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Abstract

This article discusses the dynamics of ‘crossings’ by Cypriot citizens across the Green Line from a social-psychological and reconciliation perspective. I present individual stories of crossing the divide and meeting the Other after almost thirty years of mutual quarantine on both sides of the island in order to illustrate the Cypriot experience.   In ethno-national conflicts and in divided societies, maintaining contact across ethnic, religious, or geographical barriers is  paramount for two significant reasons: firstly, it helps soften stereotypes and misperceptions and gradually complicates the “enemy image;” and  secondly, without institutional support these contacts can reconfirm old stereotypes or misperceptions (Allport 1954) or make very little difference. The opportunity to cross the Green Line and establish contacts between the two communities has been given to Cypriots since April 2003 and has been welcomed by the European Union and the international community. In this article I argue that whereas these contacts and new narratives form part of the public reconciliation process and constitute an element of informal peace education, by themselves they are not adequate processes unless the decision-making levels both legitimate these processes and also provide institutional infrastructures. I define reconciliation as the capacity to reach to the Other, feel empathy for the Other’s  suffering and, engage in shared social and political activities and so challenge the bipolarity of “us and them”. The challenge remains of how to incorporate these “new realities and stories” in the information that makes up the master narrative. To do this it would entail the official engagement in a new dialogue about history making which includes the Other. 

‘I Grow in Different Ways Every Time I Cross’
 Multiple Stories, the Crossings as Part of Citizens’ Reconciliation Efforts in Cyprus?
Introduction

“A day after our Easter in 2003 I crossed to the other side and visited my house in Lapythos. The Turkish Cypriot woman who has been living in my house invited us in and offered us coffee and not only that, she asked us to stay for lunch. I was emotionally drained. I almost collapsed. Looking at the house I felt so sad: they had not even put a brush of paint on it. It looked so aged. Our orchard was dry, not a drop of water on the trees. They had sold it to some foreign couple to build a villa. How could I bear it? I left feeling sick and weak… could not stand on my own legs…”
(Eleni, Greek Cypriot refugee, 2006)

       I heard the above experience in a doctor’s waiting room where the woman speaking, Eleni, had met another refugee from the nearby village Karavas who recalled: “I , too, crossed but only once and went to my village. The people in my house were nice and clean but my pain was so big, my heart started beating fast and my daughter had to carry me to the car and  decided not to go again. The village looked different…I called out my neighbors’ names but they were not there...”
        What struck me, as I listened to these women was that their refugee story has changed since the opening of the Line /the Border on April 23, 2003 : they now  include the presence of the Other who has been inhabiting the landscape and homes of their memories. These “visits” have a striking physical impact  on their bodies and invoke an unparalleled  intensity of feelings as they personalize their house which was not cared for (not a brush of paint on it). They also become aware of  the break up of their neighborhood and the community (I called out the names of my neighbors but they were not there). This is a new realization that even if they went back to the village, the community would not be the same as they knew it thirty-three years ago. It   constitutes a new reality to grabble with.
           Despite the pain, however, both women saw the humanity and kindness in the Turkish Cypriots who have been living in their houses for many years despite the pain and anger. The Cypriots who I have talked to and have ‘crossed’ all talked about the coffee drinking-coffee in Cyprus is a symbol both of welcome but also of consolation after a sad event, such as a loss or death as well as a ritual or re-acquaintance and connection. 
       This element of mutual humanization –the other acquires a face and a name-despite the pain, is indeed part of the reconciliation processes that thousands of Cypriots- Greek, Turkish, Armenian, Maronite, Latin and others- have experienced in the last four years. Statistics inform us that the first six months (April to October 2003) about one and a half million Greek Cypriots crossed to the North and 700,000 Turkish Cypriots to the South. The United Nations office in Cyprus estimated that a total of nine million people have crossed in the last three years. If we were to merely to base our analysis on these mere statistics one would have concluded that ‘reconciliation’ has been, to some extent, achieved at the grass root level since no violent incidents have occurred. However, this has not been the case.

        Many who crossed and saw their old homes and properties returned with new re-constructed memories, experiences, stories and feelings. The past was recalled and re-lived by those who owned the houses and properties and those who listened to the memories of the past owners in their current experience. Both felt embodied in a  past and desired a future different from the present which sits on the past. But neither dared clearly articulate as yet this future and how it is to be imagined. Some felt, after a few trips, that it was time to “say goodbye” to what used to be theirs but felt it was no longer so, since they have constructed “new attachments” on the other side. (Papadakis, 2005) Some analysts, international journalists and academics spoke about a new history being made in the early days of the crossings which connected people who were former “enemies” or invisible, nameless ‘others’. The young generation which had learned only mediated information about the “other side, the fearful other”, has been given the opportunity to experience the Other and the “occupied lands”.  Often the young became the witnesses of their parents’ narratives and recollection of their past which was kept alive through inter-generational family stories.

The paper is structured as follows: I will start with a general discussion on reconciliation followed by an analysis of the stories and experiences of Cypriots- Greek, Turkish, Armenian, Maronite and Latin- when crossing  the Line.. The data come from interviews I  conducted from 2003 until now. What are the implications from these findings regarding the reconciliation processes in general?  I contend that these contacts by themselves are not a sufficient dynamic unless they are supported institutionally and legitimated at the macro level. I conclude with some policy recommendations regarding the inclusion of these realities in the master narrative. 
The Opening of the Green Line
       The Line that splits the island into two is about 112 miles long. This Line carries different names according to one’s positioning in politics, ideology and history. It is referred to as the green line, -as it was first called in 1963 after the first interethnic violence-the ceasefire line, the dead zone, the demarcation line, the partitioning line, the Attila line, the no-man’s land or the border, designations  after the 1974 events (Hadjipavlou 2006, Cockburn 2004). Parts of the Line have been partially opened on April 23, 2003, in five sites –three in the Nicosia district, one in the Famagusta area, and one in Larnaca. 

