
CONCLUSION

Through the historical and current facts presented, this thesis reached its purpose 

of proving that the ethnic conflict between Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriots was not 

caused by their  inherent cultural  and religious differences but by the intervention of 

third countries who through the manipulation of nationalism disrupted and destroyed the 

harmony of the multicultural Cypriot society which ultimately led to the partition of the 

country.  It has been proved that the further segregation of the communities and their 

inability to reach a settlement have been caused by the lack of contact which has also 

been enhanced by the interests  of third nations.  Therefore,  nationalism movements, 

which proved to be a source of unification and homogenization for states during the 

eighteenth  and  nineteenth  century,  resulted  in  a  divisive  and  destructive  factor  for 

multiethnic post-colonial Cyprus. 

As  had  been  noted,  since  the  XIX  century,  Greek  Cypriots  adopted  the 

nationalism  which  was  growing  in  Greece  and  which  was  founded  in  the  struggle 

against Ottoman domination; a fact that set the ground for a future conflict  with the 

Turkish Cypriots.  However, nationalism only exploded as a source of ethnic conflict as 

a side effect of the British colonial policy which maintained the Ottoman system based 

on local power structures and a communal social organization, but which also enhanced 

the self-consciousness  of  the ethnic  groups  and the subsequent  confrontation  of  the 

communities´  leaderships.  The  distinct  roles  of  the  communities  facilitated  their 

antagonism under  British  rule.   The  Greek Cypriots,  as  the  economically  dominant 

group  developed  a  bourgeoisie  class  which  constantly  clashed  with  the  colonial 

administration  over  constitutional  and  economic  issues,  while  the  Turkish  Cypriot 

ruling  groups  were  largely  administrators,  directly  dependent  on  the  colonial 

Government.



Thus, Greek Cypriots constant political neglect led to the independence struggle 

which was soon transformed in a nationalistic zealousness which regarded union with 

Greece as their ultimate inherent right of self determination.  Furthermore, the right for 

Enosis became an issue of national pride which initially lacked an elaborate assessment 

of the potential benefits of such union.  

However, there is evidence to believe that had Greek Cypriots been granted with 

the  right  for  Enosis,  they  would  have  been  faced  with  the  need  to  rationalize  the 

consequences  of  becoming subjects  of  mainland Greece.   It  is  very likely that  they 

would have ended up choosing to remain independent.  First, there were Greek Cypriots 

that  did not support EOKA actions,  thus they became victims themselves of EOKA 

threats and aggressions.  Among those against Enosis were AKEL party members and 

supporters who feared union with a Greece under military rule and openly controlled by 

the U.S.  Also it was the fact that, at the time, Greece was one of the poorest countries 

in Europe which was 600 miles away a fact that would have complicated the complete 

homogenization of Greeks and Greek Cypriots as members of a unified state while the 

real possibility for Greece to bear the burden of sustaining the Greek Cypriot economy 

was highly unlikely.

Finally, after  Enosis, the Orthodox Church of Cyprus would have lost all their 

unchallenged  political  power  in  the  island  and  their  equal  status  with  the  Greek 

Orthodox Church.  The struggle within the Greek Cypriots about the achievement of 

Enosis in the late 1960´s and the assassination attempts against Makarios III revealed an 

existent reluctance to surrender power to the Greeks emanated from a faction of the 

Greek Cypriot leadership itself.  However, Great Britain disregarded Greek Cypriots’ 

need for an acceptable amount of power-sharing while also miscalculated the strength 

of  the  Greek  Cypriots’  determination  to  fight  for  what  they  consider  to  be  their 



emancipation.  Also, Great Britain did not foresee that involving Turkey and Turkish 

Cypriots  against  Greek  Cypriots  far  from  placating  the  insurgents,  would  actually 

enhanced their nationalism and their need for sovereignty.  

Once  the  independence  of  Cyprus  became  imminent,  the  international 

environment at the time could not allow the loss of Western military bases, and neither 

the existence of a free Cyprus so close geographically and ideologically to the Soviet 

Union.   Therefore,  foreign  intervention  which  was  legitimized  by  the  Treaty  of 

Guarantee  and  granted  by  a  Constitution  imposed  to  the  Cypriots  caused  the 

radicalization of the demand for  Enosis.  The collapse of the Republic of Cyprus was 

predictable  as  the  Constitution  was  not  the  result  of  a  democratic  exercise  which 

considered the welfare of the population but which was aimed at submitting Cyprus’ 

sovereignty to foreign powers.  

Thus, the Enosis demand became completely irrational for some Greek Cypriots 

(led by Grivas) as to disregard the fact that the achievement of their goal was an open 

invitation for a potential Turkish invasion which was legally granted by the Treaty of 

Guarantee.   Enosis supporters  proved  to  be  naive  and  irresponsible  enough  as  to 

provoke a military confrontation with a much more powerful Turkey, especially when 

Greece made evident that it cannot afford a war for Cyprus. 

