up to a large extent the ways in which the bmsbtatween
ethno-nationalist and Cypriotist discourses are blurred at ledstns of the modes
they are deployed by individuals in particular contexts. The uneeghedtcumstances
of the journey challenge habitualised rhetorics of those who tak®diforce them to
resort to other discursive palettes that form part of thdiu@l repertoires. Whereas
Chrystalla and Mr. Michalis started as self-proclaimed amatiists’, after crossing the
border they engaged in a process of negotiation of their politiealogies and values
that transcended the boundaries, which they had set as condition defoseking on
the journey. On the other hand, Alex and his friends, who emphasised o@\haot
identity and their ‘ownership’ of the whole island, found themselv@sodeicing
boundaries, which they sought to transcend in their everyday life sihataonly their
encounters on the road that made them rearticulate their idemtdy reposition
themselves accordingly but also the experience of a place, whaglmitially imagined
as familiar before it became strange and alienating, reshdbezn to a condition that

they had to proclaim themselves as Greek Cypriots.

The transformative potential of such journeys, however, canndivagsaexaggerated.
Before returning, om order to return, to the ‘normality’ of an established and familiar
order, Chrystalla and her father revisited their house, aviader of what was lost and
as a confirmation of their habitualised nationalist narratives. dMdaRyla their last stop,
Alex and his friends reinstated their belief that not only GesekTurkish Cypriots can
live together, but that in particular places they have carried on doing so. Hogawer,
back to the ordinary way of being, reinforcing the structure aseruf1969) would
state, is a means of coping in a conflict affected place Qiiprus, in which ‘the
political problem’ has not only been discursively bounded but also palarseind two
competing versions of nationalism; ethnic nationalism and Cypriofidms is why
individuals, in order to critically assess the status quo, find tHeessdeploying the

version of nationalism opposite to the one they have habituated and embodied.

As such processes can be disrupting to the ways the politidalsskicated and

constructed, the non-crossing of the border, the chapter has argued, &daa®Et
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strategy of avoiding these experiences. For, the long-term clo$utee border had
allowed the development of particular ‘truths’ that its openingecémnchallenge as
well-constructed ‘myths’. Whereas physical boundaries weredifteéher internal,
social and cultural boundaries were revealed. These were not onigelneGreek and
Turkish Cypriots or nationalists and peace supporters. As the chagtargued, those
most committed to peace and the opening of the border became dividethaver
decision to cross or not to cross. For older members of the diaspecaossimg of the
border was part of a conscious decision to not cross the line obmpeRor the two
Lefts in Cyprus, the opening of the border revealed underlying bousdasieveen
them; non-crossing therefore became a way of avoiding tensions anthimag a
public facade of solidarity. For younger British Cypriots, both ofléhapproaches
represented everything that was problematic about the ‘Cyprus proleimotionality
and ideological rigidity. For them it was easier to crogh¢oGreen Line than it was to
cross out of it, as they felt alienated and marginalised outkieesocio-cultural
microcosm of this ‘everyone’s land’; which in all its ‘cosmopolitaharacter became a
bounded empowering space for those who had the right types of sodialubiural

capital and alienating for those who lacked them.
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CHAPTER 7

Conclusion

In less than a year after the election of Dimitris Gbfias as the president of the
Republic of Cyprus and numerous official meetings between tbsident and the
Turkish Cypriot leader Mehmet Ali Talat, which were popularly ligeas ‘peace
negotiations’, the heightened hopes for a ‘fast solution’ to the Cypaldem that the
co-operation of the two leftist leaders had promised startedtidgfldhe momentum
created by the fact that the two ‘allies’ with long histdremad ideological connections
were in power simultaneously for the first time on either silthe division line had
not delivered the expected results. The inability of the Cypridt toefinite the island
was consolidated in public discourses with the election of P&naslu as President of
the TRNC in April 2010, whose ideological and political commitmevtse seen as

setting him far apart from Christofias.

This historical turn was perceived by some Cypriots as a proofGpariotism, a
discourse and political project identified with the development ofvioeLefts in the

island, had never been the right framework through which the ‘Cypaldepn’ could

be resolved. For some Cypriotists on the other hand, the failurbivacge-unification
was not a sign of the weaknesses of Cyprio-centric politics hilieaflominant role of
outside powers, particularly Turkey, that once again obstructed Gyjmooh deciding
jointly about their own political future; Cypriotism thereforesigl the only viable route
for a re-unified and peaceful Cyprus. An (2011), for instance, prontosepdrspective
in a recently published article titled ‘Cypriotism can PaveWey to Reunification’,
where the responsibility of the Left, however, and particularhAKEL, in pursuing

such an agenda is critically assessed.

No matter how conflicting their perspectives may appear, both pragfigp and anti-
Cypriotist accounts converge in understanding Cypriotism as a disdhatspromotes
unity and ‘sameness’ and that stands in opposition to the ethnic hatiman the
island. Whereas then social scientists have studied exhaustieejetelopment and
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operations of ethnic nationalism in Cyprus as a fundamental requiréonexiamining
the creation and consolidation of conflict, they have problematissdolher types of
nationalism, such as Cypriotism, which has often been studied asnaofocivic
nationalism that emerged as a counter-narrative to dominantethirac rhetoric. The
thesis has aimed to balance such focus by shifting emphadisverCypriotism is
constructed as a discourse and how it is articulated and perfornagpebis in multiple

contexts, revealing processes that point towards two main conclusions.

The first is that the distinction between civic and ethnic natiemamay be useful on a
descriptive level, but in their everyday articulations, the boueslaretween the two
types of nationalism are blurred and difficult to circumscribe. \&#ee the notion of
civic nationalism has been founded on an acultural definition of cihggnsthnic
nationalism has been popularly understood as ethnocultural (Brubaker H99&ver,
it becomes apparent in the thesis that what lies at the bdbis discursive deployment
of Cypriotism is a preoccupation with defining the cultural core cbrmmon Cypriot
identity. In other words, ‘who is a Cypriot’ is debated around particoddions of
cultural authenticity and heritage. The centrality of cultiverdfore in the ways the
nation is imagined is far from exclusive to ethnic nationalism. dikénction between
the two nationalisms is to be located in the different ways dhsghared culture is
defined and constructed rather than in the existence or absencealufral @lement in

their articulation.

The second conclusion to be drawn from the thesis is that Cyprioctishgugh
understood as a unifying discourse is also divisive and internally tehtdéshas often
been treated both in academic and everyday contexts as counteoeh@&géonthe
dominant nationalist rhetoric and politics due to its capacity to unawe represent
unofficial histories, suppressed memories and hidden voices. Ax@udie, however,
Cypriotism is produced and operates within power structures thategevparticular
narratives and identities, whereas they marginalise other$elgfore, provides the
terrain where struggles over symbolic and political power taierete shape and are
carried out by different agents.

Both conclusions, it has been argued here, are particularly observétidestudy of the

political connections between the Cypriot diaspora and Cyprus formeddCyprio-
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centric ‘peace politics’. At a very particular historigaériod, when Cyprio-centric
discourses emerged as more centralised in the Cypriot plofiteae, new spaces for
‘homeland’ politics were created for Cypriotists in London, who erdjag®re
dynamically in what | have called in the thesis ‘long-distapeace activism’. These
new opportunities for political action and involvement, however, brought I &g
number of old and new boundaries that found Cypriotists divided on intragtitréc
diasporic and inter-generational levels built around debates overatudiuthenticity
and identity. The thesis has been concerned with how political subjestiare
constructed within these processes by looking at the ways mudifiglets mobilise,

articulate and perform particular identities through the language ofdZigpmi

To follow the spaces, where such power dynamics emerge anshizbe, the thesis has
been based on multi-sited research following the discoursefdiigm in a variety of
contexts. Although the opportunistic nature of the research has desolifferent
amounts of time spent on each ethnographic site, it has allowed, hpteetraice the
connections between these settings and to examine how politicaltsutiigscdevelop

and operate in a transnational context.

