Historical grounds of a Federal State in Cyprus
                                                                                                 Niyazi Kizilyurek
Modernity and nationalism are in many ways complementary. It is in and through the modernity that we do refer to the nation and state building in the modern sense. In pre-modern times one may speak of proto-nationalism, a kind of sense of belonging as Hobsbawm speaks or of ethnicity as Anthony Smith does but the transition from proto-nationalism to nationalism and/or from ethnicity to nation is an achievement of modernity. In pre-nationalist period the relationship between politics, economy and culture were not conducive to nationalism while in nationalist period they are. In traditional period the state had not achieved its modern form of centralised sovereign and bureaucratic polity. The economy was agrarian or pre-industrial and instead of nationalism, there was loyalty to clan chiefs, kings and princes. “To enter the period of nations and nationalism, with a world based on the legitimacy of nation-states, politics, economics and culture had to be transformed. Thus the polity had to become a centralised state, the economy had to be modern not feudal, and the culture had to replace ethnicity with something which can become nationhood”. (Kellas, 1991: 36-37)     

Looking at the transition from the traditional period to modernity, hence from the pre-nationalist to the nationalist period in Cyprus, I would like to refer to an important characteristic of Cyprus which marked the modern period and complicated the state-building on the island.    

Cyprus could be categorised as one of the most peculiar cases when it comes to the notions such as nation and nationalism. An explanation for this is to be found at the fact that in Cyprus nationalism did not seek the formation of a state on the Cyprus soil. In other words, due to the historical and political circumstances state building has not attracted the ethnic communities of Cyprus. Historically speaking, either the anti-colonial struggle of the Greek Cypriots or the counter-nationalist struggle of the Turkish Cypriots did not have at their stake an independent statehood in Cyprus. 

As a result of lack of common political aims and objectives, one could argue that the traditional Ottoman System of Millet which was based on the autonomy of the religious communities, in a way, has continued throughout the modernity and nationalism came to politicise and reconstruct the religious groups, and turn them into separate national communities. Consequently the traditional communities in Cyprus have not developed a common sense of political belonging and the members of the two communities have not been integrated in one political community. Under the influence of the be-polar nationalism, the inhabitants of Cyprus, Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots, found themselves in an antagonism about the political future of the island which carried the historical burden of the Greco-Turkish warfare and the ideological legacy of the Greek and Turkish nationalism.    

The Republic of Cyprus came into being as the result of a compromise enshrined in the Zurich and London agreements of 1959. As Bulent Ecevit wrote in Ulus newspaper at 17th August 1960: “For the first time in history in order to protect the aspirations and interests of three states, i.e. Britain, Greece and Turkey, a (fourth) state was founded.”
This compromise in effect meant that national ambitions such as Enosis with Greece or Turkey or any form of partition could not be realised. The renunciation of Enosis and Partition was the indispensable foundation of the Cypriot constitution of 1960, which indeed declares in article 185, that the territory of the Republic is “one and indivisible” and that the “integral or partial union of Cyprus with any other state or the separated independence” is excluded. While the Greek and Turkish Cypriots were forced into a compromise which excluded Enosis and Partition, yet the leaders in the two communities still seemed powerfully attached to Enosis and Partition and still hoped somehow to bring them about. Such was the state of the mind after the state-building in Cyprus. The dreams of Enosis and Partition, which had been reluctantly renounced, were still exerting their potent influences at different levels of political life. Enosis was justified by the argument that the Greek Cypriots are culturally and spiritually one with the Greeks of Greece that in fact they form one nation which ought to be joined in one political unity. The Turkish Cypriots also claimed that they are culturally and spiritually one and the same with the Turks of Turkey, that they are part of the Turkish nation.
Given that a political community is defined as a group of people living under a common regime, whose representatives make important decisions for the group as a whole the ruling elite of the newly born state of Cyprus aimed for separate conflicting national policies. The insistence on separate and antagonist national orientations left no room for the emergence of an integrated Cypriot society but led to the cementing the antagonism between the ethnic communities. The loyalty to the respective ethnic community and not to the Cypriot state was seen as “the healthy expression” of the national identity. Due to the inability to shift from identity-politics to an inter-active politics, the emergence of the state did not have a profound and lasting effect on the process of the political socialisation in Cyprus as it did else where in the world. What seemed to be in conflict in Cyprus, were the national ambitions and the existence of the Cypriot State itself; the former was over-emphasised and the latter was underestimated. 
The formation of the Cypriot state in 1960, despite of the will of the Cypriot communities, which above all, has accommodated the two separate collective identities without having constructed a common sense of citizenship and political belonging, has failed to develop those ties that could bind politically. In fact, the state of Cyprus has been systematically undermined by the inherent Anschluss-nationalismus (unionist with motherlands) of the two communities and although the members became “subjects” of the Cypriot state they either have failed or have been obstructed to become citizens of the republic and continued to act as “co-nationals” of Greek and Turkish nations. Cyprus as a space, territory and patrie became politically meaningless for its own population and only meaning she could have was within the national maps of Greece and Turkey. 

