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1
Introduction

 A Turkish Cypriot’s Tale

I grew up in an ambiguous and discordant country. Most of the house-
holds had multiple vehicle ownership and even multiple house owner-
ship, yet most households did not have clean drinkable water until 
recently. Similarly, most individuals received regular income from at least 
two sources, but they didn’t necessarily pay their taxes regularly. Citizens 
rarely worried about the poisonous exhaust coming out of their cars, 
parking their car literally anywhere they liked (including the middle of 
the road), or adding extensions to their house without any approval from 
the state, because there was no monitoring by the state. The state pro-
vided free healthcare, but state hospitals lacked the necessary personnel 
and equipment. There was free primary and secondary education pro-
vided by the state, but most families also sent their children to private 
tutoring after school hours to be taught by the very same school teachers 
who had taught them a couple of hours earlier even though those same 
teachers were prohibited from holding a second job. We claimed to be 
living in a democratic country where the same person had served as the 
‘leader’ of the people for more than 25 years and some of the MPs who 
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were in parliament when I was in elementary school are still in office. 
Democracy in the eyes of my compatriot involved the right to vote but 
does not really require civic engagement or transparency and account-
ability of governments. Although as a country we complained about the 
performance of governments, we rarely acted collectively to change things.

In our daily lives, we didn’t have major economic difficulties. Or at 
least our parents never expressed that to us. I grew up in a traditional 
family where my mother was a housewife who took care of the house and 
my father provided income. My father worked in the civil services until 
his retirement in his early 40s. After retirement, he continued working 
for a private company where he worked long hours but with generous 
work benefits. When that company went bankrupt, he formed his own 
business and entered the private sector. We had a house and a car and a 
comfortable living. Well, that is apart from the power outages and the 
lack of clean and adequate water at our home in the city. It was later, in 
secondary school years, that we perfected our night vision and specialized 
in working in the dark because power outages had become a very com-
mon occurrence. But since the teachers went on strike regularly, there was 
not much homework to do anyway. In accordance with teenage spirit, we 
used to make fun of the accents of small number of students in school 
who were immigrants from Turkey. We supported Turkish football teams 
fanatically but rarely went to a local football match. Although being an 
islander, we ate fish only on special occasions, but red meat was abun-
dant. Since we had extended family in a village, we visited them every 
weekend and brought all the fruits and vegetables from there. In terms of 
our education, we started ‘preparing’ for some kind of an exam from as 
early as ten years old, continuing all the way until university. As a teen-
ager, I never thought about economics or politics of my country, and our 
parents always reminded us that what we had was an economic heaven 
compared to their childhoods.

My high school years were a little bit different. My generation of 
Cypriots grew up on a divided island with a demilitarized buffer zone 
patrolled by UN forces, with communities on both sides of the border 
having been stripped off some of their basic rights. In an era of no inter-
net and no social media, complemented with an authoritarian govern-
ment regime, I grew up only hearing one-sided stories of pre-division 
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events. The brain washing started from the early years. While in elemen-
tary school, aged seven, we were taken on a field trip to a museum that 
showed the grotesque pictures of a murdered family in a bathtub. As we 
grew older, we heard exploding bombs and of the execution of journal-
ists, but didn’t really understand their political implications. During the 
last two years of high school, I had the opportunity to have a closer look 
at ‘the other’ side of Cyprus. The first occasion was when we had special 
permission to attend a fair organized by universities from the UK on the 
other side of the buffer zone, and the second was when several people 
from the other side tried to cross the border which resulted in the deaths 
of two people. When we first crossed the ‘border’ under UN escort to get 
to the conference venue, we all realized how much ‘nicer’ the roads and 
the environment were. My first thought was that it looked like London, 
which I’d visited a year earlier. But a year later, some people on motor-
bikes tried to cross the border to our side and two of them were killed. 
Although the local media portrayed those events in the most nationalistic 
way possible, I began to have some questions in my mind. Having seen 
the better economic development of the other side and inhumane execu-
tion of individuals, I began to ask more questions about the history of 
northern Cyprus.

Things changed after high school. Although I wasn’t able to obtain a 
scholarship to go to the USA for my higher education, and despite my 
objections, my family decided to send me anyway. In travelling to the 
USA, we intended to transfer in Germany, and unfortunately I found out 
for the first time that the passport of my ‘country’ was not valid in 
Germany; thus I applied for a temporary Turkish passport so that I could 
obtain a transit visa from Germany. I had trouble explaining myself at the 
US customs with two different passports. After one hour of interrogation 
and ‘checking with the managers’, I was able to go through. During the 
four years of undergraduate studies in the USA, I obtained student visas 
eight times because the visas were given for ‘single entry’, and I used to 
come back to Cyprus for both Christmas and summer holidays. Many 
years later in another visa interview (this time with Republic of Cyprus 
passport), a counsellor told me that, looking at my history of visas, she 
had never seen so many visas for one applicant. But the interesting point 
of going to the USA was the opportunity it gave me to meet people from 
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the ‘other’ side of Cyprus whom I have never met before in my life. Once 
I started hearing conflicting stories, I became puzzled and began to read 
other sources and learn about the story of the other side.

I began to accumulate research skills after I began graduate studies in 
economics. Many people think that economics is solely about the study 
of money. Any first-year economics textbook defines the discipline more 
or less as the study of efficient allocation of scarce resources among unlim-
ited wants. However, when we were growing up, the policymakers in 
northern Cyprus thought that the resources were not scarce, and they did 
not allocate those resources in an efficient way. During my graduate stud-
ies, I began to apply my training to my country and began asking the 
following questions to myself: ‘Why is my country economically wealthy 
but not developed?’ ‘Why is there a large pool of young retirees?’ ‘Can 
social security be sustained with these large number of retirees?’ ‘Why are 
the public services so poor?’ ‘Why don’t we produce more value added 
products?’ ‘Why can’t we export more goods and services?’ ‘Why do peo-
ple complain all the time and yet still vote for the same politicians over 
and over again?’ ‘Why did the state-owned airlines company go bankrupt 
after more than 30 years?’ ‘Why was there so much Turkish influence on 
our budget?’ ‘Why does the “other side” perform so much better than us 
in economic matters?’ The answer given to most of these questions by the 
government officials in northern Cyprus has been ‘because of the Cyprus 
Problem’. I was persuaded by that response for a while, but no more.