Chapter 2, therefore, starts from London, in order to examine how Cgpdusondon
as socio-cultural landscapes become symbolic resources in the oudiysal
authenticity and identity is debated in the diaspora. It is arthetdhalthough Cyprus is
imagined and articulated as the source of Cypriot identity, Londoneigas the place
where anoriginal Cypriotness has been preserved and nurtured. In both popular and
academic discourses, life between Greek and Turkish Cypriot®ndon has been
presented as safeguarded against the effects of physicatasep of the two
communities in Cyprus. Through a language of continuities betwgee-migration
past and a diasporic present, Cypriotists in London often claim éiassas holders of
an authentic Cypriotness, for which bi-communal co-existence isragpisite. Any
ruptures to such co-existence are presented as externally irtdodad a diasporic
discourse of Cypriotism becomes the ideological framework threxigch disruptions
to local relationships are negotiated and managed. Because of suchamiiegs of
authentic Cypriotness, co-existence in London becomes in theseivearratmodel
paradigm of how a future re-unified Cyprus is possible and legiisnihe primary role

the diaspora can undertake towards this direction.

209



As most first-generation Cypriotists in London claim an aftitin to the Left, and
particularly, AKEL, chapter 3 has dealt with the politics of thetpas articulated
through the main communist party in Cyprus. For older migrants, commuasm@a
form of habitus, becomes a cultural repertoire deployed to deal nptwoiil past
experiences of marginalisation in the pre-migration era but@algnderstand and frame
experiences in the present. The operations of habitus, it hasabgeed, have to be
located in the interactions between AKEL's historical narrative individual memory.
The first is patterned on its supporters’ experiences and ascandtthen it provides
the language through which individual memories are articulated andssepr Such
memories that form and inform AKEL'’s Cyprio-centric accounhistory have been
treated as ‘hidden’ and underrepresented in the official historarahtive of the past.
However, reviewing the agenda and objectives of ‘subaltern studieslei?&2000) has
alerted that ‘unofficial’ histories should not be treated as blockabsblute truth but
they should also been examined as constructed and embedded within pati@rsre
and structures. The memories and experiences of AKEL supportérs diaspora are
often interrogated as ‘incomplete’ because of migration, which reritbem to the
alienated position of ‘escapees of history’. The ‘unofficial’ history ofLibi, therefore,
although it emerges as counter-hegemonic, it encompasses other iainaifid
underrepresented histories, such as those of diasporic individuals. At pint
divergence between the unofficial history of AKEL and individual mersoribe
Cypriotist account of the past that the Left has promoted beconeesalhy challenged

and contested.

The politics of history as well as the history of politics, howegmerge also as a point
of inter-generational tension in the diaspora. British born Cyprioteféer associated
in popular discourses with cultural apathy and dismissal of histo,are, therefore,
presented through a language of ‘(in)authenticity’ as ‘in-betweem’ctitures. Chapter
4, however, has illustrated the dynamic and creative ways, in wBritish born
Cypriots produce situational accounts of identity in order to de#h cultural
‘silencing’. Cyprio-centric rhetoric was reformulated by some&osd-generation
diasporic Cypriots by drawing a historical connection between bruoml co-
existence in pre-war Cyprus and multiculturalism in contemporangdan in order to

reinstate definitions of both Cypriotness and Britishness te#écted their own
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experiences. Moreover, through such discursive refashioning theyeehgaglong-
distance peace activism’ not primarily to intervene in the pslitat home’ but to
challenge ‘political centres’ in London, from which they were eaetl. In other words,
‘peace’ provided the platform on which inter-generational conflictshe diaspora

unravelled over political authority and legitimacy.

To avoid, however, co-optation by the established political cores in LonddishBr
born Cypriots searched for autonomy in alternative spaces anddéhegelnémerged as a
significant setting. Chapter 5 has traced the blossoming of Cypmimic peace politics
on Facebook, the global expansion of which at that time coincided wainfarcement
of Cypriotism as a counter-hegemonic, anti-governmental narratihe political
scenery in Cyprus. The appearance of peace-promoting bi-communal gvoups
Facebook provided new opportunities for interaction and communication between
diasporic Cypriots and those at ‘home’; at the same time, howéwgrened up a new
forum where debates over how the nation is imagined revealethéhalefinition of
‘Cypriotness’ at the core of Cypriotism was not uniformly shanmed @ivisions over
cultural authenticity and the ‘right to speak as Cypriot’ wereh batallenged and
reinforced online. Moreover, Cypriotists online were also divided oker vtery
definition of political activism. Emerging out of what | have edlin the thesis ‘banal
peace activism’, Facebook groups followed the format and aestbeticaditional’ bi-
communalism in Cyprus, which has emphasised the need for faaeeto-f
communication and offline mobilisation and visibility stemming frompraoccupation
with overcoming physical separation represented by the embter@mgen Line.
Whereas for some then the online ‘imagined community’ ceasesl teeningful when
Facebook politics failed to convert into street action, for othersicpiy diasporic
Cypriots, online activism was privileged as a space wherecindy achieve social and

cultural capital, which they lacked in offline contexts.

Chapter 6 traced further the symbolic importance of borderingpss an assumed
ideological commitment of Cypriotists and peace-supporters. Disu@nd
experiences of the border, it was argued, highlighted old and new boundades
encapsulated established and shifting power dynamics on moss ldisgussed
throughout the thesis. For some of the first-generation Cypricdtigsppening of the

border created an ontological dilemma over its crossing, as to gad#ye border and
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visit one’s ‘old home’ posed a danger of crossing the line of memodyfacing a
present that does not match the ways the ‘self’ has been coedtard narrated. For
leftists, the opened border appeared as an obstacle to ‘peace’ puiticed through
organised party politics. However, the opening of the check points até® tima border
to be used and experienced as a bounded space, which diasporic youngets Cypri
treated as a cosmopolitan zone that let them escape marginalisatiersatio-political
life beyond it; but for others, this ‘everyone’s land’ created abanating experiences.
In this sense, | am in agreement with Bryant (2010: 29), who higklighher own
work: ‘It took the opening of the checkpoints to make me realize hbeders are
created not only through isolation but also through interaction, not omiyinclosure
but also, and perhaps even more, in the act of crossing them’. The opetnadofder
required that other boundaries be collapsed and it was precissly bloundaries that
often rendered the border non-crossable. For, as the two crossiregedanrdetail at
the end of chapter 6 illustrated, what is unsettling about crosBedpdrder is the
possibility of having boundaries blurred and intersected. As those cwuntit the
nationalist rhetoric found themselves developing empathy towards ter’;othose
most attached to their Cypriot identity had to take ethnic sidesgltine journey.
Crossing ‘back’ then enabled them to re-enter and reinstate tirel@vay one imagines

the self ‘as always having been as such’.

