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Abstract

The purpose of this paper 1s to explore the political relations berween AKEL and the Turkish
Cyprior community during the period 1941-1955. AKEL's post-1974 policies towards the
Turkish Cypriots had led to a political misconception concerning its political relations with the
Turkish Cypriot community for the period that preceded 1955. Undeniably, AKEL's actirude ro
the Turkish Cypriots had diachronically been much more liberal and rolerant than the approach
expressed by many nationalist — Right- ng politicians. However, AKEL's accempr to employ
class rhetoric” i order to allure the miority into the ‘Greek Cypriot national liberation struggle”
had little effecr upon the Turkish Cypriot masses. Contrary to the ideological and social divisions
thar cur across the Greck Cypriot community, the fear of enosis within the Turkish Cypriot
community dominated political and ideological discussions. The political elite of the Turkish
Cyprior community percerved AKEL not only as a national’ threar bur as an ideological menace
as well
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anti-communism

Introduction

The exploration of the relations between the Greck Cypriot Left and the Turkish Cypriot
community is essential in order to elucidate the political and 1deological framework within which
the Turkish Cypriot political demands were developed and articulated. Over the years, AKELSs
‘mfluence’ on the Turkish Cyprior masses has become a popular fallacy i the Greek Cypriot
community. This belief, mainly received 1ts legitimacy” from the mass participation of Turkish
Cypriots in the Left-wing trade unions of PSE [Pagkypria Syntonistiki Epitropi] and its successor
PEO |Pagkypria Ergatki Omospondia|, especially during the 1940s. It 1s a perception that
became predominant among Greek Cypriots after 1974, when AKEL | Progressive Party of the
Working People’]. contrary to other political parties, made a systematic effort to promote
rapprochement between the two communities, whilst also advocating a federal solution to the
Cyprus problem. This belief was further embedded among Greek Cypriots when the Lefewing
party established a close political co-operation with its Turkish Cyprior ideological counterpart, the
Republican Turkish Parcy CTP [Cumhuriyetei Turk Partisi]. Inevitably, AKELs post-1974
policy, towards the Turkish Cypriots, created a political misconception among the Greek Cypriot
community 1n regard to its pohtical relations with the ‘minority” in the pre-1960 period.
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In reality, the relations berween the Turkish Cypriot political elite and the Cypriot
communist movement were characterised earlier on by political and ideological cleavages. As carly
as 1931 the newspaper S6z commenting on news that some Turkish Cypriots became members of
the Cyprus Communist Party, reported that:

“We regret to learn that some unknown Turks have been enlisted as communists. We blame
their action, as they have done something which 1s contrary to the public opinion of the
Turks of Cyprus and may put the community m a difficult position. We have professors
and teachers none of whom 1s a communust, whom they ought to have consulted before

hand. The proverb says: The stray lambs are seized by the wolves.!

By the end of the 1930s, nationalism 1n ‘motherland Turkey had embodied anti-communism as its
principal ideological banner. It had been rightly pointed our that for the Turks, communism was
identified with imperialist Russia the greatest enemy of Turkey since the time of Peter the Great'2
Therefore, the internalisation of the official 1deology of the Turkish state by the Turks of Cyprus
meant that the latter had embodied the nationalist, anti-communism principles of Kemalism 3 By
the mid-1940s the Turkish Cypriot community was already characterised by political
homogeneity, as the vast majority of the Turkish Cypriot organisations had a nationalist and antr-
enosist ortentation* The emergence of an ecumenical reaction against enosis, among the Turkish
Cypriot community, was described vividly by Varan newspaper, which stated that: ‘from the
farmer of the most remote village to the government doctor, the lawyer and the journalist | .| they
all fight for one purpose and one 1dea’, and that is to prevent enosis’ Having become the principal
exponent of the enosist movement by the mid-1940s, AKEL was perceived by the political elite of
the Turkish Cypriot community, not only as a ‘national’ threat bur as an 1deological menace as well.

Local Government: The Political Terrainn

Contrary to this perception however, 1t has been argued that AKEL succeeded i establishing

1 Soz,13 August 1931, in SA 1/517/26.

2 CO 926/183. Cited in S. Kroris (2013) Toupxokumpior: A6 1o nmepibapio oto ouveraipiopo (1923-1960)
[Turkish Cypriots: From Marginalisation to Partnership 1923-1960], Athens: TTaraznon, p. 212.