After completing doctoral research in the USA, as a native Cypriot, I 
returned to Cyprus and started working as a lecturer in economics at a 
university in northern Cyprus, and wanted to conduct research on north-
ern Cyprus, but I encountered two main problems. The first was the lack 
of data for an empirical social scientist. The existing data (whose quality 
was questionable) was simply not shared with or by the public. After a 
while, as is typical in social science research, I started meeting, network-
ing and collaborating with more senior researchers who also had contacts 
in the public sector which made my access to data easier, but still inade-
quate and arbitrary. The second problem arose when I submitted my 
work, for international academic journal publication, and as one reason 
for receiving rejections was the use of TRNC data.1 Thanks to my co- 
authors’ persistence, we managed to publish some of our work in interna-
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tional journals. However, this also made me realize that international 
scholars were unaware of the history of northern Cyprus, by no fault of 
their own since there are very few works in English (or any other lan-
guage) about northern Cyprus. It is out of this personal experience that 
this book is an attempt to correct those errors and omissions albeit with 
a focus on the economic history of northern Cyprus, and to draw together 
the extent of economic data and major analysis of northern Cyprus into 
one place.

Although per capita gross national income in northern Cyprus had 
been increasing over recent years in local currency (the Turkish lira (TL)), 
its dollar value has decreased due to depreciation of Turkish lira against 
foreign currencies. Regardless, per capita income in 2016 was $13,902 
according to official statistics which placed the northern Cyprus among 
‘high-income countries’ classification by World Bank. However, in terms 
of business competitiveness, northern Cyprus is still classified as ‘effi-
ciency driven’ stage of economic development instead of a transition to 
an ‘innovation driven’ stage of development, if judged only by income 
levels.2 Furthermore, according to a corruption perception index in 
2017—which was calculated for the first time for northern Cyprus—it 
ranked 81st among 180 countries in this list.3 Looking at health indica-
tors, in 2015, there were 536 persons per doctor, 434 persons per nurse 
and 4.5 beds for 1000 people which is worse than the statistics of other 
developed nations. But the statistics show 92.8% enrolment ratio in ter-
tiary education and favourable teacher-student ratios in public schools. 
According to the 2008 Household Budget Survey (HBS), 64.8% of the 
households own their dwelling and 79.3% of households have at least 
one car. The reliability of these official statistics notwithstanding, they 
show that there is economic wealth but not a developed economy in 
northern Cyprus.

Since the de facto division of the island in 1974, the demilitarizing of 
the UN-administered buffer zone and demarcation of the Green Line 
under annually renewed UN Security Council resolutions and the grow-
ing international isolation of northern Cyprus, there has been a corre-
sponding bifurcation in the development of the two zones of Cyprus. 
Whilst the original 1960 broken constitution of the Republic of Cyprus 
continued uncorrected and the Republic of Cyprus continued to enjoy 
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full international recognition, full international relations and eventually 
full membership in 2004 of the European Union, the northern polity 
endured a discordant, oblique, neglected and outcast development. The 
provisional post-1974 polity became permanent in the November 1983 
unilateral declaration of independence as the Kuzey Kıbrıs Türk 
Cumhuriyeti (KKTC), hereafter anglicized to the Turkish Republic of 
Northern Cyprus (TRNC). No matter the permanent UN-mediated 
missions dedicated to the peaceful settlement of the ‘Cyprus problem’, 
including the singular opportunity offered by the Annan Plan and 2004 
Referendum (voted against by 76% of the Greek Cypriot electorate on an 
89% turnout; voted for by 65% of the Turkish Cypriot electorate on an 
89% turnout) but squandered, and notwithstanding the significant eco-
nomic, environmental, social and cultural benefits which many have 
argued would arise from any settlement, today the island remains as 
firmly divided as ever.

The readjustment to life in Cyprus was not easy. Although I was able 
to obtain a good job and have decent earnings, I was still puzzled with 
so much of the everyday life. Northern Cyprus had changed since the 
last time I had spent significant time here. Notwithstanding that people 
were living in luxury (large houses, big cars, expensive clothing), there 
were now more congestion, more environmental problems, more social 
problems (murder, rape, stealing, divorce) and more structural problems 
compared to the time at which I left for the USA. What is more puz-
zling for me was why people didn’t seem to be bothered by these discor-
dant developments. So I joined a civil society association who were 
interested in a ‘clean society, clean politics’ and attempted to act as a 
watchdog monitoring domestic government in northern Cyprus. This is 
when I started to learn more about legal and institutional framework of 
northern Cyprus development and find out how poorly politicians have 
governed the north. At the same time, I became frustrated and was 
angered when I learned what the highest level of government discussed 
during their weekly meetings. That’s when I decided to dig further and 
go back to the roots of the political and economic status quo in north-
ern Cyprus.
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 A Tale of a Discordant Polity

Thus, the primary ambition and novel purpose of this book became the 
attempt to identify, trace and explain the discordant economic develop-
ment of northern Cyprus. Southern Cyprus—the internationally recog-
nized Republic of Cyprus (RoC)—has experienced a relatively comfortable 
economic development with full benefits of a sovereign state. Where the 
Republic of Cyprus, in enjoyment of its international legal status, has 
contributed to and receives the support of advanced economic reporting 
systems such as the World Bank, International Monetary Fund (IMF), 
European Union (EU), World Trade Organization (WTO), UN agencies 
and organizations such as the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 
or World Health Organization (WHO), northern Cyprus’ pariah status 
has meant that none of these organizations is able to support TRNC, 
whether in simple economic data collection, let alone concrete economic 
advice, support and development. By contrast northern Cyprus has been 
outcast by the international community, only recognized by Turkey 
which has assisted the Turkish Cypriot community (since as early as 1955 
when the bi-communal conflict first began) after the 1974 division and 
subsequent to the establishment of the Turkish Republic of Northern 
Cyprus (TRNC) in 1983 to the present day. The aftermath of this separa-
tion deserves some attention as it is a unique example of a self-proclaimed 
state and blighted by common experiences of poor governance. Yet it is 
imperative therefore, in this light, to have a better understanding of the 
political and economic development in the northern part of the island if 
there is ever going to be a reunification.

Thus, the historical evolution and development of the northern Cyprus 
economy since 1974 forms the first of two ambitions of this book. The 
second ambition, predicated on the adequacy of presenting an economic 
history of northern Cyprus, is to critically discuss the quality and forms 
of economic governance of the north to the present day. The contents of 
this book are not new for those who have lived in northern Cyprus. It is 
impossible to have a conversation in northern Cyprus without some ref-
erence, usually critical, to the political past of the island. Motorists while 
driving will be stressed about the road safety and quality and blame the 
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potholes, the poor road marking or lack of lighting, or low standards of 
driving on the deficiencies of parliament. Private entrepreneurs while try-
ing to seek licences or permissions from government offices will invari-
ably become angry at the civil servant (if he/she is not already using torpil 
or nepotism) and blame past governments for hiring so many incompe-
tent individuals into the public sector. Farmers complain about the dif-
ficulties of farming without government subsidies and then curse at the 
government for bad policies. Walking around the city, shoppers realize 
that prices are rather high compared to Turkey or even in some cases 
compared to southern Cyprus and will speculate on the reasons. The 
owner of a shop will insist that import taxes and other government poli-
cies are to blame for high prices, while union member and business boss 
alike will both complain about the minimum wage, albeit in different 
directions, but both blaming the self-interest of governments. But one 
common denominator of all these discussions and many more will be the 
inability of governments to manage the state. In other words an analysis 
of the weaknesses or failures (as well as some successes) of economic gov-
ernance comprises the second ambition of this book.