The boundary, therefore, between ethnic nationalism and Cypriotisiot isolidified
but it is constantly performed and rebuilt by agents on either #ids. in these
processes, however, that corresponding identities, such as ‘natioaadsCypriotist’
appear essentialised and homogenised. To go beyond these essentiaéidimesis has
aimed to contribute to ongoing anthropological discussions on nationaliSgprus by
bringing together ‘the ethnography of the Cypriot diaspora’ witle ethnography of
Cyprus’ and examining how the nation is actively imagined, debate¢reypdoduced
at a point when new spaces emerged for the involvement ofdbpada in the politics
at ‘home’. It is ethnographic attention to these spaces, the thesikighlighted, that
reveals the ‘bad’ faces of a ‘good’ nationalism. To maintain eortical and
methodological sharp distinction between different types of natiomadisscures and
covers the internal gaps, silences and boundaries of Cypriotism.oas1B1999: 300)
has highlighted ‘[n]ationalism does have two ideological faces, et cultural; but

its political character is surely protean rather than Janus-faced'.
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At the time of writing this conclusion, young Greek and Turkish @yprihave
occupied the stretch of Green Line right between the Ledra /&tketaci check points
in Nicosia inspired by the ‘Occupy Wall Street’ movement g8paead globally taking
various forms. ‘Occupy the Buffer Zone’ through a language of com@Gygmiotness
has claimed a shared space for members of both communities, wie ad¥mcating
for the re-unification of the island, acknowledge that ‘the Cyprus probkelargely a
by-product of a globalised capitalist system and logic (Hurrilpaily News,
29/11/2011). It is characteristic, however, that the diasporic suppoup gof the
movement, ‘Occupy the Invisible Green Line-UK’, that is orgasiisn London
emphasise the need to overcome other multiple invisible boundaries bésedes
physical border in Cyprus; and conflicts over ‘who is a Cypriotitmue to dominate

the pursuing of peace for a future Cyprus.

213



References

Adams, C. 1987Across Seven Seas and Thirteen Rivers, Life Stories of Pionedr Sylhe
Settlers in Britain London: Eastside Books.

Adams, T.W. 1971AKEL The Communist Party of CypruSalifornia: Hoover Press.

Adamson, F. and M. Demetriou. 2007. “Remapping the Boundaries of ‘Stade’
‘National Identity’: Incorporating Diasporas into IR Theorizindgfuropean
Journal of International Relationd.3 (4): 489-526.

Al-Ali, N., Black, R., Koser, K. 2001. “The limits of ‘transnationalisnBosnian and
Eritrean refugees in Europe as emerging transnational comesingithnic
and Racial Studie4(4): 578-600.

Al-Ali, N. and Koser, K. 2002 “Transnationalism, international migraiad home”, in
Al-Ali, N. and K. Koser (eds.New Approaches to Migration? Transnational
communities and the transformation of hoinendon: Routledge.

Alexander, C. 2000a. “(Dis)Entangling the ‘Asian Gang’: Ethnicity, ntig,
Masculinity” in Hesse, B. (ed.JUn/Settled Multiculturalisms, Diasporas,
Entanglement, Transruptionsondon: Zed Books.

. 2000[@:he Asian Gang: Ethnicity, Identity, Masculini@xford: Berg.

Alkan, F. and Constantinides, S. 19%3priots in Haringey London: Social Services
Department of the London Borough of Haringey.

An, A. 2011. “Cypriotism can Pave the Way to Reunificatidiiie Cyprus Dossier
Issue 00, 06-07.

Anastasiou, H. 2002. “Communication Across Conflict Lines: The Casehoidally
Divided Cyprus” inJournal of Peace Researctiol. 39(5): 581-596.

Anderson, B. 1983Imagined Communities: Reflection on the Origin and Spread of
Nationalism London: Verso.

. 1998. “Long-distance nationalism”, in Anderson, B. Tdok)Spectre of
Comparisons: Nationalism, Southeast Asia and the Whdddon: Verso.

Anthias, F. 1982. “Ethnicity and Class among Greek Cypriot migranssudy in the
conceptualisation of ethnicity”. Ph.D. Thesis, University of London.

. 199Ethnicity, Class, Gender and Migration: Greek Cypriots in Britain.
Aldershot: Avebury.

1998." Evaluating DiasporaBeyond Ethnicit®”. Sociology32(3): 557-
80.

. 2001. “New hybridities, old concepts: the limits of "cultuEgtinic and
Racial Studie24(4): 619-641.

2002. ‘Where do | belong? Narrating collective identity and
translocational positionalityEthnicities2(4): 491-515.

. 2006a. “Researching Society and Culture in Cyprus: Displacements
Hybridities and Dialogical Frameworks”, in Papadakis, Y., Nidfanis and
G. Welz (edsDivided Cyprus: Modernity, History, and an Island in Conflict.
Indiana: Indiana University Press.

214



. 2006b. “Belongings in a globalising and unequal world: rethinking
translocations”, in Yuval Davis N., K. Kannabiran and U.M. Vieten (ét&)
Situated Politics of Belongindg.ondon: Sage.

. 2008. “Thinking through the lens of translocational positionality: an
intersectionality frame for understanding identity and belonging”
Translocationst(1): 5-20.

Anthias, A. and R. Ayres 1983. “Ethnicity and class in Cypru8ace & Class25(1):
59-76.

Appadurai, A. 1981. “The Past as a Scarce Resourddam16(2): 201-219.

. 1990. “Disjuncture and Difference in the Global Cultural Economy”.
Theory, Culture & Society(2): 295-310.

. 1995. “The production of locality”, in Richard Fardon (eZioyn-
terworks: Managing the Diversity of Knowledd@ndon: Routledge.

1996 Modernity At Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Appleby, J., L. Hunt and M. Jacob. 199%elling the Truth about HistoryLondon:
Norton.

Argyrou, V. 1993. “Under a Spell: The Strategic Use of MagicGireek Cypriot
Society”.American Ethnologis2O (2): 256-271.

. 1996Tradition and Modernity in the Mediterranean: The Wedding as
Symbolic StruggleCambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Attalides, M. 1979.Cyprus: Nationalism and International PolitictéNew York: St.
Martin's Press.

Ayers, M.D. 2003. “Comparing Collective Identity in Online and OffliReminist
Activists” in McCaughey, M. and Ayers, M.D. (ed€yberactivism New
York, London: Routledge.

Axel, B.K. 2004. “The Context of Diaspor&ultural Anthropology19(1):26—60.

Back, L. 1994. “The ‘White Negro’ revisited: race and masculinitiesouth London”,
in Cornwall, A. and N. Lindisfarne (eds)Dislocating Masculinity,
Comparative Ethnographiekondon: Routledge.

Baumann, G. 199&ontesting Culture: Discourses of Identity in Multi-Ethnic London
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

BBC. 27/05/2005. Cypriot London Available from http://www.bbc.co.uk/
london/content/articles/2005/05/27/cypriot_london_feature.shtml (last
accessed on 18/10/2011).

Benjamin, W. [1936] 2007. “The storyteller: Reflections on the works iBDI&i
Leskov”, in Arendt, Hllluminations New York: Scholcken.

Bernal V. 2006. “Diaspora, cyberspace and political imagination:Etfitecan diaspora
online”. Global Networks$(2): 161-179.

Bertrand G. 2004. “Cypriots in Britain: Diaspora(s) committed to peacd®ikish
Studiesh(2):93-110.

215



Bhabha, H.K. 1990. “Introduction: narrating the nation” in Bhabha, H.K. (Bafjpn
and Narration London: Routledge.

. 1994 he Location of Culturd.ondon, New York: Routledge.
Billig, M. 1995. Banal NationalismLondon: Sage.

Bourdieu, P. 19770utline of aTheory of PracticeCambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Brah, A. 1998Cartographies of Diaspora_ondon: Routledge.

Breines W. 1989Community and Organization in the New Left 1962-68: The Great
Refusal New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers Univ. Press.

Bridgewood, A. 1986. “Marriage, Honour and Property: Turkish Cypriots onthN
London”, PhD Thesis, London School of Economics, Department of
Anthropology.

Broome, B. J. 1997. “Designing a Collective Approach to Peace: thterdesign and
Problem-Solving Workshops with Greek-Cypriot and Turkish-Cypriot
Communities in Cyprus’International Negotiation2(3): 381-407.