3 S Anagnostopoulou (2004) Toupkikog exovyxpoviopog: loAap kai Toupkokunpior ot Saidaiawdn Siadpopn
10U Kepahiopou [Turkish Modernity: Islam and Turkish Cypriots on the Tortuous Path of Kem;ilism], Athens,
Biphopapa, p. 180. For a comprehensive overview of Kemalism see N. Kizilytirek (2006)[{6}1(1/\10}10(‘[ H yeveon
kar n e€ehén ¢ emonpng 16eoAoyiag g ovyxpoving Toupkiac [Kemalism: The Birth and Evolution of the
Official Ideology of Modern Turkey], Athens: Meooyeiog. Alray Nevzat has exhaustively presented in his doctoral
thesis, how, by the end of the 1930s, nationalism has been extensively embodied by the Turkish Cypriots. A. Nevzat
(2005) Nationalism amongst the Turks of Cyprus: The First: Wave, Doctoral Thesis, University of Oulu,
published by Oulu University Press, Finland.

4 DS Wosgian (1963> ‘Turks and British Rule in Cypi‘us’, unpublished PhD Thesis, Columbia Univei‘sity, p- 135

5 An article by Vatan, newspaper as republished in Efimerss, 15 January 1949
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close co-operation with the Turkish Cypriot notables at least at the local government level®
Nevertheless, such an alliance was not feasible since the electorate was split into Greek Cypriot
(‘non-Mohamedans) and Turkish Cypriot (Mohamedans). As a result, politicians and organised
political groups from both communities addressed issues along strict ethnic lines, and were thus
‘accountable” only to therr own community. The separateness of the electoral basis made 1t
impossible to establish electoral co-operation between politicians or parties of either communury,
on the basis of a common political or 1deological platform. Even at the Municipal level it was
almost unthinkable, partcularly after 1946, for the Turkish Cypriots to support a Greek Cypriot
candidate for the positions of Mayor and Deputy Mayor. The political stance of the Greek Cypriot
political elite was even more rigid, as it systematically excluded Turkish Cypriots from the mayoral
posts. For example, none of the Greek Cypriot politicians would even consider that the Turkish
Cypriot mhabitants of Nicosia, who n the carly 1900s represented almost 40%7 of the town’s
population, were entitled to voice legitimate complaints regarding their de facto exclusion from the
positions of Mayor and Depury Mayor. Unsurprisingly, in 1911, the Greek Cypriot Archbishop
became mvolved in the opponent Greek Cypriot political parties with the explicit purpose of
deterring the possibility of any Turkish Cypriot assuming the Mayoral office, as happened in 1908
due to a dispute berween Greek Cypriot politicians®

The Secretary General of AKEL, Ploutis Servas, regularly attempred to utlise the ‘sympathy’
directed at his candidarure by Turkish Cypriot councillors in the Municipality of Limassol, in
order to propagate a theoretical but politically unsubstantiated influence exerted by the party over
the Turkish Cypriots.” In spite of claims by Servas, the Turkish Cypriots have not displayed any
preferential sympathy towards the Left. As the Turkish Cypriot councillors were the minority and
mevitably had to ‘choose” either Right- or Lefrwing (Greek) candidates, it was not uncommon for
them to vore for those they assessed as being closer to their communal or personal interests. This
attrude only changed dramatically after World War Two when the Turkish Cypriot leadership,
terrified by the radicalisation of Greek Cypriot nationalism, declared the negation of enosis o be
its supreme national task and thereby refrained from ‘supporting” any Greek Cypriot candidates.
Nonetheless, the behaviour of Turkish Cypriot councillors during electoral procedures in the carly
1940s demonstrates that there was no exclusive preference towards Lefe-wing candidares. After the
1943 elections the Turkish Cypriot councillors supported the Right-wing candidates, Demetrios

Demetriou and Christodoulos Galatopoulos, i Larnaca and Paphos respectively. In - the

6 R Kassiaounis (1997)H Asaoxermxi: 1946—1948 (Me Avaokommon g ITepiodou 1878-1945) [The
Consultative Assembly: 1946-1948 (With a review of the period 1878*1945)]« Nicosia: Kevipo Emotnpovikav
Epeuvaov, p. 141.