Nevertheless, several warnings are in order before we continue any fur-
ther. The purpose of the book is not to discuss the causes of ethnic con-
flict or the course of Cyprus peace talks since 1974. Although in this 
chapter a very brief history is provided of Cyprus until de facto separa-
tion, there have already been plenty of scholarly analysis on politics and 
international relations of modern Cyprus one more such monograph 
need not be added. Similarly, the interminable Cyprus peace negotiations 
have been on the world agenda, for example, at the UN Security Council, 
since at least 1963. And whilst it has dominated—some would say suf-
focated or even poisoned—local politics, there has been much heat but 
almost no light. Indeed, it is important to contextualize the main content 
of this book by emphasizing that the ever-present ‘Cyprus problem’ has 
been blamed as the scapegoat for any number and variety of domestic 
socio-economic problems. The ‘Cyprus problem’, however important it 
may be, has nevertheless served as a permanently available excuse for sta-
sis. I will show throughout the book that this over-determination or 
reductionism to the Cyprus problem is a great myth. Here I do not pre-
tend to address the conflict, negotiations, settlement or reunification 
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(except by way of relevant context), and instead seek to address how suc-
cessive Turkish Cypriot governments, and the governance regime more 
broadly, have shaped, regulated, developed and elaborated the northern 
economy since the division of the island. Whilst not wishing to pre-empt 
the conclusion, it is worth indicating at the outset that the story is not, 
generally, a happy one.

One last advisory is in order on the use of certain terminology. 
Throughout the book Turkey’s military operations, particularly in 1974, 
will be referred to by the neutral, technical term ‘intervention’. Greek 
Cypriots prefer the word ‘invasion’ and Turkish Cypriots prefer the term 
‘peace operation’. My chosen term of ‘intervention’ is the least norma-
tively loaded term, conveying neither approval nor condemnation of the 
conduct. Second, as explained in more detail in Chap. 2, the general 
spatial area of the northern third of the post-division island will be 
referred to as ‘northern Cyprus’. Where the particular political regime is 
referenced, either the term Turkish Federated State of Cyprus (TFSC; 
Kıbrıs Türk Federe Devleti, KTFD) operating between 1975 and 1983 
will be used or Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC; Kuzey 
Kıbrıs Türk Cumhuriyeti, KKTC). Similarly, throughout, I will refer to 
the Republic of Cyprus (RoC) as the 1960 established state and constitu-
tion, but implying especially since 1974 the Greek Cypriot administra-
tion. Again when referring to the general spatial area of two-thirds of the 
island of Cyprus, I occasionally use the phrase southern Cyprus or the 
south. The use of this particular vocabulary—frankly, any naming prac-
tice—is always challenged by locals. Turkish Cypriots prefer the phrase 
‘Cyprus Greek administration’ instead of the Republic of Cyprus, and 
they refer to the president of Cyprus as ‘the leader of Cyprus Greek 
administration’. Greek Cypriots on the other hand refer to TRNC as ‘the 
occupied territories of Cyprus’ and the president as ‘the leader of the 
Cyprus Turkish community’. However, regardless of how some choose to 
refer to each other, the two sides have met on innumerable occasions 
since 1974 and certain ‘agreements’ have been signed with each other4; 
thus I am not going to be stymied by approved legal terminology. Finally, 
insofar as the official language of northern Cyprus is Turkish (and was the 
second official language, with Greek, in the 1960 Republic of Cyprus 
constitution), wherever Turkish terms are used, on first use I shall give the 
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full Turkish phrase followed in parentheses by the Turkish acronym 
(where appropriate) and then the standard English translation. Thereafter 
I will use the Turkish term or acronym.

Throughout this book ‘official’ data from the departments and offices 
of the TRNC will be used. My training as an economist, love of working 
with numbers and most importantly the belief that without empirical 
evidence it is in vain to discuss most matters motivate the approach here. 
The TRNC’s State Planning Organization (SPO) which is in charge of 
collecting economic data and publishing results has provided most of the 
main economic indicators; however, the quality and reliability of data in 
the past had been questionable. It is a truism in economics that analysis 
will be only as good as the quality of the data being used, and therefore I 
will discuss the quality of the various data and its sources as I engage with 
each topic. This criticism is important because it is one of my intentions 
that this book could also serve to provide data for other researchers and 
that the state offices continue to improve publishing data in the public 
domain on a continuous basis allowing proper time-series analysis. That 
being said, the data presented here is nowhere near complete but I also 
hope that people who have documented data from post-1974 period will 
come forward and help me make it available to the public.

Another distinct contribution of this book is the use of parliamentary 
proceedings. The discussions held at the parliament have several interest-
ing features. First of all, they show how the policymakers in the north 
have been behaving at the highest level meetings among themselves. Not 
surprisingly we will see that the meetings were most of the time nothing 
more than coffee-shop conversations. I’ve adopted the practice of assign-
ing some of those parliamentary debates to text boxes, as a means of 
highlighting the quality and typical characteristics of the debates, but 
also as a means of signalling and encouraging to read the information in 
the boxes, although neglecting it will not cause any derailment from the 
overall purpose of the book. Secondly, the reports reveal the extent to 
which politicians considered some of the important bills that influenced 
the economic development of northern Cyprus. Although some of the 
names referred to in this manuscript may not mean a great deal to the 
readers—hence again the use of text boxes—my aim in including those 
is to have it on record to show how past members of the parliament (and 
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corresponding political parties) contributed to or refrained from the dis-
cussions of key issues. Finally, these reports include some important data 
(used by politicians in their addresses of the chamber) that are not pub-
licly available in other sources. Unfortunately for international readers 
the reports are in Turkish; thus the quotations and citations presented 
throughout this book are translations made by the author (unless other-
wise indicated).