. 1998. “Overview of Conflict Resolution Activities in Cyprus: Their

Contribution to the Peace ProcesBie Cyprus Revievl0(1): 47-66.
. 2001. “Participatory Planning and Design in a Protracted Conflict

Situation: Applications with Citizen Peace-Building Groups in Cyprus
Systems Research and Behavioral Scieb@e]-9.

2003. “Responding to the challenges of third-party facilitation:

Reflections of a scholar-practitioner in the Cyprus conflictburnal of
Intergroup Relations26 (4): 24-43.

Brown, D. 1999. “Are there Good and Bad Nationalism&&itions and Nationalism
5(2): 281-302.

Brown, K. and D. Theodossopoulos 2004. “Others’ Others: Talking About Steesotyp
and Constructions of Otherness in Southeast Europé&tory and
Anthropology 15(1): 3-14.

Brubaker, R. 1998. “Myths and Misconceptions in the Study of Nationalisnd’, A.
Hall (ed.), The State of the Natio@ambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bryant, R. 1998a. “An education in honor: patriotism and the schools of Cyjrus”
Calotychos, V. (ed)Cyprus and its People: Nation, Identity and Experience in
an Unimaginable Community, 1955-198aulder, CO: Westview.

. 1998b. “Educating Ethnicity: On the Cultures of Nationalism in Cyprus
PhD Thesis, University of Chicago, Department of Anthropology.

.2002. “The Purity of Spirit and the Power of Blood: A Comparative
Perspective on Nation, Gender and Kinship in Cyprdstrnal of the Royal
Anthropological Institute3(3): 509-530

. 2004lmagining the Modern: Cultures of Nationalism in Cyprusndon:
|.B. Tauris.

. 2010The Past in Pieces: Belonging in tiNew Cyprus Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press.

216



Burdick, J. 1992. “Rethinking the study of social movements: the cabe @hristian
Base Communities in Urban Brazil” in Escobar, A & Alvarez, &lIs]The
Making of Social Movements in Latin America: ldentity, Strategy and
DemocracyBoulder, CO: Westview Press.

Butler, J. 1993 Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of "Sé&déw York:
Routledge.

. 199Excitable SpeectiNew York: Routledge.

Caglar, AS. 1997. “Hyphenated identities and the limits of “cultyrgi”Modood, T.
and P. Werbner (eds],he Politics ofMulticulturalism in the New Europe:
Racism, Identity and Communityew York: Zed Books.

Calotychos, V. 1998. “Interdisciplinary Perspectives: Differeaicthe Heart of Cypriot
Identity and Its Study” in V. Calotychos (ecCyprus and its People: Nation,
Identity and Experience in an Unimaginable Community, 1955-1B&dlder,
CO: Westview.

Canefe, N. 2002. “Markers of Turkish Cypriot History in the DiaspoRethinking
History, 6(1): 57-76.
Castells, M. 1996The Rise of the Network SocieBxford: Wiley.
. 1997 he Power of IdentityOxford: Wiley.

Charalambous, C. 2005. “Language maintenance, identity, and a Greek sthool
London”. Unpublished MA thesis. University of London.

Christou, A. 2006a. “Deciphering diaspora — translating transnationaksamily
dynamics, identity constructions and the legacy of ‘home’ in second-
generation Greek-American return migratiorEthnic and Racial Studies:
29(6):1040-1056.

. 2006kNarratives of place, culture and identity: a second generation
Greek-American's return homamsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Christou, A. and R. King. 2008. “Cultural Geographies of Counter-Diaspagahbn:
The Second Generation Returns “Home’, Sussex Migration WorkingrPape
No 45, Sussex Centre for Migration Research, University of Sussex, UK.

Clifford, J. 1994 “DiasporasCultural Anthropology9(3):302-338.

Cockburn, C. 2004The line: Women, Partition and the Gender order in Cyprus
London: Zed.

Cohen, R. 1997Global Diasporas: An IntroductiarLondon: UCL Press.
Coleman, S. and Collins, P. (eds.). 200&cating the FieldOxford: Berg.

. 2006. ‘Introduction: “Being...where?”. Performing Fields on Shifting
Grounds’ in Coleman, S. and P. Collins (eds)¢ating the Field Oxford:
Berg.

Coleman, S. and von Hellermann, S. (eds). 200dti-sited Ethnography. Problems
and Possibilities in the Translocation of Research Methddsw York:
Routledge.

Connerton, P. 198%ow societies rememheaCambridge: Cambridge Univeristy Press.

217



ConstantinidesP. 1977. “Factors in the maintenance of ethnic identity” in J.L. &vats
(ed.),Between Two Culturesondon: Basil Blackwell.

Constantinides, S. 1990. “History and Sociology of Greek Cypriot Enograiypriots
in Haringey”, in Giorgallides, G. et al. (edByactika tou Protou Diethnous
Symposiou Kypriakis Metanastevsis: Istoriki kai Koinoniologiki Theorisi
(Minutes of the First Symposium on Cypriot Migration: Historical and
SociologicalConceptualization), Cyprus Research Centre. Nicosia: Impranta
Ltd.

Constantinou, C. and Y. Papadakis. 2001. “The Cypriot State(s) in sdss-€thnic
Contact and the Discourse of RecogniticBlobal Societ§5(2): 125-148.

Correll, S. 1995 “The ethnography of an electronic bar: the Lesbitéi.Qaurnal of
Contemporary Ethnograph34(3): 270-298.

Corsin Jimenez, A. (ed.). 200The Anthropology of Organisationsondon: Ashgate
Publishing.

Cowan, J.K. (1991) “Going Out for Coffee? Contesting the Grounds of Gendered
Pleasures in Everyday Sociability” in Loizos, P. and Papatdm&grE. (eds),
Contested IdentitiesGender and Kinship in Modern GreecPBrinceton:
Princeton University Press.

Crapanzano, V. 1991. “The Postmodern Crisis: Discourse, Parody, and NMemory
Cultural Anthropology6(4): 431-446.

Cunningham Bissell, W. 2005. “Engaging Colonial Nostalg@ultural Anthropology
20(2): 215-248.
CyprusUpdates. 10/02/2011. “65% of Cypriots use the Internet daily”, aeailavh

http://www.cyprusupdates.com/2011/02/65-of-cypriots-use-the-internet-daily
(last accessed on 17/11/2011).

Daniel, V. 1997. “Suffering Nation and Alienation” in Kleinman, A., Mas and M.
Lock (eds)Social Suffering Berkeley: University of California Press.

Deleuze, G., & Guattari, F. [1980]198& thousand plateaus: Capitalism and
schizophreniaLondon: Athlone Press.

Das, V. 2007Life and Words. Violence and the descent into the ordindmiversity of
California Press.

Demetrioy O. 2007. “To Cross or Not to Cross? and the Absent State in Cyprus”.
Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institufe.S), 13: 987-1006.

. 2008. “Migrant Cities Research: Nicosia Sowtiphrt from the Living
Together project of the Institute for Public Policy Research and thesiB
Council

Dench G. 1975. Maltese in London A Case-Study in the Erosion of Ethnic
Consciousness.ondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Dench, G., K. Gavron, and M. D. Young. 200&e new East End: kinship, race and
conflict London: Profile Books Ltd.

De-Neve, G. and M. Unnithan-Kumar (eds). 2006tical Journeys London: Ashgate.

Dibbell, J. 1994. “A Rape in Cyberspace; or, How an Evil Clown, a &faifirickster
Spirit, Two Wizrds, and a Cast of Dozens Turned a Database into a Society” in

218



Dery, M. (ed.)Flame Wars: The Discourse of Cybercultui2urham, NC:
Duke University Press.

Dikomitis, L. 2004. 'AMoving Field: Greek Cypriot Refugees Returning "Home",
Durham Anthropology Journdl2(1): 7-20.