7 SA1/384/1908, 18 March 1908.

Fonr ts Kiprou, 26 March 1911

9 P Servas (1997) Korwvn matpida [Common Homeland|, Athens: TTpoodog, pp. 141-144. Also see, Karstaounis, op.
ait, p. 179

[oze]
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Municipalities of Limassol and Famagusta they voted in favour of the Lefusts, Ploutis Servas and
Adam Adamantos In Nicosia, where discussions within the Municipality’s Council have always
been more politicised, the Turkish Cypriot councillors supported the candidature of a Turkish
Cypriot politician, Fazil Kuacuk!! In the 1946 clections the Turkish Cypriot party of KIMBP
[ Kabris Tark Milli Birlik Partis’] = arguing on the grounds that the Greek Cypriot majority was
using the Municipalities as stepping stones to promote enosts — decided to boycort the electoral
procedure. The decision, however, was only implemented in Nicosia because 1n other cities the
independent candidates and members of the Association of the Turkish Minority of the Island of
Cyprus, known as KATAK [Kibns Adast Turk Azinhk Kurumu|, took part in the electoral
procedures!? In those municipalities the elected Turkish Cypriots voted for Servas in Limassol,
Galatopoulos 1n Paphos, Adamantos in Famagusta and Santamas, also a Lefust candidate, in
Larnaca3

In 1947 AKELS rhetoric for self-government — enosis — failed to widen the party’s influence
among Turkish Cypriots. The demand for self-government was equally abhorrent to Turkish
Cypriots as was the call of the Greek Cypriot Right for ‘timmediate enosis. The Turkish Cypriot
negative stance towards AKELSs national policy was foreseeable, as enosis remained the ultumate
goal of the party’s national claims and because self-government and autonomy were diachronically
incorporated in the Turkish Cypriot collective consciousness as the precursors of enosis* When,
in the summer of 1946, the 1ssue of a more liberal constitution was brought to the fore by the
British government, the Turkish Cyprior political parties of KATAK and KIMBP hastily reacted
by adopting a rigid stance against self-government.> Numerous reports in the Greek and Turkish
Cypriot press confirmed the strong Turkish Cypriot response against any solutions based on
autonomy or self-government. Kuctik, in September 1946, stated that ‘either with enosis or with
autonomy [our| death 1s mnevitable' 1o In December 1946, Halkin Sesi reaffirmed the Turkish
Cypriot stance against any processes that mughe lead either to enosis or to self-government! In a
memorandum submutted to the Governor in April 1947 from the major Turkish Cypriot

organisations (the political parties of KATAK and KITMBP, the Trade Unions and the Farmers

10 Municipality Council Minutes, 1 June 1953, Minutes Book (18 December 1946-22 Seprember 1953),
Municipality of Larnaca. Also, Municipality Council Minutes, 1 June 1949, Minutes Book (25 October 194611
August 1949), Municipality of Limassol, and Municipality Council Minutes, I June 1949, Minutes Book (April
1943=April 1950), Municipality of Nicosia, and Municipality Council Minutes, 1 June 1949, Minutes Book (l
June 1949-29 March 1956), Municipality of Paphos.

11 Municipality Council Minutes, 1 April 1943, Minutes Book (Api‘il 1943—April 1950). Municipaliry of Nicosia.

12 Cyprus Mail 21 May 1946.

13 Eleftheria, 2 June 1946.

14 Elettheria, (Arhcns), 21 January 1948,

15 Cyprus Mail 24 November 1946.

16 Halkin Sesi, 5 September 1946.

17" Neos Kypriakos Fylax, 19 December 1946.
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Union), it was stressed that Turkish Cypriots were against ‘any form of self-government” because
such a development might have led to abandoning to fate the vital interests and rights of the
Turkish community, leaving them entirely at the mercy of the Greek Cypriot majority!® It was,
further, claimed that in such a case, there would be painful consequences for the minorities as self-
government could be used as a stepping stone towards enosis!”

With the collapse, in 1948, of the Consultative Assembly and the subsequent detertoration of
br-communal relations, the Turkish Cypriots abstained from procedures to formulate the councils
bodies m the 1949 clections? The same policy was applied after the 1953 elections with the
exception of Paphos, where Turkish Gypriots under the leadership of Dr Thsan Ali supported the
Rightwing candidate, lakovides !