 Outlining the Discordant Polity

The substantive chapters begin by offering up, in Chap. 2, a number of 
theoretical approaches, including conceptual vocabulary which will help 
in the examination of different governance systems that have emerged in 
northern Cyprus, as well as to introduce the political and institutional 
frameworks in the north. After the division in 1974, the Turkish Cypriot 
community was managed under an unofficial federated state which then 
turned into a distinct republic in 1983. Equipped with a conceptual lan-
guage will then enable us to discuss possible classificatory models of this 
new system of governance in the north in the first substantive chapter. 
The new administration, free from the Republic of Cyprus, quickly set up 
its own institutions and government bodies, held parliamentary and presi-
dential elections and introduced a constitution and many laws. On the 
surface, northern administrators seemed to be in charge of an independent 
state, but as far as international law is concerned, it is more accurate to 
label it a de facto state or even an occupied state or even a puppet state 
under full influence of Turkey. Despite all the laws and regulations designed 
for any democratic country, the administrators followed  somewhat a ‘dic-
tatorship’ model whereby they used political clientelism and rentierism as 
their key tools of governance. Following that sketched history designed to 
orientate the reader, though perhaps unnecessary for those familiar with 
northern Cyprus’ history, Chap. 3 begins to discuss in detail these institu-
tional and political developments on the economic governance regime of 
northern Cyprus and ends with the abiding issue of the ‘resettlement’ of 
Turkish Cypriots which includes the allocation of immovable property to 
the refugees who left their homes in the south of the island in the 1974 
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period, as well as migrants who were subsequently brought from Turkey 
to settle in the north. As much as this may appear to be a humanitarian 
matter, the policymakers managed to take advantage of this to strengthen 
their political power and make this the most difficult item of Cyprus 
peace negotiations in the years to come.

This is followed immediately in Chap. 4 by a discussion of comparing 
the economic developments in the north with the south, and its relation-
ship with the ‘motherland’. Although I will not go into detail about eco-
nomic development of the Republic of Cyprus in the post-1974 period, 
a comparative outline should prove useful in order to be able to judge the 
divergences between either economy over the past almost half century. 
One of the ultimate desires of the leaders of Turkish Cypriots had been to 
have an independent nation that manages itself. This wish was turned 
into a necessity after the intervention of Turkey in 1974. Being the only 
country that subsequently recognized TRNC, Turkey continued to assist 
financially as well as politically to the governance of the north over the 
years. In this chapter we shall see whether the assistance from Turkey was 
a ‘free lunch’ and how it contributed to the economic development, if any.

Having discussed the structural and political foundations of this break-
away state, the next natural step is to talk about how state has contributed 
to the growth of the economy. Unfortunately, in the case of northern 
Cyprus, the growth, if any, was not state-led but actually state-hindered. 
One would expect that with plenty of spoils of war and financial assis-
tance from Turkey, the state should have no problem in promoting a 
planned economic development. Instead, policymakers utilized the 
resources at their disposal to strengthen their own political power and 
distribute wealth unequally, unfairly and probably unlawfully. Thus, in 
the remainder of the book, we shall discuss how the state utilized public 
employment opportunities, funds accumulated in social security funds 
and other semi-state-owned enterprises in achieving the aforementioned 
goals. Only after analysing the impact of government policies on hinder-
ing economic growth, we turn to the only catalyst that could have neu-
tralized the process, namely, the private sector. This order of analysis may 
sound unconventional in a classical economic history, but this should be 
expected from a discordant history.
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The labour market in northern Cyprus in tandem with the social secu-
rity system is discussed in Chaps. 5 and 6. After the division, there was 
much physical capital in the north, but entrepreneurial skills to manage 
those were not abundant. Most of the Turkish Cypriots were working in 
agricultural sector and had low levels of education at the time of separa-
tion. However, the new state demanded plenty of the workforce to be 
employed in state institutions; thus they stepped in by offering plenty of 
public sector employment to the citizens with very generous working 
conditions. Social security and retirement laws had also been very gener-
ous but economically inefficient and unsustainable. For example, civil 
service employees were allowed to retire after 15 years of contributions to 
social security system. Furthermore, successive governments have ignored 
parliamentary statutes and pushed the social security system to the brink 
of bankruptcy. Until 1997, the state did not pay any of its required con-
tributions to the social security system, and even more disturbing, they 
allowed social security to borrow money from banks with government 
guarantee. Chapters 5 and 6 therefore show the development of these 
areas and begin to explain the implementation of weak or ineffective 
policy in the early years of the republic, which have had chronic effects 
on social welfare in northern Cyprus.

One of the most significant yet unanticipated outcomes of the 1974 
division was the transfer of the ‘spoils of war’ (called ‘ganimet’ in  local 
language). With particular consequence for tourism, industrial and agri-
cultural sectors, abandoned real estate and capital equipment was appro-
priated into the new regime in the north. Although as ‘spoils of war’ such 
assets did not belong to 60,000 Turkish Cypriots who had been forcibly 
transferred from the south, the newly established northern authorities 
did not hesitate to utilize these assets to help with economic develop-
ment. That being said, the opportunities were not exploited in the most 
efficient manner, and sudden acquisition of a range of capital assets soon 
became burden rather than an advantage, as discussed in Chap. 7. The 
newly formed so-called state economic enterprises (SEE) were enterprises 
that were co-owned by Turkish Cypriot public authorities and enterprises 
from Turkey, and they were supposed to be managed independently from 
the political influence. However, these enterprises had been from the out-
set major victims of political interference. The high-level managers with-
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out any prior experience in the related sector at these enterprises were 
appointed by either the Turkish partners or the incumbent governments 
in northern Cyprus. Not only that, the board of governors of these enter-
prises have employed many incompetent and unnecessary workers in 
exchange for votes. Although the budgets of these enterprises were sup-
posed to be under their own control, central governments have meddled 
and used the revenues to transfer to central budget for other purposes. 
For example, there was no electricity supplied by northern administra-
tion until 1994 (electricity was ‘purchased’ from south), but the electric-
ity board collected fees from the public regardless. What has happened to 
all that money is uncertain, and this board started borrowing money 
from banks (with state guaranteed bonds) immediately after they estab-
lished their own power plants to pay for gasoline. The historical develop-
ment of some of the SEEs and their poor management by governments 
in the north will be analysed in Chap. 7, and the failure rather than 
potential success of these key enterprises will be explained.

Most of the developed economies in the world owe their economic 
development to the success of private sector with government as a vital 
supporting, complementing and enforcing agency (see Mazzucato). The 
private sector in northern Cyprus did not develop professionally until the 
early 2000s. Most of the private sector businesses consisted of small- to 
medium-sized enterprises and were operated by the young retirees from 
the civil services or managed by civil servants as a second job. After the 
collapse of SEEs in the middle of 1990s, some entrepreneurs used the 
opportunity to fill this gap, but they needed favours from government. 
The agriculture and tourism sectors had survived through government 
subsidies with the justification that these industries had to be ‘protected’ 
until they develop substantially. But the subsidies were merely used for 
clientelistic purposes without any economic rationale, and there were 
only a handful of beneficiaries in those respective sectors. So these and 
the development and other major sectors of the economy will be exam-
ined in Chap. 8.