Three years after the foundation of the Republic of Cyprus, the two communities found themselves in a violent conflict, which put an end to coexistence of the Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots ever since. This instability of the post-colonial state fuelled the ethnic conflict and tended to promote a heightened sense of the ethnic identities, which in turn strengthened the national aspirations. It is in this process that the Turkish Cypriot ethnic nationalism became the vehicle for a new national identity which drew many members of the community, involved in the conflict, into a new type of politicised vernacular culture and created a different kind of participant society, parallel to that of the Greek Cypriot. With the Turkish invasion/intervention in 1974, and the demographic and geographic partition, which resulted there from, the parallel and antagonist lives of the two communities, have deepened even further.
However, although the nationalist antagonism has led to the emergence of two different political communities, nationalism in Cyprus has failed to achieve its political aims. Neither the legitimate partition nor union with Greece could have been realized nor did the Turkish Cypriots turn into a political minority within the Greek Cypriot state as the Republic of Cyprus turned to be after 1964.  
Hence the question today remains how to achieve political attachment to a common state, which will be based on a compromise between the two national communities with such a strong sense of ethnic attachment and with such a burden of nationalist antagonism?

    It is a historical fact and a political reality that the age of modernity and nationalism in Cyprus turned the pre-modern traditional communities into two distinct national and into two separate political communities. In this respect, the challenge today is to develop political solutions in order to coup with the consequences of the nationalist antagonism. In other words, the task is to devise political systems that incorporate the realities of nationalism and fragmenting modernity without turning our history into “a tale of good and evil sides”.

First of all, I would like to emphasise that it is no longer possible to eliminate the sense of distinct identities, which have been formed and organized as separate national societies. The attempts to subordinate these separate identities to a common identity will definitely backfire since national communities would perceive these actions as threat to their very existence. On the other hand, neither complete Turkish Cypriot independence through separation nor a Greek Cypriot nation-state through domination or assimilation is acceptable or appropriate. Hence, the answer must be a form of political accommodation in which the national communities live together under one political roof without fear of domination or separation, on the basis of equality, both in individual and collective sense. This is why federalism seems to be an appropriate system. The questions such as national culture and sovereignty or diversity and unity can be dealt with through federalism. For, “Federalism allows us to deal with the question of the national culture without idealising, privatising, or disregarding it.”  (Jusdanis, 2001: 223) In short a federal state can facilitate both unity and diversity.
 
In a federal state each national community can achieve a limited national self-determination but not a separate national sovereignty. While they are part of one country, this is not a renunciation of their right of self-government. It is rather a matter of transferring some aspects of their powers to the common polity, on the condition that other powers remain in their own hands. This condition is to be spelled out in the constitution of the State. 

      However, here lie the difficult and painful problems of justice and of political unity. Certainly unity in Cyprus cannot be based on the shared traditions, cultures and languages that characterise successful nation-states. Instead, Cypriot Union must be founded, as Habermas would say, on a post-national constitutional patriotism based on shared principles of justice and democracy. This again seems to be a difficult task given that, in a society which recognises group-differentiated rights, the members of the groups are incorporated into the political community not only as individuals, but also through the group, and their rights depend, in part, on their group membership. If citizenship means membership in a political community, then by having overlapping political communities, group-differentiated rights necessarily give rise to a sort of dual citizenship and to potential conflicts about which community citizens identify with most deeply. Moreover this may simply fuel the ambitions of nationalist leaders who will be satisfied with nothing short of their own nation-state (Kymlicka1995:182)  or will use the group rights as a basis for the implementation of a kind of Ottoman-Millet-System where the interaction between groups and citizens will be strictly limited, and the rights of the individual completely renounced. However, denying self-government rights can also threaten political unity and social justice by encouraging secession or by delivering the smaller community at the mercy of the majority.