       Prior to the opening, the UN Secretary General, Kofi Annan, had submitted in 2002 a Plan for a comprehensive settlement of the Cyprus problem to the leaders of the two communities. This latest initiative was defeated in a referendum whereby the Greek Cypriots voted by 76 %  ‘No’ to the Plan and 67% of the Turkish Cypriots voted ‘Yes’ supporting reunification and entry to the European Union of the whole of the island.  A week later, May 1, 2004 the Republic of Cyprus became a member of the European Union.  This marked a new turning point in the recent history of Cyprus. Some Greek Cypriot politicians referred to the ‘Europeanization’ of the conflict. The EU has always supported the UN efforts for a lasting settlement which would guarantee the basic needs, civil, political and cultural rights of all the Cypriot  citizens (Bryant 2004a, 2004b, Tocci 2004, Joseph 1997).  
        Before to the referenda there occurred many changes in the Turkish Cypriot community, namely massive mobilization and public demonstrations led by the left and the center-left , the youth and NGOs,  all supporting a change of leadership and  of  the status quo. This “revolution from below” led the military and the Turkish Cypriot leadership to open some ‘gates’ across the Green Line with the subsequent “crossings”. There followed a change in leadership. Mr. Mehmet Talat  from the  Turkish Republican Party, succeeded Mr. Rauf Denktash, as the leader of the community. Thus the pro solution forces came to power in the North. In the Greek Cypriot side Tassos Papadopoulos from the center-right became the president backed by the communist party AKEL and the socialist party, EDEK. He promoted the view that the Annan Plan was pro Turkish, and that it did not respond to the Greek Cypriots’ need for security and implementation of  their full human rights. In his view accepting the plan would have meant the dissolution of the Cyprus Republic without any guarantee that the agreement could have been implemented, given Turkey’s untrustworthiness. These different and competing interpretations of the Plan became manifest in the referenda results on April 24, 2004. 
       Despite the “crossings” which helped, as I will argue below, smooth out many old stereotypes and misperceptions while at the same time creating new and different ones, the post referenda climate was one of renewed mistrust and feelings of betrayal especially among the Turkish Cypriot left (Republican Turkish Party PRT) who expected the Greek Cypriot left (AKEL) to vote ‘yes’ to the Plan .
        The adversarial discourse at the official levels created frustration among the pro solution people in both communities as well as weakening of engagement in the rapprochement  and reconciliation work. The international community and the European Union were taken aback by the Greek Cypriot negative vote. The international attention then focused on how to help the Turkish Cypriots get out of their political and economic isolation and did not give enough attention to the fact that a change of leadership in the Greek Cypriot community meant a different philosophy and understanding of the solution from the previous Clerides administration. There followed a period of frustration, lack of  trust and  the reinforcement of the attitude  ‘the Greeks do not wants us” or ‘the turks do not understand us’ attitude on the Greek Cypriot side. Thus the conflict culture re-emerged with the consequences still prevailing nowadays.

             The latest UN initiative was a meeting between the leaders of the two communities under the UN auspices in July 8, 2006 in which both leaders agreed to the establishment of technical committees to discuss both day-today issues and of substance. No  progress has yet been achieved and the impasse at the macro level continues apart from the EU initiative to transfer the 230 million Euros as aid to the Turkish Cypriot community. Much of this aid will go to building infrastructures, institutional support and bicommunal reconciliation projects. 
Reconciliation –the Concept, the Goal and the Process
       There is no handy roadmap to reconciliation. There is no short cut or simple prescription for healing the wounds and divisions of a society in the aftermath of sustained violence. Creating trust and understanding between former enemies is an extremely difficult challenge. It is, however, an essential one to address in the process of building a lasting peace. Examining the painful past, acknowledging it and understanding it, and above all transcending it together is the best way to guarantee that it does not-and cannot-happen again. (Tutu, 2003)
       Desmond Tutu of South Africa in the above quote highlights the importance of coming to terms with the painful past as a goal to guarantee that it will not happen again. This is of particular importance in the case of deep-rooted and protracted conflicts like the Cyprus one (Bar-Tal 2000, Burton, 1990, Azar, 1985). Key concepts here are “acknowledgement, understanding and transcending” the past together. All three processes are complex and involve acts of willingness, courage and risk. Both the leadership and civil organizations can play a crucial role in such processes as it did in South Africa, Northern Ireland, Rwanda, East Timor and elsewhere.     
       The issue of reconciliation in conflict societies needs to be understood both in the pre-and-post solution period. In Cyprus the efforts for a solution at the macro level have created, as mentioned earlier, a further polarization as this was expressed during and after the referenda without any mention of reconciliation, or of coming to terms with the painful past.. 

       If we accept that much of the hatred, fears, negative stereotyping, misperceptions, competing interpretations of historical events, contested identities and ambiguities, victimhood, silencing of the other and enemy images are part of the conflict culture in Cyprus and are constructed and thus learned and often reproduced and transferred inter-generationally in formal and informal education, then we can, with the appropriate interventions, de-construct them and transform this conflict system (Lederah, 1997). One of such interventions has been the people’s “crossings” during the last three years.  I have spoken to many people from both sides who have crossed:  the new personal stories and feelings that emerge are complex and point to the need for reconciliation and empathy building across the Line. A new human community is being created whose stories are based on direct personal experiences that often challenge the official pronouncements and past collective narratives.

       It is well understood that when one group has victimized another or when there has been mutual victimization by two groups, if the groups continue to live near each other, reconciliation is essential to stop potential violence and to facilitate healing (Staub, 1989, 2002). There is a positive cyclical relationship between healing and reconciliation for as reconciliation begins it increases security and makes healing possible which as it progresses, makes reconciliation become more possible. This is a cycle in which progress in one realm fosters progress in the other. As Staub informs us, being the victim is often a psychologically comforting position. Victims are absolved from the need to accept r responsibility for their role in the conflict. They are, furthermore, preoccupied with the distant and recent past of the conflict and cannot attend to the possibility of a future co-existence. Victims are conscious exclusively of their own pain and cannot empathize with the suffering of the Other party :  This is what Montville coined as “egoism of victimhood” (Montville, 1987). Conflicts become even more intractable when each side views itself as the only legitimate victim. Reconciliation is a process that redesigns our relationships so that a society can move from a divided past to a shared future (Bloomfield, 2003).  To engage in this process especially in protracted conflicts we need to understand that it takes years if not decades (Azar, 1990, Kriesberg  1999) 

       Reconciliation is more than co-existence or formerly hostile groups living near each other. It is even more than formerly hostile groups interacting and working together, although working together for shared goals is one important avenue to overcome hostility and negative views of the other (Allport, 1954, Staub 1989, 2000, Hadjipavlou-Trigeorgis 1998, 2002,  Hadjipavlou, 2003, 2004) and move toward reconciliation. I view reconciliation as the capacity to reach to the other, feel empathy for their suffering and engage in shared social and political activities. This means mutual acceptance and trust-building preceded by the task of forgiveness whereby victims and perpetrators come to acknowledge past hurts. They come to see the humanity of one another, and see the possibility of a new constructive relationship.