In the other hand, Turkish Cypriot nationalism emerged only as a response to a 

potential submission to Greece and their subsequent extinction, a fact that can be proved 

by the overall lack of ethnic conflicts prior to independence struggle despite the Greek 

Cypriot ethnic consciousness awakening.  It should be remembered that modern Turkey 

became a national state only after the end of the World War I; and that even though they 

were the successors of the Ottoman Empire, the reforms introduced by Mustafa Kemal 

Ataturk provided for a secular modern state had little  in common with the Ottoman 



political culture still persistent among the Turkish Cypriot people.  Therefore, it was not 

nationalism which  drove  Turkish  Cypriots  against  Greek  Cypriots;  it  was  merely  a 

question of self defense against the Greek Cypriot extremists who committed several 

human  rights  abuses  against  them.   Pan-Turkish  propaganda,  however,  did  play  an 

important role promoting violent responses against the Greek Cypriots; particularly, it 

promoted the terrorist acts of extremist groups such as the TMT and the Grey Wolves.  

Ultimately, Turkish Cypriot demand of partition and union with Turkey reflected 

their need of protection against some Greek Cypriots extremists, an opportunity which 

was quickly embraced by Turkey in order to guarantee for themselves a part of the 

island.  It should be noted that while the initial Turkish intervention was legal under the 

Treaty of Guarantee, the secession was not as the same Treaty forbids it as well and 

under international law secession could only be considered if the minority has a specific 

delimited territory which Turkish Cypriots did not have.  Furthermore the permanence 

of Turkish troops is illegal as they were not meant to preserve the status quo but to 

achieve partition which was forbidden under the Treaty.    

Nevertheless, as Turkish Cypriots realized that partition resulted on the general 

worsening  of  their  quality  of  life,  many  opposition  parties  emerged  demanding  a 

conciliatory approach at the negotiation table to achieve unification.  It became quite 

clear for them that their leadership’s and Turkish demand for partition was stubborn as 

they knew neither the Greeks, Greek Cypriots or the U.N. would ever accept it, so they 

were driving negotiations to a deadlock, and they still do.  It became quite clear that the 

tutelage of Turkey is of no great benefit to the Turkish Cypriots who are impoverished 

and isolated.  Furthermore, Turkish behavior during the multiple negotiation talks and 

during Cyprus Accession Talks to the European Union made evident that Turkey is not 

so much concern about Turkish Cypriot  welfare  as it  is  about its  own ambition  for 



European  membership;  thus  Turkish  Cypriots  have  been  mere  hostages  of  Turkish 

political needs.  

At the aftermath of the Republic of Cyprus accession to the E.U. the opposition 

political parties were joined by mass demonstrations which ultimately helped bringing 

down Rauf Denktash rule.   Those acts ultimately reflect that it is not the choice of the 

Turkish Cypriot population to be separated from the Republic but the choice of their 

leadership  which  is  still  strongly  influenced  by  the  Turkish  government.   The 

continuation of Turkish Cypriot political dependence on Turkey after Denktash’s defeat 

was caused by the lack of Greek Cypriot’s leadership willingness to build bridges with 

the new Turkish Cypriot government.  The international community (the U.N. and the 

E.U.) as well as the Greek Cypriot leadership failed at formulating and implementing a 

new honest, realistic and objective policy to negotiate for a settlement under a more 

favorable political environment in north Cyprus.  On the one hand the E.U. seemed to 

have accepted Cyprus in order to use it in the Turkish accession negotiations.  

On the other hand, the U.N. who failed at preventing the ethnic struggles and at 

implementing its  resolutions against  Turkish invasion,  diminished its credibility as a 

mediator  and  peace  promoter  institution  within  ethnic  conflicts  by  proposing  a 

settlement  under  U.S.  pressure to  favor  Turkish accession to  the E.U. which in  the 

American perception would bring democracy and peace in the Middle East.  Thus, the 

final  version of the U.N. Annan Plan was meant  to  satisfy Turkey and the Turkish 

Cypriots  as  they  rejected  the  previous  versions;  the  U.N.  disregarded  the  Greek 

Cypriots’ strategy of accepting proposals which were already rejected by the Turkish 

Cypriots  and  which  they  would  have  rejected  themselves  as  well  had  the  Turkish 

Cypriot  accepted  them.   The  Greek  Cypriot  strategy was  aimed  at  discrediting  the 

Turkish Cypriot willingness to negotiate, as well as at trying to demonstrate that they 



would  support  the  U.N.  efforts  for  a  settlement.   Thus,  the  U.N.  Annan Plan  kept 

forcing a proposal that was just unviable for both sides but which was modified only to 

add  more  benefits  for  the  Turkish  Cypriots.   The  Plan  needed  to  be  a  product  of 

negotiations from the parties, and it could have waited until the opposition took full 

control  of  the  government,  but  it  seemed  that  the  U.N.  priorities  were  to  force  a 

settlement in order to facilitate Turkish Accession process.