Regardless of any political sympathies among members of AKEL and Turkish Cypriots at the
local level, 1t cannot be asserted that these constituted an ‘unprecedented phenomenon in the
history of intercommunal relations™ or thar the electoral victory of AKEL in Limassol, in 1943,
led to any common celebrations of Greek and Turkish Cypriots? And indeed, the Lefrwing
newspaper Anexartitos [AveCaptntog|, when referring to the afrermath of Servas’ election 1n
Limassol, on 25 March 1943, made a laconic reference to the two Turkish Cypriot councillors who
attended the party’s celebrations The facts could not have been more different. Immediarely after
the elections, AKELS persistence on enosts was once again reiterated by Servas, who emphasised
that the most significant aspiration of the newly elected municipal council was the ‘vindication of
the national aspirations’ of the people — meaning enosis. That said, the Leftist leader suggested that
together with the Greek flag at the Town Hall, a Turkish flag should also be raised and he called
upon the colonial government to respect the national identity of not only the Greek nhabitants
of the 1sland but of the Turks as well 2> Undeniably, AKELS attirude towards the Turkish Cypriots
had been more liberal and tolerant than the approach expressed by many nationalist Right-wing
pohiticians6 The latter had employed a far more contempruous rhetoric; one that considered
Turkish Cypriots to be the remnants of the Ottoman conquest of Cyprus, and who had no right
to raise legitimate demands 1n relation to the 1sland’s future. The Turkish Cypriots were given no
acknowledgement as a constiruent element of Cyprus but were merely looked on as either a

18 Cyprus Mail 21 April 1947

19 Ibd
20 Council Minutes, Municipalities of Larnaka, Limassol Paphos and Nicosia, op. cir.
21 Ibid.

22 Karsiaounis, op. cit, p. 179

23 P Servas (1975) Mwc ra Katapépape xkai grdoape oto pndev [How Did We Manage to Reach Point Zero,
Athens: Aiddoyog, p. 26.

24 Anexartitos, 25 March 1943.

25 Anexartitos, 2 April 1943,

26 Krors, op. cit, pp- 191-211.
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foreign minority” or as non-native mhabitants of Cyprus’ who were ‘obliged” to respect the
national aspirations of the Greek majority?” Yer AKEL sull failed to capiralise on any influence
between the Turkish Cypriot masses, let alone any sympathies among their political elire. The
leading Turkish Cypriot newspaper, Halkin Sesi, systematically criticised AKELs attempr to
infiltrate the community and called upon the Turkish Cypriots to margalise any ‘lefr germs’
among them ?

The Participation of Turkish Cypriots in PSE-PEO

Confidence in AKELS influence on the Turkish Cypriots surfaced fundamentally through the
latter’s significant presence within the Lefewing trade unions of PSE and its successor PEO30 Ie
was even suggested that this development mughe gradually lead to the de-Turkification of the
community and thus curtail the guiding power exercised by the Turkish Cypriot leadership on the
Turkish masses and especially on Turkish workers3! It was also argued thar the rationale behind
Fazil Kucuk's opposition to the presence of Turkish Cypriots in PEO was his concern that such
co-operation mught lead to the acceptance of Greek authority by his fellow countrymen.32 Such
views, however, cannot be substantiated given the historical context within which Turkish Cypriot
nationalism was mstitutionalised. The reaction of the Turkish Cypriot political elite towards the
Greek Cypriot Left reflected the anti-communist sentiment of Turkish nationalism, rather than
giving credence to an imagmary nfluence that PEO and AKEL enjoyed among the Turkish
Cypriots. The possibility of AKEL gaining mass appeal in the Turkish Cyprior community was
actually doomed ro fail because in order to exert influence over the broad masses of the Greek
Cypriots, it had to endorse the political demand of enosis. In the 1940s the party’s approach in

relation to the Turkish Cypriots was:

‘The happiess of our fellow Turks 1s safeguarded not by becoming nvoluntary
mstruments i the hands of impertalism that 1s the master of divide and conquer.
Happness 1s found i the uncondinional recogmuion of the majoriry’s rights and the
support of the national liberation struggle of the Cypriot people.3?