        Apart from entailing the healing of relationships, the underpinnings of reconciliation include economic justice, power-sharing, equality and recognition of separate and multiple identities, and the fulfillment of basic human needs (Sisk, 1997, Kelman, 1990). According to Kriesberg (1999) processes of reconciliation are complex and unending and whatever kind of reconciliation is attained is not permanent.  He supports the view that reconciliation achieved between peoples takes years, decades or even centuries after an inter-communal accommodation will be reached. He cites the example of the relationship between the Native Americans and the dominant ethnic groups in the United States which has undergone many transformations. Other examples of this multi-generational process of reconciliation include the Spanish acknowledgment that the expulsion of Jews in 1492 was wrong and the Canadian and Australian governments’ apologies for denying basic rights to indigenous people. More recently, the establishment of  various ‘Truth and Reconciliation Commissions’, such as in South Africa, in Rwanda, Cambodia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and elsewhere constituted tools in the healing processes. Thus reconciliation is multi-faceted and the domestic context as well as the readiness factor must be considered before any intervention is considered.
       One of the reconciliation interventions aims at the formation of new belief systems, worldviews, attitudes, motivations, goals and emotions that would form the backbone of peaceful relations. Reconciliation is not a natural process but one that requires active efforts to overcome its obstacles. Thus reconciliation does not occur  spontaneously, but requires guidance, policies and initiated acts in establishing new institutions. The process requires the participation of leadership, elites, institutions, non-governmental organizations, the media and peace education programs, and society as a whole. The “crossings” in Cyprus as I will argue constitute only a small part of public reconciliation and informal peace education processes in which all interested sectors have yet to participate.
     Solomon (2002) proposed four kinds of inter-related dispositional outcomes which he believes will help institute a systematic reconciliation process. This meets my definition of reconciliation as a capacity that can be developed and learned. It is assumed that the collective historical memories and narrative each side holds about the conflict affects the views and attitudes of individuals and communities, how they relate to the other as well as how they interpret the actions of the others.      Reconciliation, according to some scholars, is both a goal that is something to achieve, and a process a means by which to achieve this goal. Bloomfield   supports the view that reconciliation is an over-arching process which includes the search for truth, justice, forgiveness, healing and finding ways to live with former enemies. “Politics is a process to deal with the issues that have divided us in the past. Reconciliation is a parallel process that redesigns the relationship between us. This is an immense challenge and no one should think it is quick or easy. But the effort carries a great reward: effective reconciliation is the best guarantee that the violence of the past will not return.” (p.37)
      Another important connection of reconciliation is to the prevalence of a democratic governance and implementation of human rights in the post conflict period. This is so because a well-balanced democracy is a form of governance that has the capacity not only to manage conflicts and contradictions containing recourse to violence but also to bring out differences and allow them to exist without threatening the whole system. Thus the development of a “democratic culture” goes side by side with reconciliation processes based on new relationship building both at the governing elites and polities’ levels.
The Cyprus Context

       The person-to-person encounters  constitute part of the much needed reconciliation processes in Cyprus as well as part of the public peace education which aim to de-escalate misperceptions, address past fears and build new spaces for connection. It must be noted that although there was mention of a Reconciliation Commission in the Anan Plan  (See: www.un.org/cyprus/annan)  no political leader or Party or NGO addressed this issue in either community during the public information campaign prior to the referendum. This shows that the issue of reconciliation is politically sensitive. The use of the past still constitutes a political capital for each side to promote selectively its own “chosen traumas and chosen glories” and continue living in ‘half truths’ (Volkan 1978).

        As thousands of people from all Cypriot communities have been crossing the Green Line since 2003, new relationships have been formed based on direct face-to-face experiences with the Other. Many of these stories reveal, at first, the presence of the past as was experienced by each community. The Turkish Cypriots recall the “bloody noel” in 1963 and 1967 which meant death, expulsion, fear and deprivation of human rights. The Greek Cypriots recall the consequences of the 1974 Turkish invasion which again meant death of beloveds, fears, displacement and loss of economic well-being and fear of the Turkish army. They do not, however, stay there because through the direct meeting with the Other, i.e. the Turkish Cypriot or the Greek Cypriot who has been living in the actual home of the Others’ memories constituting the personal history for over thirty years, they discover the human being who has also suffered and has been imagining a different life. Sometimes the transformation is deep and mutual caring develops a new possibility for a human community to emerge, a necessary condition for reconciliation in order to sustain any political solution. 
If I could only meet you one day, 

I’d be so happy, ever so happy

I’m keeping all your photographs, little girl:

-Here is your birthday

-Under the mandarin tree, the cake with three candles

-you, in the sea with Donald Duck

-you, waving from the car-your parents smiling at you

and now you are smiling at me

I’ll give these pictures back to you, little girl, 

But from time to time

All this weighs heavily on me. I’m anguished

What, if they killed you during that war?