. 2005. “Three Readings of a Border: Greek Cypriots Crossing #me Gre
Line in Cyprus”.Anthropology Today21(5): 7-12.

. 2009. “From the city to the village and back: Greek Cypriot exfuge
engaging in ‘pilgrimages’ across the border” in Pinxten, R. andikorbitis
(eds) When God Comes to Town. Religious Traditions in Urban Contexts.
Oxford: Berghahn Books.

Donnan, H. and T.M. Wilson. 1998orders: Frontiers of Identity, Nation and State
Oxford: Berg.

Droussiotis, M. 19980KA, H okotervi; oyn. ABnva: Etdyv.

Dunphy, R. and T. Bale (2007) 'Red Flag Still Flying: ExplainingeAK- Cyprus's
Communist AnomalyParty Politics13: 287-304.

Eade, J. 1989The Politics of Community: Bangladeshis in East Londammdon:
Ashgate.

.1997Living the global city: globalization as a local procesndon,
New York: Routledge.

. 200Rlacing London. From Imperial Capital to Global Cityew York,
Oxford: Berghahn Books.

Eastmond, M. 1998. “Nationalist Discourses and the Construction of Difere
Bosnian Muslim Refugees in Swededburnal of Refugee Studié4(2): 161-
181.

Ege, S. 2007. “Re/producirigefugeesn the Republic oCyprus History and Memory
between State, Family, and Society,” MA thesis, University of Zurich.

Elin, L. 2003. “The Radicalization of Zeke Spier: How the Intef@ettributes to Civic
Engagement and New Forms of Social Capital” in McCaughewand.Ayers,
M.D. (eds)CyberactivismNew York, London: Routledge.

Ellis, P and Z. Khan. 2002 “The Kashmiri Diaspora: Influences ishiKar” in Al-Ali,
N. and Koser, K. (edsNew Approaches to Migration? Transnational
communities and the transformation of hotoendon: Routledge.

Eriksen, T. H. 2006. ‘Nations in cyberspace’. Short version of the 2006 Gatister
lecture, delivered at the ASEN conference, London School of Economics, 27
March 2006.

Escobar, A. 1994 “Welcome to Cyberia: Notes on the Anthropology of rQyihare”.
Current AnthropologyVol. 35 (3): 211-231.

Falzon, M-A. (ed.). 2009Multi-Sited Ethnography: Theory, Praxis and Locality in
Contemporary ResearcBurrey: Ashgate.

. 2009. “Introduction: Multi-Sited Ethnography: Theory, Praxis andityocal
in Contemporary Research” in Falzon, M-A. (edylti-Sited Ethnography:
Theory, Praxis and Locality in Contemporary ReseaRilrrey: Ashgate.

219



Famagusta Gazette80/11/2008. “Two arrested after insulting north Cyprus leader on
Facebook”, available from http://famagusta-gazette.com/twotad-edter-
insulting-north-cyprus-leader-on-facebook-p6708-69.htm (last accessed on
17/11/2011).

Fisher, R. 2001. “Cyprus: The Failure of Mediation and the Escalatian ¢dentity-
Based Conflict to an Adversarial Impassé&iurnal of Peace ResearcB8(3):
307-326.

Foreign and Commonwealth Office. 2009. “Cyprus settlement: who benefits?”,
available from (http://www.fco.gov.uk/en/news/latest-
news/?view=News&id=14127900, last accessed on 30/11/2011.

Foucault, M. 1980Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings 1972—
1977 New York: Pantheon.

. [1984] 1991. “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History” in Paul Rabinow Tée.),
Foucault ReaderLondon: Penguin Books.

Freitag, U. and A. von Oppen (eds). 2010. “Translocality’: An apgraacConnection
and Transfer in Area Studies” in Freitag, U. and A. von Oppen (eds),
Translocality. The Study of Globalising Processes from a Southern
PerspectiveLeiden: Brill.

Gans, H 1962TheUrban Villagers New York: Free Press.

Gardner, K. 2002Age, Narrative and Migration : The life course and life histories
amongst Bengali elders in Londddxford: Berg.

Gellner, E. 1983Nations and NationalisnOxford: Blackwell.

Georgiou, M. 2001. “Crossing the Boundaries of the Ethnic Home: Media Consaompt
and Ethnic Identity Construction in the Public Space: The Cadedlypriot
Community Centre in North LondonGazette63(4): 311-329.

Gilroy, P. 1993.The Black Atlantic: Modernity and Double Consciousnéssdon:
Versao

Gledhill, J. 1994Power and its Disguisesondon: Pluto Press.

Goertz, K. 1998. “Transgenerational Representations of the Holocaost: Memory
to ‘Post-Memory’”.World Literature Today2(1): 33-38.

Goffman, E. [1959] 1990r'he Presentation of Self in Everyday Llifendon: Penguin.

Goker, A. 2007. “Being ‘Cypriot’ in North London: Strategies, Expemsnand
contestations”. PhD Thesis, University College London, Department of
Anthropology.

Graham, M. and Khosravi, S. 2002. ‘Reordering Public and Private in drania
Cyberspace: Identity, Politics, and Mobilizatiofdentities: Global Studiesin
Culture and Powe8(2): 219-46.

Green, S. 2009Notes From the Balkans: Locating marginality and ambiguity on the
Greek-Albanian borderinceton: Princeton University Press.

Green, S F., Harvey, P. and M., Knox. 2005. “Scales of place and netveorks:
ethnography of the imperative to connect through information and
communications technologie€urrent Anthropologyt6(5): 805-826.

220



Griffiths, D. 2000. “Fragmentation and Consolidation: the Contrasting @ds&smali
and Kurdish Refugees in Londodournal of Refugee Studi&8(3): 281-302.

. 20050mali and Kurdish Refugees in Longaidershot: Ashgate.

Guimaraes Jr., M.J.L. 2005. “Doing Anthropology in Cyberspace: Fieldwork
Boundaries and Social Environments” in Hine, C. (&drtual Methods:
Issues in Social Research in the Interi@tford: Berg.

Gupta A. and J. Ferguson. 1992. “Beyond Culture: Space, ldentity and the Palitics
Difference”.Cultural Anthropology7(1): 6-23.

. (eds). 199&nthropological Locations: Boundaries and Grounds of a
Field ScienceBerkeley: University of California Press.

. 1997. “Discipline and Practice: 'The Field" as Site, Method, and
Location in Anthropology” in Gupta, A. and J. Ferguson (eds),

Anthropological Locations: Boundaries and Grounds of a Field Science.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Hadjipavloy M. 2006. ‘No Permission to Cross: Cypriot Women’s Dialogue achess t
divide,” Gender Place and Cultuyéd3(4): 329-353.

. 2009. “Trans-Border Crossin@ypriot Women's 'Liberation' and the
Margins.” TheCyprusReview21(1): 59-80.

Hadjiyanni, T. 2002The Making of a Refugee: Children Adopting Refugee Idantity
Cyprus Westport, CT: Praeger.

Halbwachs, M. [1952] 19920n collective memoryChicago: The University of
Chicago Press.

Hall, S. 1990. “Cultural identity and diaspora” in Rutherford, J. (dédentity:
Community, Culture, Differencéondon Lawrence & Wishart.

. 1992. “New Ethnicities”, in Donald and Rattansi (&is3e’, Culture
and DifferenceLondon: Sage.

Handler, R. 1988.Nationalism and the Politics of Culture in Quebedadison:
Wisconsin Press.

Hannerz, U. 1969Soulside: Inquiries into Ghetto Culture and Commuritgw York:
Columbia University Press.