      What is in need then is a combination of universal individual rights and group-specific “community rights”. But here too we face obstacles because in an asymmetric society to achieve justice between groups requires that the members of different groups be accorded different rights. This accommodation of difference may impose restrictions on the members of the bigger community; hence it is a burden.  Therefore one of the challenges facing Cyprus today is to find an acceptable form of “asymmetrical federalism”, which grants powers to one region not given to the other.  

I do not see an inherent contradiction between equality and differentiated citizenship or asymmetrical federalism. Given that one approaches the notion of the differentiated citizenship not as an institutional solution for its own sake, but as a social and political process. Differentiated citizenship should not be considered only as a set of extra-rights, but also -and above all- as a process that aims to achieve a progressive political and social integration. (Gianni 2001: 236) In this context, the possible limitations are not to be imposed unilaterally but are to be defined by all interested parties through consensus. Moreover, these limitations are not to be permanent and should not to be stated as such in the federal constitution.  As integration progresses in the years following the settlement, these restrictions should be gradually removed for a full-fledged integration on the island. The key point here is the obligation of the democratic state to ensure that the group-specific rights do not violate individual or fundamental universal rights. 

     It is evident that neither the classic liberalism based only on individual rights or classic republicanism based on unity which may neglect collective particularities, can respond to the demands of a political accommodation which aims at political union in a society where the ethnic identities are manifested and transferred into the public sphere. As a nineteenth-century English theorist, A.V. Dicey, once said, a stable multinational federation requires a very peculiar state of sentiment among its citizens, since they desire union and not unity. (Kymlicka 1995:192)  Hence we are in need of a an arrangement that unifies the ethnic groups without fusing them and accommodate questions such as identity and recognition as well as justice and democracy.


It is evident that in order to overcome the possible difficulties of a possible Cypriot federal state, we are in need of something more than institutional arrangements. Without a kind of intrinsic bond and political principles that would lead the members of one ethnic community to make sacrifices for the other, the federal state will be inherently unstable. And without mutual recognition and co-operation, common purpose and ability to achieve consensus, nothing can make a multicultural state functional. Hence federalism, while endorsing the perpetuation of several cultural groups in a single political society, also requires the existence of a common political culture. Members of all cultural groups will have to acquire a common political language and conventions of conduct to be able to participate effectively in the competition for resources and the protection of group as well as individual interests in a shared political arena. Thus a multicultural democratic state is not grounded in a kind of national identity, but in the socialisation of each citizen in a common political culture. (Habermas 1996:175] This would mean a sort of common patriotism, as for example has been defined by Karl Deutsch, which differ fully from nationalism and is based on the political will to consider the interests of all those who live in the same country, independent of their ethnic and cultural peculiarities. The legitimacy of a post-national state as Habermas points out “does not refer to some substantive collective will which would owe its identity to a prior homogeneity of descent or to a form of life, but will derive from a consensus achieved among “free and equal citizens whose relation are based on mutual recognition, that is, where everyone receives equal protection and respect in his/her integrity as a unique individual, as a member of an ethnic or cultural group and as well as, as a citizen”. ( Porter1996:158] 

Indeed a federalist approach to society and state based on respect and recognition of diversity and on the political will for political union should not be seen as a compromise which would help to solve the Cyprus Problem only but also a necessary reorganization in order to accommodate and integrate the “neo-Cypriot communities” which came from different part of the world and live in Cyprus and they will continue to live there.   
        With what has been said above I tried to demonstrate that there is a historical ground on which a Cypriot Union in a form of a federal state is possible and also to enlighten the possible problems of a federal arrangement. However, although a federal state seems to offer a solid foundation for a common state in Cyprus, there are serious problems when it comes to the political will and a political culture beyond nationalism which are sina quo non for any federal state. In other words the history of the ethnic conflict has presented to the inhabitants of the island the arrangement of their state of affairs on the basis of a federal state as a possible way out, however this is not accompanied by the necessary political will and political culture. It is a fact that the Greek Cypriot community is less interested into a federal state after having joined the European Union than during the period then she was seeking to become a member while the Turkish Cypriot community turned towards a federal settlement with the ambition and desire to enter in to the EU, a thing which has failed in 2004.


In Post-Annan period the Greek Cypriot community, at least at leadership level, seems to prefer to exploit the new opportunities which she believes to have gained through the membership into the EU without rushing to change the status quo, while the Turkish Cypriot community is turning more and more introverted. In short Cyprus lucks the political will and the political motivation for a federal state but also the political culture of federalism. Only voice for a federal settlement seems to be “the voice of the history” which if it does not come together with politics, is doomed to remain an academic issue.       
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