………………………………………

                                                    (M. Yashin, Do’t Go Back to Kyrenia, 2000)

       What prophetically Mehmet Yashin in the above poem desired has actually happened in April 23, 2003 and in the first few weeks of the crossings many photographs left behind by the original owners were kept and saved  by the ‘new owners’ and  were given to their real owners when they visited their homes. These photographs reconstituted the past which acquired a present reality too. The poet through these left objects enters the lifestyle of the Greek Cypriot family but he also entertains the fearful thought in case during the war they were killed.  
 During those early days of the ‘crossings’ the local newspapers and the television stations on both sides carried stories of Greek Cypriot people returning with photo albums, wedding dresses, valuable silver and gold artifacts and old traditional embroideries. The old memories were reconstructed in the acquisition of these material objects. These objects became the symbolic connections of the real owners to their place as well as indications of their social and economic status. The Turkish Cypriots who were given the Greek Cypriot homes  knew well enough the emotional and historical value of these objects and made sure to safeguard them as if they knew the real owners would return to receive them. Forty years earlier about 23,000 Turkish Cypriots fled their homes for security reasons or pressure from their leadership but have not returned to this day either. 
       Through the ‘crossings’ the enemy not only acquired a face, a name, and a new possibility, but also, to the surprise of both sides, they discovered that the Other honored the shared Cypriot culture of hospitality.. Many Greek Cypriots admitted that they never expected “that after so many years the Turks would keep our family valuables which we left behind thirty years ago.”  Such gestures produced  a humanizing impact on both sides. 
Deconstructing Stereotypes and Cry for Help

       In protracted conflicts the issue of stereotypes and misperceptions form part of the intractable culture and need to be addressed (Allport 1957, Hadjipavlou, 2004). In the following quote, a Greek Cypriot family which “visited” their house in the north after twenty-nine years although pleasantly surprised at the way they were received still they could not hide their pain and sadness. (A distinction is made between the Cypriot Turks and the Turks from Turkey who are called ‘the settlers’, or “xeni” (foreigners) and are given Greek Cypriot homes, an issue that has complicated father the property settlement:.  

The people who now live in our house  are very nice. They kept these photographs of my family and some valuables, like embroideries and have now given them to us (she shows these to me). I wonder if they knew that one day we shall return. The family who lives in my parents’ house comes from Ayios Nikolaos of Paphos (meaning they are Cypriots)  are very clean  and kept in good condition the house and the garden,. But  I still felt a lot of pain and cried witnessing my parents’ grief…seeing the house I understood what my parents were talking about for so many years… (interview September, 2003)
        This story by a young university student reveals, among other things, a number of assumptions about the Other which were transmitted to her from her parents. It is interesting to note that she refers to “our house” though she never lived there herself and has had no memories. The fact that those ‘others’ were ‘nice, clean and considerate’ breaks down the ethnic stereotypes which the Greek Cypriots hold of the Turks and by extension of the Turkish Cypriots (Hadjipavlou, 2003). This positive realization was not enough, however, to alleviate the injustice they felt nor pain and grief .in seeing someone else living in their family’s home. The Turkish Cypriots who came from Ayios Nicolaos, the village in the Paphos district (west of the island) spoke the Cypriot dialect which was another surprise for many young Greek Cypriots. Thus the language barrier was not an issue in such cases which made the interaction easier.. 
      Reconciliation, as was mentioned earlier, is a long-term process and both grieving and coming to terms with loss requires a well-designed support system which has  not yet been in place in our societies. The view prevails that there can be no reconciliation prior to a solution.  I find from my research that reconciliation processes need to start both prior and in parallel to the official negotiations. People need to be socialized in a culture of safety, trust and confidence in the future so that they can invest in the implementation of the political solution when it comes. Societal concerns and fears need to be addressed and incorporated in the future guidelines for a lasting solution.  The citizens’ “crossings” provide ample evidence for this need.   
          One of the “dispositional outcomes” in peace building  according to Solomon 2002, refers to the Legitimation of the Other’s Collective Narrative .which means focusing on the conflict as defined between collectives and not between individuals, ie. the enemy is neither Ahmet nor Eleni but governments, and institutions of which the individual is a product of. To accept the other’s narrative means that events, past and present can be seen from both lenses. A Turkish Cypriot woman in her forties living on the northern side of divided Nicosia told me her recollection when her father  was killed in 1974 by a Greek nationalist and how this pain and loss has defined her life and view of the Greeks in the last thirty years. Through her personal story she held an entire community responsible. She regretted that to this day no reconciliation process has been instituted to offer psychological or other support and allow her grievances and story to be acknowledged. No forum for the victim/survivor groups has been developed by any Non-Governmental Organization, unlike the case of Northern Ireland (White, 2003).  This lack of any support and psychological services has been the complaint and need of many Cypriots I spoke to:

My father was killed by the Greeks in Limassol (in the south) when I was seventeen years old in 1974. So many years later I cannot forgive them for killing an innocent man just because he was a Turk. I grew up without a father. I still remember the scene of his killing. I avoided Greeks all these years. Tonight in your event (presentation of the research I did on women in all communities in the Chamber of Commerce Centre in northern Nicosia)   is the first time I speak to a Greek Cypriot, to you, after almost thirty years.... I don’t want to live on the other side. I am afraid. I still remember when we were hiding under the bed for fear of being killed… I  may try to visit Limassol, my old home there….
       Another prevailing theme and emotion amongst the Turkish Cypriots was ‘fear’, ‘anger’ and the desire for justice. This displaced young woman, Ayshe, thirty years later cannot “forgive the Greeks” since no Greek has either acknowledged or  apologized for her father’s unjust death and her own suffering as a survivor. She easily reconstructed the event which brought memories of fear and defined her unwillingness to live with the Greeks. Despite the fear and bad memories she still had a yearning and a desire to see her birthplace, Limassol, in the south. A few days after our interview, she went and found that Greek Cypriot refugees from the north were living in her house in the south. This visit softened somehow her anger realizing that war had its toll on both sides. Thus, momentarily, she overcame the fear and was able , as she told me to see the other in a different context.
      Reconciliation is not only a need between the communities but within each community as well. A Turkish Cypriot man spoke about the perpetrators who live in his own community and the kind of reconciliation he wants so that justice can be done. He feels no institution has yet to address his need for justice. The political and social implications of the lack of ‘justice’ allows for the perpetuation of a social order which is unsafe since the ‘criminals’ are out free. He criticized the political and justice system that overlooks such serious issues. Zeki, has the evidence as to who killed his relatives’ brother but there is no legal infrastructure in place to hear such cases which happened so long ago. The state silences such voices in order to keep social cohesion and sustain the “enemy image”.
I know who killed my relative’s brother in 1964. It was not the Greeks but the Turks in our community. They did it because they just felt like it. These criminals are free and live around us. Who is going to arrest them and bring them before justice?”