In short, this thesis has also proved that the perpetuation of the ethnic conflict 

has more to do with the ancient Greek and Turkish antagonism, and with the prospect of 

Turkish  European  membership  than  with  the  Greek  Cypriots  and  Turkish  Cypriots 

themselves.  Through the facts presented it can be concluded that both groups, with the 

help of their “motherlands,” did hurt each other; however, the latest events show that 

Cypriots as a whole wish the unification of the island, even when the process seems to 

be  far  from easy  particularly  because  the  economic  gap  among  the  two  regions  is 

substantially vast, and because of the implications of the property devolution.  

It  has  been  also  proved  that  the  conflict  can  only  be  resolved  by  Cypriots 

themselves without direct interference from other actors and their respective interests. 

It is actually noticeable that even when there is still a great deal of involvement of other 

countries on Cyprus’ affairs, different events illustrated in this thesis showed that within 

both Cypriot  communities  there is  a  trend to  take (or at  least  try to  take) decisions 

according to what is convenient for the island and not to what is convenient to their 

respective “motherlands.”

The  current  Cyprus  situation  could  be  described  as  a  conflict  between  two 

distinct communities that need to achieve their own goals through a political settlement 

which requires unification within a federal state.  On the one hand, Greek Cypriots need 

their properties back which can only be possible after unification.  Turkish Cypriots, on 



the other hand, want to be part of the European Union which can only be granted with 

unification as well.  Thus, as unification is the aim of both communities there are some 

transition strategies and steps that they can adopt in order to find common ground for 

agreement.  All this strategies should be of a transitional nature, that is, they should 

have a negotiated limited time for its implementation and an expiration date.

A strategy that needs to be implemented is the adoption of minorities’ rights at 

the  level  of  international  law  placing  their  enforcement  and  vigilance  under  the 

jurisdiction  of  international  tribunals.   For  instance,  the  European  Court  of  Human 

Rights represents a practical option for this matter.  One step to achieve a settlement 

could be an honest dialogue about the past, a dialogue that would facilitate Cypriots to 

understand and not condemn their story, and that would help them understand the pain 

and expectations of the other side.  For instance, Greek Cypriots have to accept Turkish 

Cypriot need of Turkish troops to guarantee their security,  after all Turkish Cypriots 

would always be a minority who was abused in the past and to whom the U.N. failed to 

protect.  It can be proposed then a withdrawal of Turkish troops within the following 15 

years after union under a Turkish Cypriot referendum which could also be carried out at 

any time if the parties agree on that.  Turkish Cypriots must realize that Cyprus as a 

European Union member is obliged to observe human right’s standards which protect 

ethnic minorities and therefore the chances of being subjects of future abuses remain 

highly unlikely.  

Regarding property devolution and the right to return and settle in north Cyprus, 

Turkish Cypriots need to acknowledge that it is against Greek Cypriots human right’s to 

deny them such rights and that they are the main aim of Greek Cypriots.  Therefore, 

Turkish  Cypriots  need  to  be  flexible  on  this  matter;  it  can  be  proposed  a  gradual 

devolution of the properties and a gradual right to settle or buy property.  Here, Turkish 



Cypriots  need  to  be  honest  about  the  real  flow  of  migration,  that  is,  according  to 

statistics Turkish Cypriots have a bigger trend to emigrate than Greek Cypriots which is 

obvious due to the lack of economic dynamism in north Cyprus; therefore, it is highly 

likely that Turkish Cypriots  would emigrate  more to south Cyprus or other parts  of 

Europe than Greek Cypriots would move to north Cyprus.

The  Turkish  Cypriot  government  can  retain  full  power  over  the  negotiated 

designated areas while sharing equal power at  the federal  government  level  through 

multiethnic commissions or ministries and not necessarily individuals.  Polemic issues 

could be put under public referendum before asking for international arbitration.  The 

presidency should be rotary on the first 15 years or a negotiated time, and then it can be 

left to people’s voting being required separated majorities to designate a winner.  The 

presidential powers should also be limited in a way agreed by both communities.

The suggestions for a possible settlement are unlimited but it is Cypriot’s right 

and responsibility to adopt measures according to international  democratic  standards 

and European Union law.  What needs to be done in the short time is a rapprochement 

of the communities in order to produce joint proposals after debating the real needs and 

problems of each community.   This rapprochement could be easily achieved through 

interest groups such as university students, Chambers of Commerce, political parties, 

etc.  It is very likely that a functional acceptable joint proposal would take some time to 

be produced but it is possible if other nations stop interfering in the affairs of the island.

Cypriots not only have the right to have their lands back, but also the right to 

have their lives back, the right for peace, the right for having a country free of that 

foreign intervention that played with them on their convenience depriving them of their 

freedom.  Cypriots, through the revision of their history, should acknowledge how they 

were used in the past, how this enmity among them was artificially created for their own 



destruction, only then can they become one free country, only then can they liberate not 

only north Cyprus but also their minds.