. 2006. “Studying Down, Up, Sideways, Through, Backwards, Forwards,

Away and at Home: Expansive Discipline” in Coleman, S. and S. von
Hellermann (eds)Multi-sited Ethnography. Problems and Possibilities in the
Translocation of Research Methodé&ew York: Routledge.

Harvey, D.1985. “The geopolitics of capitalism”, in Gregory, D andrdy (¢ds)Social
Relations and Spatial Structurdsondon: Macmillan

Hatay, M. 2005. “Beyond Numbers: An Inquiry into the Political Int¢ign of the
Turkish 'Settlers’ in Northern Cypru$?’RIO Repor#. Oslo/Nicosia.

. 2009. “The Problem of Pigeons: Orientalism, Xenophobia and a Rhetoric
of the 'Local' in North CyprusThe Cyprus RevieR0(2): 145-171.

221



Hatay, M. and R. Bryant. 2008a. “The Jasmine Scent of Nicosia: @irriRe
Revolutions, and the Longing for Forbidden Pasistrnal of Modern Greek
StudiesVolume 26(2): 423-449.

. 2008b. “Migrant Cities Research: Nicosia Norggort from the Living
Together project of the Institute for Public Policy Research and thesiB
Council

Herbert, J., May, J., Wills, J., Datta, K., Evans, Y. and Mcllwaine,2008.
“Multicultural living? Experiences of everyday racism amon@gtanaian
migrants in London”European Urban and Regional Studiess 2: 103-117.

Herzfeld, M. 1988The Poetics of Manhood. Contest and Identity in a Cretan Mountain
Village. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

. 1997Cultural Intimacy: Social Poetics in the Nation-Staew York,
NY: Routledge.

Hewison, R. 1987The Heritage Industryl.ondon: Methuen.

Hewitt, R. 2005.White backlash and the politics of multiculturalis@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Hine, C. 2000Virtual EthnographyLondon: SAGE Publications.
Hirsch, M. 1992. “Family Pictures: Maus, Mourning, and Post-Memdpyscourse
15(2): 3-29.

Hirschon, R. 1989Heirs Of The Greek Catastrophe. The Social Life of Asia Minor
Refugees in Piraeu®xford: Clarendon Press.

Hitchens, C. 1997Hostage to History: Cyprus from the Ottomans to Kissinger
London: Verso.

Hobsbawm, E. J. 199®n History London: Abacus.

Hodgkin, K. and S. Radstone (eds) 200@emory, History, Nation London:
Transaction Publishers.

Hodgkin, K. and S. Radstone 2003. “Introduction: Contested Pasts” in K. Hodgkin a
S. Radstone (eddylemory, History, NationLondon: Transaction Publishers.

Holmes, D. 1997. “Introduction -Virtual Politics: Identity and Community
Cyberspace” in Holmes, D. (edVjrtual Politics: Identity and Community in
CyberspacelLondon: Sage.

Hoskins, A. 2009. “Digital network memory”In Erll, A. and Rigney, A. (eds)
Mediation, Remediation, and the Dynamics of Cultural Memd&sgrlin:
Walter de Gruyter.

Howard Ross, M. 2009. “Cultural contestation and the symbolic landsBaptcs by
other means?” in Howard Ross, M. (edCylture and Belonging in Divided
SocietiesPhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Hurriyet Daily News29/11/2011. *Youths occupy buffer zone in bid to unify Cyprus’,
available from http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/default.aspx?pageid=438&n

=youths-occupy-buffer-zone-in-bid-to-reunify-cyprus-2011-11-29 (last
accessed on 12/12/2012).

222



Hutnyk, J. 1998. “Adorno at Womad: South Asian crossovers and the lohits
hybridity-talk”. Postcolonial Studie$(3): 401-426.

James, A. 1989. “The UN force in Cypruiternational AffairsiLondon] 65( 3): 481-
500.

James, M. 2005Ecuadorian identity, Community and Multi-Cultural Integration
London: R. Trust.

Jepson, A. 2006. “Gardens and the nature of rootedness in Cyprus” in Papadakis,
Peristianis and G. Welz (edBjivided Cyprus: Modernity, History, and an
Island in Conflict.Indiana: Indiana University Press.

Kabir, A.J.2004. “Musical Recall: Postmemory and the Punjalaispora”.Alif: Journal of
Comparative Poeticg4: 172-189.

Kalra, V.S, R. Kaurand JHutnyk.2005.Diaspora and HybridityLondon Sage

Karatzogianni, A. (ed.) 200Cyber Conflict and Global PoliticsLondon and New
York: Routledge.

Keith, M. 2008. “Between Being and Becoming? Rights, Responsibiktres the
Politics of Multiculture in the New East End3ociological Research Online
13.

Ker-Lindsay, J. 2006. “The UN force in Cyprus after the 2004 reuaidic
referendum”International peacekeepind3(3): 410-421.

. 2005. “From U Thant to Kofi Annan: UN peacemaking in Cyprus, 1964-
2004". South East European Studies at Oxford (SEESOX) occasional paper
series, 5/05. St Antony's College, University of Oxford, Oxford, UK.

Kertzer, D. I. 1983. “Generation as a Sociological ProbleArinual Review of
Sociology9:125-149.

King, R., M. Thomson, N. Mai, Y. Keles. 2008. “Turks’ in London: Shades of
Invisibility and the Shifting Relevance of Policy in the Migpa Process”.
Working Paper No. 51. University of Sussex, Sussex Centre foratigr
Research

Kizilytrek, N. 1999.Cyprus: the Impasse of Nationalism&thens: Mauri Lista [in
Greek].

Klein, K.L. 2000. “On the Emergence oMemory in Historical Discourse”.
Representation§9: 127-50.

Klimt, A. 2000. “Enacting National Selves: Authenticity, Adventure, amshffection
in the Portuguese Diasporaddentities6 (4): 513-550.

Koumi, A. 2006.The Cypriot London: Dexter Haven.

Ladbury, S. 1977. “The Turkish Cypriots: Ethnic Relations in London & Cyprus”in J.L.
Watson (ed.Between Two Culturesondon: Basil Blackwell.

Latour, B. 2005.Reassembling the social: an introduction to actor-network-theory
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Law, L. 2001. Home cooking: Filipino women and geographies of the senses in Hong
Kong'. Ecumene3(3): 264-283.

223



Loizides, N. G. 2007. “Ethnic Nationalism and Adaptation in Cyprusternational
Studies Perspectivés 172—-189.

Loizos, P. 1975aThe Greek Gift: Politics in a Cypriot VillageOxford: Basil
Blackwell.

. 1975b “Changes in Property Transfer among Greek Cypriot kllage
Man 10: 503-523.

. 1981 he Heart Grown BitterCambridge: Cambridge University Press.
. 1988. “Intercommunal Killing in Cyprudfan 23: 639-653.

. 2007. *“Generations” in forced migration: Towards greater clarity
Journal of refugee studig20 (2): 193-209.

. 2008Iron in the soul: displacement, livelihood and health in Cyprus
Berghahn Books, Oxford, UK.

. 2009. “The Loss of Home: From Passion to Pragmatism in Cyprus” i
Jansen, S. and S. L6fving (e@juggles for HomeOxford: Berghahn.

Lowenthal, D. 1985The Past is a Foreign Countr€ambridge: University Press.

Malkki, L. 1992. “National Geographic: the Rooting of Peoples and the
Territorialization of National Identity among Scholars and Beés”,Cultural
Anthropology7(1): 24-44.

. 1997. “News and culture: Transitory phenomena and the fieldwork
tradition”, in Gupta, A. & J. Ferguson (eds$hnthropological Locations:
Boundaries and Grounds of a Field Sciendgerkeley: University of
California Press.

Mannur, A. 2007. “Culinary Nostalgia: Authenticity, Nationalism, anddpora,”
Melus32(4): 11-31.