       Another prevalent theme evolved around issues of the past and specifically about history learning and teaching. For instance, a male academic in the north spoke about the power of symbols and the need for reconciliation with history and national narratives. The burden of history and the competing commemorations perpetuate the conflict system in Cyprus whereby the heroes of one community become the villains of the other and the nationalist symbols of the other constitute a threat to the Other’s identity. 
 I believe we need reconciliation. The problem in Cyprus is that the symbols are all wrong. The Republic of Cyprus does not resonate with Turkish Cypriots …for some it does but it resonates as the old republic of Cyprus …there are national symbols, the EU symbols which are associated with the Greek Cyprus… then there are these Greek and Turkish nationalist symbols everywhere as well as statues that honor EOKA and TMT…. In the case of Cyprus symbols are maintained to sustain particular way of thought and give it legitimacy…. I think over time symbols can change but it requires reconciliation with history…  (Interview 2005).
        Moreover, by legitimating the other’s narrative as much as one’s own, a space is then opened for dialogue and trust building, a necessary ingredient for Solomon’s second disposition which refers to a critical examination of our side’s contribution to the conflict.  This means that the suffering, which each side has inflicted on the Other is acknowledged together with the guilt and denial that usually accompany such avoidance. In conflict resolution workshops among the Greek and Turkish Cypriots  this skill was learned and often we noted  that after a mutual apology, a shared narrative emerged based on the new experience which  liberated both sides from their “egoism of victim-hood” as well as from fear of how they would be perceived when they revealed their own “badness”(Hadjipavlou-Trigeorgis, 1998). Thus symbolic forms of healing can include the elimination of those symbols and statues whose sole aim has been to point in a generalized way to the aggression and ‘barbarity’ of the other. The past history of hostility can be transcended through joint monuments as forms of symbolic remembrance of the suffering of all sides to the conflict. 
Whose House is it?

       I was present when a Greek Cypriot owner visited her home inhabited by a young Turkish Cypriot family. The village is Peristerona in the south which prior to 1963 was a mixed village (before nationalism arose in both communities there had been over 300 mixed villages around the island which were gradually reduced to 63 during the inter-communal clashes in the 1960s and after the Turkish intervention in 1974 there exist only two mixed villages, Pyla and Potamia). This was part of the exchange between two men:

  Greek Cypriot; This is my home (eine to spiti mou). I was born and I lived here until 1974 when I was twenty three. I want to return and have my property back.

Turkish Cypriot: This is my house too. I was born here thirty years ago and I want to live here on this side. I feel it my home too.

        The property issue is the most complex and emotional one in the Cyprus conflict because of its connection to identity, justice and family history. This complexity emerged during the ‘crossings.’ This is an example where the same physical space, a home, provides for and symbolizes past and present memories and realities. Each  person claims it to be his own. These individuals’ shared personal stories relate to the same piece of land which violence and war deprived it from its legitimate past owner and passed it on to a new occupant. They both experienced dislocation and fear. How can they each come to terms with this mutual loss? Can a judicial process reach a satisfactory settlement? (The property issue in the Anan Plan was the most complicated to understand!)
         The issue of memory in person-to-person reconciliation processes plays a crucial role. It can both enhance and hinder reconciliation. As Andrew Rigby, 2003, states, “too great a concern with remembering the past can mean that the divisions and conflict of old never die, the wounds are never healed. In such circumstances the past continues to dominate the present, and hence to some degree determine the future.” On the other hand, “those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it.’ Memory is selective and can be easily manipulated. Part of the official historiography in the Greek Cypriot community promotes the view of a shared past with the Turkish Cypriots going back to the Ottoman period  in order to  show that socially there were not real differences between the two communities and  it is the ‘foreign other’ who caused all the violence and separation between the two sides. In the Turkish Cypriot historiography the view that the Greeks always dominated the Turks and wanted to harm them prevails. (Joint efforts to address these issues have recently been undertaken -see: www.historydialogue.org).