The final chapter of the book has two separate subsections. In this 
concluding chapter, in mirror image of the Introduction, I revert from 
the voice of an academic economist to the tone of a frustrated Turkish 
Cypriot. First I will discuss the responsible parties, in my mind, for dis-
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cordant state practices in northern Cyprus. It has been suggested many 
times that the politicians are the major contributors of the discordance, 
but do they deserve all the blame? In my view, the people of northern 
Cyprus including labour unions, civil society associations and the media 
are all culpable. Nor should one forget Turkey which never allowed north 
to develop into a fully independent state and continued to exercise a 
deepening authority on the north through various means. Finally, in the 
last subsection, the future status quo of the island—since there is no new 
dynamic foreseeable—especially in light of the most recent general elec-
tions in 2018 will be examined. It is not the ‘Cyprus problem’ that con-
tributed to the lack of economic development of the north. It is those 
actors that I have already mentioned. The most recent developments both 
in local government and in Turkey have only worsened matters, not only 
for Turkish Cypriots but also for anyone dreaming of a unified Cyprus.

But before detailing the discordant history of northern Cyprus in the 
post-1974 period, let’s offer a historical sketch of earlier periods.

 A Brief History of Pre-1974 Cyprus

Insofar as the focus of this book is to set out and examine the recent eco-
nomic history of northern Cyprus, nevertheless an outline of general his-
tory of the whole island of Cyprus is necessary to contextualize that focus. 
As already indicated, there are plenty of scholarly analysis of the major 
moments and periods of Cyprus’ history, and these are in almost all fields 
from archaeology to anthropology, from ecology to imperialism, from 
politics to peace-keeping. Therefore, for current purposes, no compre-
hensive historical survey is attempted, but instead an outline is presented 
of the events that led to the de facto division of Cyprus. It is this context 
which is crucial and pertinent to make sense of the subsequent economic 
history and economic policy analysis of northern Cyprus, and therefore 
the following historical outline addresses the formation and rise of the 
political-economic structures in northern Cyprus and gives an idea of the 
emergence and backstory to Turkish Cypriot administration. Those inter-
ested in detailed analysis are referred to the sources cited earlier, as well as 
in this sketch.
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The island of Cyprus has been colonized by many civilizations through-
out history. The widespread availability of copper on the island had 
sparked interest of merchants as early as 2000  BCE.5 The geographic 
close location of the island to North Africa, Middle East and Europe 
contributed to its early commercial crossroads status. Human habita-
tion in any case had dated back to the Palaeolithic era, and the island of 
Cyprus had been host to or target of numerous orders from the 
Mycenaean (c. 1500  BCE), Assyrian, Hellenic, Egyptian and Persian 
civilizations; to the Roman (58 BCE–395 CE), Byzantine-Caliph con-
dominium (395–867), Byzantium (867–1192  CE) and Venetian 
(1489–1570) empires; the imperial houses of the Lusignans (1192 and 
1489) and Ottomans (1571–1871); and the British Colonial Empire 
(1878/1914–1960), have all had a presence on the island. Having been 
occupied by so many different civilizations, the island has syncretized 
many different cultures and traditions. The current occupants of Cyprus 
mainly identify and consist of Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots.6 
‘Identification’ and hence proper labelling or naming has been central 
to the island’s politics, particularly over the last half century and more. 
Thus, the conventional view—but by no means universally accepted 
and often criticized—is that Greek Cypriots on the island are believed to 
have been descendants of Achaean and Mycenaean Greek settlers c. 
1500 BC.7 Turkish Cypriots on the other hand have their roots in the 
Ottoman Empire when many people from Anatolia were transferred to 
the island upon the Ottoman conquest in 1571. In this fashion, those 
labellings and dates are used by many during the often bitter arguments 
on ‘who was on the island first’ discussions resulting in bogus but 
extremely powerful utis possidetis (or ‘permanent belonging’) claims.

The ethnic identity of the current inhabitants is actually ambiguous. 
Although they are referred to as Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots, 
more appropriate criteria of classification might be as Muslim Cypriots 
and Orthodox Christian Cypriots. The roots of Greek Cypriots on the 
island go back to Mycenaean Greek settlers who lived alongside the 
Eteocypriots (indigenous inhabitants).8 Since then many different civili-
zations have been on the island, and the descendants of these early Greek 
settlers have also lived alongside numerous ethnic groups. Similarly, in 
the conventional view, Turkish Cypriots are descendants of people who 
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were sent to the island from Anatolia (who were mainly poor villagers9 
and likely to be from different ethnic backgrounds) after the Ottoman 
invasion of 1571 whose descendants also lived alongside Orthodox 
Christian inhabitants of the island for 300 years under the Ottoman rule 
and another 80 years under British rule. Under these circumstances it 
should be difficult to claim a Greek or a Turkish identity (especially not-
ing that the modern Greek state, itself a creation of British imperialism, 
came into being in 1830 and the multinational, multilinguistic, multire-
ligious Ottoman Empire was reduced into the monoethnic, monolin-
guistic, secular Republic of Turkey in 1923). In fact, both Greek Cypriots 
and Turkish Cypriots today are divided in terms of how they see their 
ethnic orientation. On the one hand, there are individuals who associate 
themselves with their so-called motherlands of Greece and Turkey and 
see themselves purely as ethnic descendants of their respective countries’ 
ethnic heritage. On the other hand, there are some people (probably a 
minority) on both sides who see themselves as ‘Cypriots’ first and fore-
most who happen to belong loosely or strongly to Islam or Orthodox 
denominations.

Did the tension between Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots begin 
during Ottoman rule of the island? Ottoman rule on the island allowed 
Orthodox Christianity to flourish, whereas previous Lusignan and 
Venetian rulers had suppressed Islam. The new inhabitants of Cyprus 
(Muslims brought from Ottoman territories) were populated on the 
properties of those left behind by feudal-aristocracy of the Lusignans (a 
France-originating dynasty) and republican Venetians.10 According to a 
survey in 1832, about 37% of the villages were ‘mixed’, where Muslim 
Cypriots and Orthodox Cypriots were living together.11 The Ottoman 
regime effectively cared only about taxation and timely payment of taxes 
and were indifferent to ethnic or religious origin although Muslims were 
taxed at a lower rate than the millet Orthodox and Roman Catholics 
(who were, in turn, exempt from other obligations to the state, e.g., mili-
tary service). The poor segment of the general public, whether Muslim or 
Orthodox, suffered taxation and pressure from the aristocracies which 
included Ottoman rulers and Orthodox church. In fact, there were upris-
ings jointly organized by Muslim and Orthodox leaders during the 
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Ottoman rule on the island, as was the case across all Ottoman and other 
imperial territories.12