March, L. and Mudde, C. 2005. “What's Left of the Radical Left? The Earope
Radical Left Since 1989: Decline and MutatiorComparative European
Politics 3(1):23-49.

Marcus, G. E. 1995. “Ethnography in/of the World System: the Emergenigiiltf
sited Ethnography’Annual Review of Anthropolo@g: 95-117.

Markides, K. C. 1997The Rise and Fall of the Cyprus Repubiew Haven: Yale
University Press.

Mason, V. 2007. “Children of the “Idea of Palestine”l: Negotiatingtitle Belonging
and Home in the Palestinian Diasporddurnal of Intercultural Studie28(3):
271-285.

Mavratsas, C. 1997. “The ideological contest between Greek-Cyprionakém and
Cypriotism 1974-1995: Politics, social memory and identitigthnic and
Racial Studie20(4): 717-737.

. 1999. “National identity and consciousness in everyday life: towards
sociology of knowledge of Greek-Cypriot nationalismNations and
Nationalism5(1): 91-104.

McDowell, C. 1996A Tamil Asylum DiasporaOxford: Berghahn.

224



McLoughlin, S. and Kalra, V. 1999. “Wish you were(n’'t) here?”, in Kdwr,and
Hutnyk, J. (eds)lravel Worlds: Journeys in Contemporary Cultural Politics
London: Zed Books.

Merry, S.E. 2000. “Crossing Boundaries: ethnography in the Twenty-Eastury”.
PoLAR23(2): 127-133.

Miller, D. 2011.Tales from FacebookCambridge: Polity Press.
Miller, D and Slater, D. 2000-he Internet: An Ethnographic Approadbxford: Berg.

Misztal, B. 2003.Theories of Social Rememberinglaidenhead: Open University
Press.

Modood, T. 1997. “Introduction: The Politics of Multiculturalism in the Niewrope”,
in Modood, T. and P. Werbner (ed3he Politics ofMulticulturalism in the
New Europe: Racism, Identity and Commuriiigw York: Zed Books.

Migge, L. 2010.Beyond Dutch borders: Transnational politics among colonial
migrants, guest workers and the second genera#onsterdam: Amsterdam
University Press.

Narayan, K. 1993. “How Native is a ‘Native’ Anthropologist?ZAmerican
Anthropologist95(3):671-686.

Navaro-Yashin, Y. 2002Faces of the state: secularism and public life in Turkey
Princeton: University Press.

. 2003a. “Life is dead her&hthropological Theorg(1): 107-125.

. 2003b. “Legal/illegal counterpoints: subjecthood and subjectivity in an
unrecognised state”, in Wilson, R.A. and J.P. Mitchell (¢tlgnhan Rights in
Global PerspectivelLondon: Routledge.

. 2006. “De-Ethnicizing the Ethnography of Cyprus: Political and Social
Conflict Between Turkish-Cypriots and Settlers from Turkey” ap&dakis,
Y., N. Peristianis and G. Welz (ed3jvided Cyprus: Modernity and an Island
in Conflict Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

. 2007. “Make-Believe Papers, Legal Forms, and the Counterfeitivaffec
Interactions Between Documents and People in Britain and Cyprus,”
Anthropological Theory(1): 79-96.

Newton, K. 1969.The sociology oBritish CommunismLondon: Allen Lane, The
Penguin P.

Nora, P. 1989. “Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire”.
Representation26: 7-25.

Oakley R. 1970. “The Cypriots in Britain'Race Today: 99-102.

. 1971Cypriot Migration and Settlement in Britaitynpublished D.Phil.
Thesis,

University of Oxford.

. 1987The control of Cypriot migration to Britain between the wars”
Immigrants and Minoritie§(1): 30-43.

. 1989. “Cypriot migration to Britain to World War New Community
15(4): 509-525.

225



O’Lear, S. 1999. “Networks of Engagement: Electronic CommunicatidnGrassroots
Environmental Activism in Kaliningrad” iseografiska AnnaleB1(3): 165-
178.

Olick, J.K. (ed.). 2003States of MemoryJSA: Duke University Press.

@stergaard-Nielsen, E. 2002. “Working for a solution through Europe: Kupdisical
lobbying in Germany” in Al-Ali, N. and K. Koser (edd)ew Approaches to
Migration? Transnational communities and the transformation of home
London: Routledge.

. 2003. “The democratic deficit of diaspora politics: Turkish Cypriots i
Britain and the Cyprus issueJournal of Ethnic and Migration Studi®(4):
683-700.

Panagakos, A. 2003. “Downloading New Identities: Ethnicity, Technology artiaMe
in the Global Greek Villageldentities: Global Studies in Culture and Power
10: 201-219.

Panayiotou, A. 2006. “Lenin in the coffee-shop: the communist alternativieiansl of
non-western modernityPostcolonial Studie8(3): 267-280.

Pandey, G. 2000. “Voices from the Edge: The Struggle to Write Subéltstories” in
Chaturvedi, V. (ed.)Mapping subaltern studies and the postcolaniandon:
Verso.

Papadakis, Y. 1993. “The Politics of Memory and Forgetting in Cypdairnal of
Mediterranean Studie3 (1): 139-154.

. 1994. “The National Struggle Museums of a divided ¢ttyihic and
Racial Studied.7(3): 400-419.

. 1998. “Greek Cypriot narratives of history and collective identity:
nationalism as a contested procegsherican Ethnologis25(2): 149-165.

. 2003. “Nation, Narrative and Commemoration: Political Ritual il€aivi
Cyprus”.History and Anthropologyl4(3): 253-270.

. 2004. "Discourses of the ‘Balkans’ in Cyprus: Tactics, Stmtage
Constructions of ‘Others History and Anthropologyl5(1): 15-27.

. 200%E=choes from the Dead Zone: Across the Cyprus Dividedon:
|.B. Tauris & Co Ltd.

. 2006. “Aphrodite Delight$?ostcolonial Studie8(3): 237-250.
. 2008. “History Education in Divided CypriaRIO Repor2/2008.

Papadakis, Y., N. Peristianis and G. Welz (eds). 200@ded Cyprus: Modernity,
History, and an Island in Conflictndiana: Indiana University Press.

Papapavilou, A. and Pavlou, P. 2001. “The interplay of language use and language
maintenance and the cultural identity of Greek Cypriots in the .UK”
International Journal of Applied LinguistidsL(1): 92 - 113.

Papataxiarchis, E. 1991. “Friends of the Heart: Male Commens@aBugl, Gender,
and Kinship in Aegean Greece” in Loizos, P. and Papataxiarchigdg), (
Contested IdentitiesGender and Kinship in Modern GreecPBrinceton:
Princeton University Press.

226



Parham, A.A. 2004. “Diaspora, community and communication: Internet use in
transnational HaitiGlobal Networkg}(2): 199-217.

Parikiaki 10/04/2008. “Ednidceic pviung xotr tyng  Kopaloylov-Misiaovin”
[Ekdilosis mnimis kai timis Kavazoglou-Mishaouli], p.1.

Patrick, R.A. 1976Political Geography and the Cyprus Conflict 1963-19Waterloo,
ON: University of Waterloo.

Peristianis, N. 1995. “Left-right, Hellenocentrism-CyproCentrisrhe Jpendulum of
collective identifications after 1974, in Peristianis, N. and Gngagsas (eds),
Anatomy of a Metamorphosis. Cyprus after 1974 - society, economy, politics
culture Nicosia: Intercollege Press.

. 2006a. “Cypriot Nationalism, Dual Identity, and Politics” in Papmadaki
Y., N. Peristianis and G. Welz (edsjvided Cyprus: Modernity, History, and
an Island in Conflictindiana: Indiana University Press.