       The two men above have constructed their identity with what happened in the past and each tries to locate the self within the different experiences each has had within the same site. A process is needed to help them acknowledge the fragmentation of their identities and though legally there is a difference, psychologically and ontologically each claims the site it to be part of his personal history. How can we negotiate legal with ontological issues?   
        In another instance I witnessed a Turkish Cypriot owner who fled in the 1963 inter-communal violence and went to see his house in Peristerona village in the south. The present owner (a Greek Cypriot refugees) felt uncomfortable and embarrassed living in the real owner’s house:
Greek Cypriot: Do you hate me for living in your house all these years? You can have your house back and I don’t want any money for the changes and repairs I have made….
Turkish Cypriot:.  No, I don’t hate you. I also live in a Greek house in Katokopia village (in the north) but unlike you I had no money to make any repairs. I also do not feel that the house and the orchard of oranges  belong to me although I was given a title by our administration. It is not your fault for what happened but neither was mine. Thank you for taking care of my home and property all these years. You can visit me too. I am ready to give back the keys of the house to the Greek owners.       (interview 2004).
       This kind of dialogue is an example of people-to-people reconciliation whereby the one puts himself in the position of the other. It took place in  an empathic environment where both felt displaced and tried to make sense in their ‘new identities’ and wondered who was the ‘visitor’ and who was the ‘guest’. They felt the need to apologize to each other out of embarrassment and express gratitude for “taking care of my house” They were ready to give the keys to the owner. In a context where the official prevailing discourses are mostly confrontational such encounters reveal an underlying humanistic culture which needs to be explored further and build upon. This is an example where people transcended ethno-national differences and acknowledged the truth that both sides had been victims of militaristic politics. I was present at both encounters and I was amazed at the humanizing effect this had on both families as well as the release of genuine deep emotions. This connection resulted in exchanging visits and sharing more experiences, eating together and building new friendships and new understanding. Their desire of “giving back the keys” has yet to be realized!
         Out of such human relationships a new social history is in the making though it still does not constitute part of the official narrative since the top-down policies have not legitimated the importance of such processes. There exists the need for acknowledgement  that there are different and often competing narratives with the master narratives. Each side understands its own truth but needs to understand that the construction of knowledge occurs within a complex set of power relations (Faucault, 1980) that need to bring out the heterogeneous cultures that exist across different lines of divides as these ‘crossings’ reveal.
Relational Empathy: A Culture of Shared Struggles
       Another disposition in reconciliation and peace processes according to Solomon 2003 refers to empathy for their suffering. In conflict situations each side gets wrapped up in its own suffering, pain, loss and trauma which is often reproduced inter-generationally. What generally prevails is the blame/defend position which essentializes the other. Developing the skill of empathy means the ability to appreciate and feel the Other’s pain, agony and loss in his /her own right. This means also engaging in a process of mutual humanization as the above dialogue has shown. Many activities and conflict resolution workshops in the 1990s in Cyprus have focused on this level because decades of separation reinforced each side’s mistrust and ignorance. The lack of a solution is often blamed on the intransigent Other. The issue of ‘relational empathy’ which involves a kind of understanding that leads to the building of shared meanings between communicators can be another tool in the reconciliation processes, “…when I become aware of a segment of your lived experience, I arrange what I see within my own meaning context… while one can never become another person, it is possible to erect a structure within the framework of which the other’s interpretation of the world or of us takes shape or assumes meaning” (Broome, 1993, p. 100).
       Many people in Cyprus often speak about their dreams which center around the loss of beloveds, land, returning to old memories and  present desires that remain unrealized. (No study has been undertaken about the Cypriots’ dream life and its relation to the conflict experience). Below I quote part of the dream of a Turkish Cypriot woman, Selma, who in her agony to engage the Greek Cypriots to ‘imagine’ her community’s need for a solution and thus to create this relational empathy she had  to simultaneously  come to terms with the differences that prevail between the two sides both in political and psychological levels. Selma’s dream is a depiction of her waking life and the questions she poses constitute the new dilemmas that result from the protractedness  of the conflict which draws the communities apart. The Turkish Cypriots assumed that the Greek Cypriots would feel their suffering and hardships now that they have ‘seen and met us’ after the April 23 ‘crossings’. This according to them has not happened because, in their view,  the Greek Cypriot people ‘leave everything to their authorities to decide” implying that civil society is more developed in the North. The possibility of staying separate arises in view of lack of empathy while at the same time realizing a form of inter-dependence. There exists a general sadness and a fear of being alone amidst a network of power asymmetries and relationships. The passing of time without a solution constitutes a threat to any future form of co-existence:
I had this dream the other day. I dreamt that we the Turkish Cypriots came to the South and we were demonstrating, shouting for a solution and the accession of the whole of Cyprus to the European Union. The Greek Cypriots did nothing to support us nor did they join with us in solidarity. And I thought ‘why, don’t they want to live with us even after April 23?  Why do the Greeks leave everything to their authorities to decide? Why do we need Greek Cypriots to empathize with us? Why do we want to impose our need on them?’  They have not suffered as much as we, and our hardships  still continue to this day for the  last thirty years. Maybe we lived separate so long that the need for empathy and  understanding  mean different things to each other’ I woke up feeling lonely .… (interview, November,  2004)
      Selma expected help and empathy from the Greek Cypriots and posed many questions which the Greek Cypriot society and government need to answer. Primarily the asymmetry in the majority/minority status, the privileged and the underprivileged and the lack of a joint political movement has kept each community apart thus her dream of solidarity has yet to be realized. The perception that the one community suffered more than the other as if suffering can be quantified has been another prevalent theme.  These are real political issues that a well-designed process of reconciliation can help address, that is the bigger issue of the relationship between the two communities in the past and present. There is also the factor ‘time’: the longer the problem remains unresolved, the sharper the separation. Alienation becomes deeper preventing thus any shared meanings to be created. 
        In the same way that Selma craved for empathy so did a Greek Cypriot woman, Sofia. She crossed and went to the village where she grew up in the Kyrenia district. She found the family home and the once beautiful garden in very bad condition and her memories of the place clashed with what she experienced in the present. The house seemed to her smaller and the veranda narrower. Her childhood memories saw everything bigger as opposed to what she now saw. The passing of time had transformed the house she knew in her adolescence. She felt forced to to come to terms with the present reality of both loss and change. She felt sadness mixed with anger at the violation of her childhood and adolescent memories. She also wondered how the new occupants felt living in somebody else’s home and whether they could empathize with her suffering and sense of loss. She talked about how war and displacement destroyed all her familiar places and felt that the violence was exerted on her body too:
My mother’s village has changed so much. A new village has been implanted on the slopes going up to the original village. My grandfather’s kafenion was turned into a grocery shop run by a mainland Turk and the hotel on top of the kafenion was pulled down. The church across was turned into a mosque though the iconostasi was kept covered because a Turkish Cypriot said that it was ancient and they should not destroy it. The streets changed. My mother’s house was rented to Bulgarian Turks who did not speak English so we were unable to talk. At first they were afraid and did not open the door, then they did. The big rooms were divided into smaller ones and the old mirrors and heavy, carved cupboards were not there. The house smelt of dust and mold. The big garden with trees and perfumed roses my grandmother used to make rose water were all dry. No fishes left in the water reservoir. I burst out crying and the new tenants did not know how to respond. I left feeling the house had gotten so small and old. I wondered if the new occupants, those strangers understood my pain…..” (May 2003)  

       These themes of childhood memories which carried different images as to the size of the house, the rooms, the garden and the space were recurrent themes in the Greek Cypriots’ narratives but not in the Turkish Cypriots whose memories were tied to images of destruction of their houses, fallen walls, and looting of their belongings. When Mustafa a Turkish Cypriot taxi driver I spoke to who had been to see his town and house in the south, in Limassol, he too found everything “changed” and in ruins. His reaction was pragmatic but painful too. (Our conversation was in the Cypriot dialect):   

I visited my house in Limassol. The neighborhood has changed. My house was pulled down and turned into a restaurant. I have been living in north Lefkosia for the last thirty years. When I came here I was not married. Now I am a grandfather and my children and grandchildren were born on this side. I don’t want to go back. Who can give me my thirty years back? No politician can. I want to cooperate with the Greeks and I like them but cannot go back to Limassol now (Ahmet, June 2003).