The first tensions between emergent ethnic identities in the modern 
period can be traced to the period in which Cyprus passed from Ottoman 
to British control (1878), itself the result of the British demand for com-
pensation for the latter’s support for the Ottoman Empire against impe-
rial Russia. The deal in which the Ottomans placed Cyprus under the 
administration of the British for the express purpose of allowing Britain 
to receive the full tax revenue extractable from Cyprus that had previ-
ously been farmed for the Ottoman treasury had initially been welcomed 
by Greek-speaking Orthodox church-led political order on the island. 
Archbishop Sophoronios, for example, declared to the British at the time 
that he ‘hope[d] that Great Britain will help for unification of the island 
with the motherland Greece’13 as Britain had done and was continuing to 
do with respect to other Greek Orthodox territories. However, the new 
British administration had other plans. They taxed the general public 
heavily to raise money otherwise owed by the Ottomans and, given the 
terms of the original Ottoman-British agreement, had little incentive to 
invest in the economic development of the island. According to a survey 
in 1881, the total population of the island was 185,630 where 25% and 
74% of them were categorized as, respectively, Muslims and Greek 
Orthodox (Kızılyürek 2001, p. 34).14 The same survey also revealed that 
5.4% of Muslims spoke Greek which may reflect the degree of religious 
conversions in order to benefit from lower taxes during Ottoman rule.

The particular roots of Greek nationalism in Cyprus can be traced to 
several key moments. When there was an uprising by the Greeks under 
Ottoman territories, Küçük Mehmet Pasha (the Ottoman administrator 
of Cyprus at the time) ordered the public execution of the Archbishop 
and three priests despite the fact that the Archbishop at the time 
announced that he would not support the uprising in Cyprus but only 
contribute financially.15 After Greece’s independence in 1827, there was a 
new ideology of the Megali Idea which basically aimed at uniting all the 
Greek-speaking Orthodox people of the region under one state. This 
quickly spread among the higher social echelon of Greek Cypriots, but 
the Ottoman authorities frustrated all such attempts on the island. When 
the island became part of the British Empire officially in March 1925 
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(after the Republic of Turkey formally gave up all claims on Cyprus under 
the terms of the Treaty of Lausanne), Britain continued her practices on 
the island without giving any hope of enosis (unification of Cyprus with 
Greece) to the Greek Cypriots. When the British authorities on the island 
overruled in 1931 the only representative legislative institution in the 
island regarding a tax bill, riots broke out that led to the British governor 
enforcing emergency regulations.16 It was after this period that Greek 
Cypriots started to organize more systematically against British rule.

There was also unrest among some Turkish Cypriots such as Dr Fazıl 
Küçük who was very unhappy with the measures of British after 1931 
riots.17 Dr Küçük was complaining that the British had started treating 
Turkish Cypriots very badly, and the people who were supposed to pro-
tect the rights of the Turkish Cypriot community (the leader of Evkaf, Sir 
Münir) sided with the British and hence made him useless. Küçük 
claimed that he was labelled as ‘anti-British’ but that did not stop him 
from applying to run a newspaper (Halkin Sesi) after receiving encour-
agement from Turkish Counsel Recep Yazgan in 1942. The first issue of 
the newspaper on March 1942 listed its principles as ‘to protect the rights 
of Turkish community’, ‘to be independent’, ‘to fight against colonial rule 
and Greek aims’, ‘to uphold the love for and attachment to the 
Motherland’, and ‘to support the cultural activities in the nation’. They 
also listed the main topics as ‘unconditional return of schools and Evkaf 
back to Turkish community’, the ‘creation of Muftuluk’, and ‘the laws 
regarding Islam, custody and inheritance should be similar to the ones 
practiced by the courts in Motherland’. So, it was obvious that Küçük 
had declared his loyalty to the Motherland, that is, Turkey, and he began 
to start bring the idea of self-determination of Turkish Cypriots to life.

Armed uprisings on the island date back to 1955. Some nationalist 
Greek Cypriots organized themselves into a militia organization called 
EOKA (the National Organization of Cypriot Fighters) to fight against 
British authorities on the island in order to achieve enosis. On 1 April 
1955 several administrative buildings were bombed. EOKA leaders made 
an attempt to inform Turkish Cypriots that the violent action was not 
targeted towards them but to Britain only. Obviously Turkish Cypriots 
did not welcome this uprising since the ultimate goal of EOKA remained 
union with Greece. British authorities, in turn, used this opportunity to 
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draw Turkish Cypriots closer to the colonial government, employing 
more and more Turkish Cypriots in the police force and set up a special 
unit composed entirely of Turkish Cypriots to fight against EOKA. It was 
in this year that Dr Fazıl Küçük was allowed by the British to form a 
political party (although he had been labelled as ‘anti-British’ two decades 
earlier) and Turkish Cypriots formed an underground militia group called 
Volkan whose activities were left unpunished by the British authorities.18 
It was also during this time that Britain ‘consciously and without any 
such scruples drew mainland Turkey into Cypriot affairs’.19 These actions 
and re-actions laid the basis of the growing bi-communal conflict of the 
island, but historians agree that there was no major conflict between 
Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots before 1955. Many cite the begin-
ning of EOKA struggle against the British and the corresponding inclu-
sion of Turkish Cypriots to the other side of the uprising as the start of 
the conflict. Certainly, there were several incidents where Turkish Cypriot 
police officers were killed by EOKA members, not because of their eth-
nicity, but because they represented the colonial police force. For every 
Turkish Cypriot killed, Volkan responded by vandalism or other means. 
It was in this context that Rauf Denktaş, a British trained lawyer working 
as a crown prosecutor and a member of the Turkish Affairs Committee, 
emerged alongside Dr Fazıl Küçük as leaders of the Turkish Cypriot com-
munity. Even before the events in 1955, he started writing in Halkin Sesi 
newspaper and promoting the idea of self-determination. As time passed, 
Denktaş thought that Volkan, led by Küçük, was ‘reactionary’ instead of 
‘proactive’. He also wanted more involvement of Turkey in the domestic 
matters and continually promoted the idea of taksim (separation, or the 
ethno-nationalist division of the island). Finally, on 27 July 1957, the 
idea of the Turkish Resistance Movement (Türk Mukavemet Teşkilatı, 
TMT) surfaced, and military personnel from Turkey was sent to lead the 
movement on 1 August 1958.

Between July 1957 and August 1958, the TMT was led by Rauf 
Denktaş, Burhan Nalbantoğlu (a Turkish Cypriot doctor) and Kemal 
Tanrisevdi (administrative attaché to the Turkish consulate in Nicosia). It 
is said that these three did find Volkan too soft and did not approve of 
Küçük’s leadership.20 The same source also claims that there were some 
violent incidents (so-called false flag operations) planned by TMT during 
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this period aimed at Turkish Cypriots in order to manipulate them to 
fight against EOKA for ‘self-protection’.21 It was also during this period 
that some Turkish Cypriots who were members of ethnically MIXED 
labour organizations and supported the idea of unified Cyprus were also 
murdered. Although the evidence that these people were murdered by 
TMT is arguable, the two prominent newspapers Halkin Sesi and Bozkurt 
gave the news of these murders with apathy.22 Regardless, Turkish Cypriot 
leadership made it clear that they would push for separation in the 
years to come.