. 2006b. “The Rise of the Left and the Intra-Ethnic Cleavage” in
Faustmann, H. and N. Peristianis (eds), Britain in Cyprus: Coismignd
Post-Colonialism 1878-2006. Mannheim und Mdhnesee: Bibliopolis.

Peristiany, J.G. 1966. “Honour and Shame in a Cypriot Highland Village”, in Peyistian
J.G. (ed.Honour and Shame: The Values of Mediterranean Sodietydon:
Weidenfeld and Nicolson.

Robins, K. and A. Aksoy. 2001. “From spaces of identity to mental spaces: lessons from
Turkish-Cypriot cultural experience in Britain"Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studie7( 4): 685-711.

Rodman M. C. 1992. “Empowering Place: Multilocality and MultivocalityAfnerican
Anthropologist94: 640-656.

. 2003. “Empowering Place: Multivocality and Multilocality”, in |L&aM.
and Lawrence-Zuniga, D. (eds]he anthropology of space and place:
locating culture Oxford: Blackwell.

Roméan-Velazquez, P. 1999he making of Latin London: salsa music, place, and
identity. USA: Ashgate.

Rowlands, M. 1994. “The politics of identity in archaeology”, in Bond, Gud A.
Gilliam (eds) SocialConstruction ofthe Past. Representation as Power
London: Routledge.

Safran, W. 1991. “Diasporas in modern societies: myths of homelandetunt”r
Diasporal(1): 83-99.

Salter, L. 2003. “Democracy, New Social Movements, and the Intexrtiédbermasian
Analysis” in McCaughey, M. and Ayers, M.D. (ed€yberactivism New
York, London: Routledge.

Sant Cassia, P. 1982. “Property in Greek Cypriot Marriage Sieatetylan 17: 643-
663.

. 1993. “Banditry, Myth and Terror in Cyprus and Other Mediterranean
Societies”. Comparative Studies in Society and Hist85(4): 773-795.

. 1999. “Piercing Transfigurations: Representations of SufferingpmsC.
Visual Anthropologyl3: 23-46.

227



. 2005Bodies of Evidence: Burial, Memory and the Recovery of Missing
Persons in Cyprud.ondon: Berghahn Books.

Scott, J. 1985Weapons of the Weak: Everyday Forms of Peasant Resistdfée
Yale University Press.

Skrbis, Z. 1999.Long-distance Nationalism: Diasporas, Homelands and Identities.
Brookfield: Ashgate.

. 2007. “The mobilized Croatian diaspora: Its role in homeland paiidics a
war” in Smith, H. and P. Stares (edB)asporasin conflict Peacemakersor
peace-wreckefs New York: United Nations University Press.

Slyomovics, S. 1998The object of memory: Arab and Jew narrate the Palestinian
Village. Pennsylvania: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Smith, A. 1991 National Identity Harmondsworth, UK: Penguin.

Smith, H. 2007. “Diasporas in International Conflict” in Smith, H. an&fres (eds),
Diasporasin conflict Peacemakersor peace-wreckefs New York: United
Nations University Press.

Solomos, J., and S. Woodhams. 1995. “The politics of Cypriot migration tairBrit
Immigrants and Minoritiesl4(3): 231-256.

Sorenson, J. 1990 “Opposition, exile and Identity: the Eritrean cdseitnal of
Refugee Studi€¥(4): 298-319.

Sozen, A. and K. Ozersay. 2007. ‘The Annan Plan: State Succession ow@gnt
Middle Eastern StudieXLIII(1): 125-141.

Spyrou, S. 2000. “Education, ldeology and the National Self: The Secaatice of
Identity Construction in the Classroom” Tine Cyprus Review/ol.12(1): 61-
81.

. 2002. “Images of ‘the Other’: ‘the Turk’ in Greek Cypriot children’s
imaginations”, inRace, Ethnicity and Educatiowpl.5 (3): 255-272.

Stamatakis, N. 1991. “History and nationalism: the cultural reconstmuof modern
Greek Cypriot identity”The Cyprus Revie®(1): 59-86.

Stauffacher, D., Drake, W., Currion, P. and J. Steinberger (200&)mation and
CommunicationTechnology for Peace: The role of ICT in preventiong,
responding to and recovering from conflie®€T Task Force Series 11, New
York.

Stefanou, K. 19/09/2010. ‘As tin kopsoume sta tAg fnv koyovue ota tpia [Let's
slice it into three pieces)’ iRolitis, p. 2.

Sullivan, Z. 2001Exiled memories: Stories of Iranian Diaspofhiladelphia: Temple
University Press.

Teerling, J. 2011. “The development of new ‘third-cultural spaces aingelg’
British-born ‘return’ migrants in Cypruslournal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 3{7): 1079-1099.

Todorova, M. 2004Balkan ldentities: Nation and Memoryondon: C Hurst & Co
Publishers Ltd.

Tsing A. 200Q “The global situation”Cultural Anthropolgyl5 (3): 327-360.

228



Turner, T. 1993. “Anthropology and Multiculturalism: What is Anthropology that
Multiculturalists Should be Mindful of it?"Cultural Anthropology8(4): 411—
29.

Turner, V. 1969The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-Structidew York: Aldine.

Uludag, S. 2006 Oysters with the missing pearldntold stories about missing persons,
mass graves and memories from the past of CypWusosia: IKME and
BILBAN.

Van Hear, N. 1998\ew Diasporas: the Mass Exodus, Dispersal and Regrouping of
Migrant CommunitiesLondon: UCL Press.

Varnava, A. and H. Faustmann. 208&unifying Cyprus. The Annan plan and Beyond
London: I.B. Tauris.

Vertovec, S. 2007. “Super-diversity and its implicatiorsthnic and Racial Studies
30:1024-1054.

Vural, Y. and Peristianis, N. 2008. “Beyond ethno-nationalism: Emergergldrin
Cypriot politics after the Annan planNations and Nationalisr4(1): 39-60.

Wahlbeck, O. 1998. “Community Work and Exile Politics: Kurdish Refugee
Associations in London’Journal of Refugee Studids](3): 215-230 .

. 1999Kurdish Diasporas: A Comparative Study of Kurdish Refugee
CommunitiesLondon: Macmillan.

Warf, B and Grimes, J. 1997 “Counterhegemonic Discourses and theethtern
Geographical RevieWB7(2): 259-274.

Watson, S. 2009. “Brief Encounters of an unpredictable kind: Everyday
Multiculturalism in two London street markets,” in Wise, A., andayatham,
S. (eds)Everyday MulticulturalismBasingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Wemyss, G. 2009The Invisible Empire, White Discourse, Tolerance and Belonging
Abingdon: Ashgate.

Whyte, W.F. 1955Street Corner Society: the Social Structure of an Indian Slum
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Wright, S. (ed.). 1994. Thanthropology of Organizationdondon: Routledge.

Yeh, E. T. 2007. “Exile meets homeland: Politics, performance ameratidity in the
Tibetan diaspora®Environment & Planning D: Society and Sp&&4): 648-

667.
Yuval-Davis, N. and F. Anthias (eds). 198@8/oman, Nation, StateBasingstoke:
Macmillan.

Zetter, R. 1998. “We Are Strangers Here’: Continuity and Tramssti The Impact of
Displacement and Protracted Exile on the Greek Cypriot ‘Refify in V.
Calotychos (ed.Cyprus and its People: Nation, Identity and Experience in an
Unimaginable Community, 1955-19%0ulder, CO: Westview.

Zizek, S. 1989The Sublim®bject of IdeologyNew York: Verso.

Zubrzycki, G. 2001. “We, the Polish Nation’: Ethnic and civic visionshafionhood in
Post-Communist constitutional debateBigory and Society0: 629-668.

229



	Coversheet
	Chatzipanagiotidou, Evropi