     Mustafa after crossing came to terms with change and consciously decided to ‘say goodbye’ to his old town and home as the place he would not want to return but that does not rule out other forms of relationships with the Greek Cypriots, “I want to cooperate with the Greeks and I like them”. The growth of one’s personal life on the other side has created a new community and going back would mean renewed uprooting of the new family connections. 
     Similarly, a Latin Cypriot, Monica, who owned property in Kyrenia and lived there  prior to 1974 appreciated the welcome by the present “owners” who were also refugees from the Paphos district in the south. Like Ahmet she recognized that the changes were part of the process of time passing and of political realities. She too felt to ‘say goodbye’ to her house. She was also critical of the Greek Cypriot politicians who manipulated the desire of the refugees promising to them that they would all return to their homes and properties. (This was a recurring theme among the refugees who felt betrayed by the politicians’ rhetoric). The political elites did not prepare the people for a solution based on a bi-communal, bi-zonal federation as was the mutually agreed framework since 1977 which meant a number of refugees would not return but would be given other options as provided in the Annan Plan:  
My house in Kyrenia was not the same. The Turkish Cypriot family made many changes. They built on top another floor and gave it to their daughter who married recently. I felt it was not my house any longer. I went in, was offered coffee and I talked nicely with the people there but I knew I was saying goodbye.  Why did the politicians cheat us for so long? Why they did not prepare the people to face the reality and made empty promises about the return of all refugees to their homes?”                                (Latin Cypriot, December 2003).
       These citizens’ grievance has not been addressed by the political elites and decision makers in the Greek Cypriot community. Had they done so this could have probably meant a political cost in the short term and they chose, instead, misinformation and denial. No systematic public education was undertaken in either side on the new system of governance which was been negotiated for decades. This policy in educating and informing citizens would have constituted part of the reconciliation processes and thus make smaller the gap between leadership and civil society needs and belief system.  

New Friendships-new Obstacles 
       According to Solomon 2003 engagement in nonviolent activities means developing a consciousness that violence is not the way to solve social or international conflicts and instead use the tools of dialogue, confidence building through contacts, etc. Many Cypriots have engaged in peaceful encounters during the cross-visits and the fact that no serious incidents have occurred to this day one may assume that people are ready for reconciliation and a public peace processes. People talk about the past because “…reconciliation addresses the relationship of those who will have to implement the solution and this applies to the entire population.  The relationship which must be addressed is not simply that between parliamentarians or leaders, but between whole communities (Bloomfield, 2003). The person-to-person contact through the “crossings” and cross-visits has increased this awareness. New relationships have been formed and in addition to continuing through different manifestations they have also produced new knowledge about the Other and the self. In the quote below a Greek Cypriot, Stelios, is pleasantly surprised to discover that Turkish Cypriots speak the Cypriot dialect despite the long separation. His family decided also to renew the old social practices in celebrating religious holidays together. So individuals find ways to reestablish connections in the form of nostalgia:

I have made new friends and we visit each other’s house, have dinners together and I started learning Turkish too. Many of the Turkish Cypriots speak kypriaka. and I was surprised to discover  this after thirty years. They told me they watch Greek TV and listen to our radio programs to keep up their Greek. We plan to invite them to celebrate Easter with us as was done in the old days. They invited us when it was Gurban Bayram” (Greek Cypriot  2004).

        The important point here is that many of these ‘meetings and visits” happen spontaneously without the need for a third party to facilitate the dialogue as had been the case before the opening of the Green line. The question, however, still remains as to how these new relationships could be transformed into political action and initiatives at the macro level which needs to open up to these new possibilities and create integrative policies.  For some people these cross-encounters leave a sense of anger at many levels-often at politicians and at those responsible for the injustice.                                                There have been a number of individuals who could not deal with these complex emotions and sought professional help and support. A Greek Cypriot clinical psychologist told me her patients have increased since the “crossings” began.(no study has yet to be carried out on post traumatic syndrome (PDS) and of course no public services have been provided. specifically for such cases. No public discussion on the need for healing has taken place and has not been considered relevant to the political solution: 

These last few months (2004) the number of my patients has increased. Many suffer from depression and anger after they have seen their houses and properties in the north. Many cannot deal with the fact that someone else is violating their memories and occupies their house. Some have fainted when they saw their house. Others were not able to look at the house and came back. I have prescribed a lot of anti-depressant pills People don’t know how to deal with these feelings. It is a new situation for them. They also feel betrayed by the politicians. I believe we need an institutionalized process for reconciliation and healing. There is a lot of covered-up trauma in Cyprus.”  (Despo, Greek Cypriot, 2004)
This information reaffirms the impact the crossings have had on the physical condition of many Cypriots and the need for instituting support systems and reconciliation and trauma centers and should be viewed as a serious political and health issue.
        There are those individuals from both sides who will not cross until the army withdraws from the north or a solution would be found. For the Greek Cypriots it is an issue of “passport showing”, of ‘political correctness’ and formal socialization processes. 
I will never go to the other side and show my passport. By going there I feel I am in a different country because only when I travel abroad I show my passport. I don’t want to give my money to the occupying forces. I will cross only when the army goes back to Turkey. (Andreas, young Greek Cypriot).
       For the Turkish Cypriots it is an issue of “insecurity, fear and memories of past domination by the Greeks.” A Turkish Cypriot mother tried very hard to bring her son to the south but did not succeed as she explained. The power of formal education has proven stronger than trusting one’s mother. She stresses the need for long-term reconciliation goals and  process:

My son will not cross because he still believes what he learned at school that the Greeks are bad and will kill us all one day. Though I cross and I go shopping, he refuses to eat anything I buy from the south. He is really afraid. Our schools have poisoned our children’s mind. It will take a long process for some people to accept the other as human as themselves.  ( Fatma, Turkish Cypriot, 2004).
       Thus fear is a recurring theme among Turkish Cypriots, young and old. This also shows the level of deconstruction and re-socialization with more complex information about the past and incorporate this in the school curricula and the teacher training programs. Some efforts have been made but need to intensify on both sides.
     Other young people, however, have welcomed this opportunity to get to know the other part of the island about which they were taught in school “never to forget”. For many the passport or Identity card is only an instrument. For them meeting the Other is more important than ‘political correctness or technicalities’:

For me passport showing is just a tool to help me meet, and speak directly with Turkish Cypriots, to see how they live, what they think and to show that the other Cyprus belongs to all of us. I give money to Turkish Cypriot shop owners and not to the military      (George, Greek Cypriot 2005).
      The “crossings” do carry personal, political and social meanings which vary among the different social groups cutting across ideologies, class, age and refugee or non refugee identity. Since the crossings began in the last three years the misperception of homogeneity in each side which a conflict culture promotes has been challenged. A new social culture emerges whereby newly-acquired friends ( formerly perceived as enemies or invisible others) can be invited to each other’s weddings, go to each other’s funerals and share joy in each other’s successes. A different kind of sharing and co-existence is in the making. Still much is in a state of limbo making the significance of these “crossings” at the official political level almost irrelevant.(The media information concerns the casino goers and the millions of Cyprus pounds given to that business) Nevertheless, at the human level  a new social history is being constructed  which is different from the past as it is happening across the divide and challenges the policy of partition and divisions. “Every time I cross I really grow in different ways and I continue doing it,” Stavros a professor and writer told me when asked about how he feels every time he crosses. 

 Concluding remarks and some recommendations
        The issue of reconciliation is a recognition that conflict resolution, that is, the mutually accepted negotiated agreement at the macro level is not by itself adequate to create a culture of peace, that is a comprehensive society-wide system of values, beliefs, attitudes to help people in their daily lives put a premium on peace, to desire peace, to seek peace and to stand for peace after the solution. It has also been observed that sometimes formal agreements fall apart or fall short in establishing peaceful and trusting relationships between former rivalries. This is where the process of reconciliation needs to penetrate deep into the societal fabric and include all the segments of the population in order for trust and cooperation to begin evolving as well as a consideration of each party’s concerns, fears, grievances, needs and interests.     

        The discussion and analysis of narratives of Cypriots’ crossings have revealed the need for a reconciliation process and a complexity of themes and issues that need to be studied systematically and addressed both prior to, during and after a solution. Geographical and psychological separation as well as lack of institutional structures to get to know each other’s culture, achievements and concerns has kept the citizens of both communities ignorant of each other. The consequences of failing to cultivate a pro-solution culture, or instituting a peace socializing process, were seen in failure of the 2004 referendum which caused further polarization both intra- and inter- communally.
      Reconciliation requires the formation of new beliefs, attitudes, motivations, goals and emotions that support peaceful relations and this is where an integrated curriculum can play a significant role. Reconciliation is not a natural process, but one that requires active efforts to overcome past obstacles. Although in Cyprus since 2003 public reconciliation occurred spontaneously and on an individual, voluntary basis with differing motivation, the predominant one being the desire to see one’s home and meet the “invisible Other”, yet the analysis has shown that there exists  the need for a well-designed process that would require guidance, expertise, policies  and initiated  political acts. The figure of nine million “crossings” by themselves has not changed the macro level policies thus the bottom up dynamic needs to be reinforced and legitimated as part of the broader peace building and official processes. This process would require the participation of leadership, elites, institutions, non-governmental organizations, the media, the church, the family and of course, education both formal and informal.

        These new realities as they unfold come to challenge formal history teaching and learning as well as mainstream media and politicians’ rhetoric which is based on an adversarial model. The alternative is the cooperative model. Through these contacts there arises the need for trust building, acknowledgment of past grievances as well as empathy and psychological healing. The impact of the conflict and the de facto partition on the physical and psychological health of primarily female informants indicates the need for the establishment of trauma centers to address the long-term consequences of war and loss as well as the gendered conflict impact (Hynes, 2004).

      A form of empathy includes learning the Other’s language and way of life. Many individuals have already started to learn Greek and Turkish despite the lack of any state support. It would help enormously if the ministries of education introduce officially Greek and Turkish languages learning in all levels of formal education. I believe this would contribute to the reconciliation process and would symbolize mutual respect and appreciation of differences as well as recognition of similarities.   

         The state has done very little to foster reconciliation and to transform the citizens’ “crossings” into new political initiatives through which people would feel empowered to deal with both the past and the future and to stop wondering whether it is “politically correct” to cross! The state and international organizations should allocate resources for the establishment of reconciliation centers where citizens can have access for their own personal need for healing and legitimation of their loss, grievances, hurts and pain. Legal action should also be taken against perpetrators who as my informants mentioned are out free and people know who these are.

       One sometimes wonders if the “crossings” have become, as often has been the case in Cyprus, part of the status quo. Or is the dynamic still there and is the people-to-people reconciliation taking place in a quiet way?  I have shown that this is not by itself  an adequate process. The “crossings” have also revealed the intra-communal differences and unspoken stories. Since the “us and them” dichotomy has become more complex it is possible to establish many inter-ethnic coalitions which can help  prepare the environment for a new form of co-existence and future collaboration. After all, reconciliation is a complex process and a learned skill and capacity which Cypriots are in need of. The state needs to join and engage in dialogue with the grass roots and local communities  and start integrating much of this new social history in the official discourse as well as through the preparation of new teaching materials in the public schools whereby the “citizens’ crossings” can become part of the peace culture efforts. Television programs, the media, the intellectuals and the universities on both sides can promote the socio-cultural importance of “crossings” and publicize the complexity of these experiences so as to create the culture of mutual acceptance, and interdependence prerequisites to any political solution and long-term peace building. The stories from the “crossings” have also revealed that a “humanistic infrastructure” and attitude toward the Other is still deeply ingrained in the Cypriot culture and awaits to be politically utilized in all its manifestations. Further research and investigation would be needed to discuss the reconciliation issue further.
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