The clash between EOKA and TMT continued between 1955 and 
1960. Both groups were responsible for the death of many Greek Cypriots 
and Turkish Cypriots as well as British soldiers. What is more interesting 
is both groups killed members of their respective ethnic groups. So, this 
was not an ethnic conflict, but it was a political conflict over sovereign 
power expressed as enosis or taksim. Is it plausible that EOKA would have 
stopped its campaign if they had been successful against the British? And 
how would they have treated the minority Turkish Cypriots once they 
have achieved enosis? Or did Turkish Cypriots have no intention of 
engaging in intercommunal conflict and naïvely fell into the trap of 
British plans? How would Turkey have reacted to the situation of their 
Muslim brothers/sisters being treated like a minority on the island? Or 
maybe more importantly, losing authority over a territory that some 
thought to be geo-strategically important? It is hard to provide answers to 
these, but what is clear is that after this initial period of politically directed 
intercommunal conflict, there was no turning back.

Meanwhile there was the growing realization in Britain, especially in 
the context of the post-Suez crisis of imperial governance, that the 
domestic uprising in Cyprus would only worsen unless a political solu-
tion was secured. Prime Minister Macmillan organized a tripartite 
(Greece, Turkey and Britain) conference to discuss his proposals for 
the internal self- government of Cyprus, although creating a lot of 
opposition among Greek Cypriots since it officially brought Turkey 
into Cyprus politics. After Archbishop Makarios, ethnarch, political 
leader and figurehead for the independence of Cyprus, opposed the 
Macmillan proposals, he was sent into exile in 1956 by the British, 
inadvertently allowing Colonel George Grivas, a former Greek army 
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general, founder of EOKA and Cyprus-born fascist to become the effec-
tive head of the enosis movement.23

Whatever the effects of EOKA’s armed struggle, the British brought 
Makarios out of exile and convened a series of meetings in Zurich and 
London to negotiate Cyprus’ independence and thereby frustrate both 
enosis and taksim. To get out of the domestic problems, Britain along with 
other allies administered the formation of the Republic of Cyprus in 
1960. This republic was to be governed by both Turkish Cypriots and 
Greek Cypriots, and Britain would retain two sovereign military bases 
(equivalent to 2.8% of the area of the island). Turkey and Greece (along 
with Britain) were named as the guarantors of the new republic. Killings 
of innocent people who supported the new Republic continued during 
this period.24 It was obvious that extremists on both sides were not going 
to settle down, but this was no longer the problem for the British as they 
had already secured sovereign space on the island. When Archbishop 
Makarios proposed amendments to the constitution in 1963 which 
would have reduced the power of Turkish Cypriots, the latter group 
opposed and bi-communal conflict resumed. Immediately Turkish 
Cypriots withdrew from the administrative duties and did not subse-
quently return. The UN Security Council Resolution 186 (4 March 
1964) paved the way to the establishment of United Nations Peacekeeping 
Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP), which has been present on the island ever 
since, and effectively recognized the Greek Cypriots as the ‘government 
of Cyprus’.

Although with the independence of Cyprus in 1960 there was some-
what more formal political representation of Turkish Cypriots in govern-
mental bodies, their economic representation was not very prominent. 
Turkish Cypriots made up 17.9% of the population in 1962, and most of 
those were living in rural areas. In terms of the monetary value of the land 
and real estate, Turkish Cypriots controlled, respectively, 13.3% and 
17.5%.25 Greek Cypriots also had the largest share (81.7%) of agricul-
tural land and businesses (more than 90%) as of 1962.26 But it is not 
known if these numbers include the holdings of the church and Evkaf 
(religious pious organization of Turkish Cypriots). Given that Turkish 
Cypriots consumed only 6.1% of electricity in 1963, it can be said that 
either they were living in areas with limited access to electricity (mainly 
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villages) or they had more crowded residential units. The contribution of 
Turkish Cypriots to GNP was 7.5% which is a lot lower than their 17.9% 
population ratio.

After the events in December 1963, Turkish Cypriots were never offi-
cially represented within governmental bodies of the Republic of Cyprus. 
The civil servants working in the Republic of Cyprus had left despite 
objections from Turkey.27 A third of Turkish Cypriots (including 
25,000–30,000 internally displaced from 90 plus villages) was forced to 
live in increasingly isolated enclaves (about 2–3% of Cyprus) with mini-
mal and controlled contact with each other, and the rest continued to live 
under the Republic of Cyprus controlled territories.28 The sea and air-
ports were also under the control of Greek Cypriots which meant that 
Turkish Cypriots were not able to get out of the island if they wished. 
Although the enclaves were technically under the control of Turkish 
Cypriot leadership which consisted of 13-member General Committee 
under the leadership of ‘Vice-President’ Dr Küçük and the now- notorious 
Rauf Denktaş,29 the enclaves were all scattered around the island which 
diminished the possibility of effective communication. However, the real 
control of the Committee was with the Turkish commanders in TMT, 
and they were further divided among themselves as those who favoured 
and those against Dr Küçük.30 Despite all of this disunity and fragility, 
Turkish Cypriots had to find ways to continue surviving.

A typical day in the enclaves consisted of working in the farmland dur-
ing the day and keeping guard at night. In an enclave where my parents 
were living, they told me that they formed their own self-sustained com-
munity where people assisted each other in order to survive. My uncle 
who was 15 at the time says that the weapon he was given during day 
watch was almost as tall as he was at the time. When the youngsters were 
on military duty during the day, the adults were resting and attending the 
fields. They also established ‘schools’ where an educated villager or in 
some cases a senior university student provided basic education. In some 
areas, proper teachers were assigned by the Central Committee, but not 
all of the enclaves were as lucky. It is thus not difficult to imagine the level 
of education the people living in the enclaves received during that time. 
When the tensions were partially alleviated in 1968 and embargos on the 
enclaves were lifted, a pool of young adults with limited formal education 
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were suddenly given quotas to be educated in many Turkish universities 
for free, and they were also given significant stipends. Some people took 
this opportunity, and by 1974 there was a pool of engineers, architects 
and medical doctors who graduated from prestigious universities in 
Turkey. These individuals later had the opportunity to form the founda-
tions of Turkish Cypriot government on the island.

For several years intercommunal violence continued especially in rural 
regions. Finally, in 1968, Turkish Cypriots declared Otonom Kıbrıs Türk 
Yönetimi (Autonomous Turkish Cypriot Administration, OKTY) within 
the Republic of Cyprus and attempted to administer their own affairs in 
a more structured framework. Turkish Cypriots even held elections for 
‘vice presidency’ of the Republic of Cyprus which simply implied the 
president of the autonomous state. Although there was another candidate 
(Mehmet Zeka), he backed out due to pressure from Turkey, and Dr 
Küçük became the vice-president again. However, Küçük’s leadership of 
Turkish Cypriots ended in 1973 when he was replaced in elections by 
Denktaş.31 In other words, the Turkish Cypriot leadership was simply 
dictated by Turkey. Turkish aid to the island increased during the 
1967–1973 period.

The conflict between the two communities reached a climax in the 
summer of 1974, but not because of increased tensions between Greek 
Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots. Paradoxically the division of the island 
and the definitive separation of the two principal communities arose 
because of the ultimately failed coup attempt within the Greek Cypriot 
community. Receiving support from the ruling fascist colonels in Athens, 
Grivas’ successor as head of ‘EOKA B’—the post-independence militant 
enosis movement—Nikos Sampson, staged a military coup against 
Makarios on 15 July 1974. Shortly after Makarios’ plea to the UN 
Security Council for the restoration of (an already broken) constitutional 
order, Turkish armed forces intervened in Cyprus, landing on 20 July 
1974, invoking as justification for the intervention the obligations upon 
the Republic of Turkey expressed in the Treaty of Guarantee. Whilst 
Greek Cypriots fought against the coup attempt, Turkish nationalists saw 
this clear collusion between enosis-driven Greek Cypriots and Greek 
nationalists in Athens as an opportunity to partition the island and secure 
their ambition of taksim. Significant fighting took place between the 
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Turkish troops supported by the local Turkish Cypriot militia on the one 
hand and the Greek Cypriot army on the other hand. A second wave after 
15 August of Turkish troops consolidated the Turkish military presence 
on the island, securing its presence to 37% of the northern part of the 
island and instituting the forced population transfer. This intervention 
marked the beginning of de facto geo-political division of the island and 
the definitive separation of the two principal ethnic communities.

Notwithstanding its lack of legitimacy under international law, the 
Turkish Cypriot community emerged into a distinct, albeit disputed, 
polity with its own institutions and taking its precarious place in the 
world order. Since then numerous rounds of negotiations by the leaders 
of both communities, most under the good offices of the secretary- general 
of the United Nations, have taken place to ‘re-unite’ the island, or solve 
the ‘Cyprus problem’ as it is commonly referred. As yet, to no avail. 
However, these dense, continuous and arcane peace talks are not the sub-
ject of this book and will be referred in passing only where they bear 
directly on the evolution of the political-economic institutions, policies 
and processes of the north. Thus, some of the turning points during the 
negotiations have shaped the evolution of Turkish Cypriot administra-
tions, whilst at the same time constituted opportunities to further 
strengthen domestic dominance by politicians through torpil or rentier-
ism. If there is ever a hope for a unified island, these developments must 
be understood properly. This is the tale of a community which had plenty 
of opportunity to become an economically and socially highly developed 
nation but was hindered by individualism and self-indulgence contrary 
to the nationalistic visions that once led to the separation.

Notes

1. One reviewer noted that ‘TRNC does not represent the entire Cyprus, 
so you need to include Republic of Cyprus data as well’ whereas another 
one complained that ‘since TRNC is not a recognized state, its data can-
not be used for academic purposes’.

2. Besim et al. (2018).
3. Gokcekus and Sonan (2018).
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4. Hoffmeister, F. (2006) talks in detail about the legal aspects of those 
agreements and the Cyprus problem in general.

5. Kızılyürek (2001), p. 11.
6. There are also other minority ethnic groups such as Maronites.
7. Ker-Lindsay (2011), p. 2.
8. Ibid.
9. Kızılyürek (2001), p. 18. The same source also indicates that over the 

300  years of Ottoman rule in Cyprus, there has been 46,000 Turks 
forced migrated to the island.

10. Ibid., p. 18.
11. The statistics are taken from Kızılyürek (2001), p.  20. Although 

Kızılyürek (2001) claims high level of interaction and no major conflict 
between the two groups, Ker-Lindsay (2011) claims ‘little direct contact 
in day-to-day life’ (p. 13).

12. Kızılyürek (2001) cites five such uprisings in 1665, 1764, 1765, 1830 
and 1833 (p. 25, cited from Heide Ulrich (1980)).

13. Zenon, Stavrinides (1999) cited in Kızılyürek (2001), p. 33.
14. The rest were under ‘others’.
15. Kızılyürek (2016), p. 20.
16. Michael (2009), pp. 16–17.
17. Küçük (2010).
18. Hitchens (1997), pp. 45–46.
19. Ibid., p. 45.
20. Kızılyürek (2016), p. 154.
21. Ibid., Chapter 5.
22. The news focused on the fact that the deceased were ‘communists’, and 

surprisingly they did not blame EOKA.  Kızılyürek (2016) gives a 
detailed analysis of these.

23. Grivas was known for his brutal tactics in EOKA which were not 
approved by Makarios. In fact, when several Greek Cypriots were mur-
dered in January 1958 by EOKA, Greek Consul in Cyprus and AKEL 
protested heavily and Makarios wrote a letter to Greece. Grivas’ response 
was that those murdered were traitors and accused AKEL for treachery 
(Drousiotis 2009).

24. Two Turkish Cypriot pro-unified Cyprus journalists (Ayhan Hikmet and 
Ahmet M.  Gurkan) were murdered on April 1962. They were killed 
right before they were going to announce the names of the perpetrators 
of mosque bombings earlier that year. Since they were against both tak-
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sim and enosis, both EOKA and TMT blamed the other side. Dervis 
A. Kazaoglu, an active member of ethnically MIXED labour organiza-
tion PEO and strong believer of unified Cyprus, was murdered in 1965.

25. Kızılyürek (2001). Table 1, p. 63 (source cited from Wenturis, Nikolaus 
I. (1970), p. 91).

26. Ibid.
27. Kızılyürek (2016), p. 399.
28. Ibid.
29. Denktaş was banned by the Greek Cypriot House of Representatives 

after his speech at the United Nations before the acceptance of Resolution 
186. He lived in Turkey between 1964 and 1968.

30. Ibid., pp. 400–401.
31. Dr Küçük’s popularity in Ankara was declining at this time. Another 

candidate Ahmet Mithat Berberoğlu emerged for these elections, but he 
was also ‘warned’ by Turkish authorities, and he withdrew from the elec-
tions one day before it was held. Ankara had no doubt that Denktaş 
should be the ‘head’ of Turkish Cypriots (Kızılyürek 2016; part 10).
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