27 Eleftheria, 21 August 1944.

28 AYKI: Archive of the Communist Party of Greece, KKE, Box. 371 E 20/21/21, «ExBeon Spdong me KE.
AKEA» [Action report by the Central Committee of AKEL], September, 1947-May 1949 (N. Savvidcs),

29 Halkin Sest, 4 June 1943,

30 PEO was established in March 1946 after PSE was proscribed by the colonial government. . lotopia TTXE=TTEO,
[History of PSE-PEO| (1991) Nicosia: PEO, p- 102

31 Anagnostopoulou, op. cir, p. 182,

32 Karsounis, op. cit, p. 417,

33 Theoritikos Dimokraris, 20 April 1947
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Besides, in the carly 1940s the political control exercised by AKEL upon the ‘national” policy of
the Leftist trade unions (PSE-PEO) was the principal reason which led to the establishment of
separate Turkish trade unions. Initially, 12 carpenters headed by Niyazi Dagli formed the firsc
Turkish Cyprior union® at the end of December 1942, As stated in the monthly report of the

colonial government in November 1942:

[] the subservience of the trade unions to the political doctrines and policy of AKEL has
developed a secessionst movement among Turkish Cypriot workers in Nicosia who would
also like to have separate Turkish trade unions or to form Turkish branches of existing
unions which would be housed 1n separate premuses. This movement may be expected to

receive some support from Turkish nationalistic sources.>

The newly established Turkish Unions expanded their authority over the Turks of Cyprus,
particularly after 1943 due to the inflexible nationalist rheroric of AKEL and PSE which steered a
further defection of Turkish Cypriot workers away from PSE. More specifically, in August of 1944,
when Greek Cypriot workers staged pro-cnosis demonstrations during a visic to Cyprus by the
Britsh Colonial Secretary, Sir Cosmo Parkinson, 120 Turkish Cypriots, under the leadership of
Hassan Sasmaz, defected from PSE. Sasmaz, in an address to the Turkish Cypriots workers, declared:

‘Triends! As of today, our roads part. We will establish an independent and free Union of
Turkish Cypriot Workers Associations that 1s ours alone and separate from the Greeks. We
are now obliged to do this. We ourselves are not the ones who have imposed this obligation
on ourselves. It 1s the Turkish Cypriot people who wish for this. We are obliged to respond

to their voice.?

In 1944 PSE argued that the leak” of the politically ‘ignorant and uneducated’ Turkish Cypriot
workers was due to the propagation of the reactionary leadership of the minority’ The Lefusc
union highlighted the necessity for the Turkish Gypriot workers to be ‘enlightened” on the
advantages they would enjoy ‘under a Greek People’s Republic’, once enosis was utilised 3 Despite
PSES’ concerted efforts to prevent the division of the labour movement, the various Turkish guilds
merged 1n 1945 under an umbrella organisation known as the Association of Turkish Cypriot

Workers Unions’ [Kibris Turk Isci Burliklert Kurumu (KTIBK)], which was politically

34 An, A. (2002) ‘An Overview of the Past and Present of the Turkish Cypriot Left. Available as pdf on p. 2 at
[heep:/Avwwkibrisim org/dosya/Ahmet|, accessed on 3 December 2013.

35 CO 67/314/12, Political report on the situation in Cyprus in November 1942

36 An,op.atp.2

37 CGited in N Kuizilyarek (2002) Millyereilik Kiskacunda Kibrs Cyprus in the Grip of Natonalism|, Tscanbul:
lletisim Yaymnlary, p. 259

38 Minutes of the 3rd Pancyprian Trade Union Conference of PSE, 24 and 25 September 1944, Nicosia: Library of
Atchbishopric of Cyprus.

39 Ibd
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controlled by the Turkish Cypriot National Union Party, KTM BP0 During the 4th Conference
of PEO in late March 1946, when a handful of Turkish Cypriot delegates raised their concerns as

regards the federations ‘national’ policy, they received a staunch response as follows:

‘the majority of the population of Cyprus 1s Greek, and in accordance with the principle of
democracy and declarations of war our own people should join the nation 1 which 1t
belongs'4!

The policy of PEO even caused reactions among the most progressive Turkish Cypriots. Such was
the case of Dervis Ali Kavazoglou who, in the carly 1940s, was very critical towards the enosist
policy of the Left. In an article published in Halkin Sesi on 13 June 1944, Kavazoglou analysed in
detail the reasons behind the ‘imposed™ establishment of separate Turkish Cypriot unions.
Kavazoglou accused PEO of advocating enosis and at the same time ignoring the national feelings
and sentiments of the Turkish Gypriots. Moreover, he claimed that PEOS recently established
“Turkish branch’ was nothing bur a tool employed to prevent a Turkish Cypriot reaction to the
organisations cnosist designs#? Such beliefs were gradually consolidated between the Turkish
Cypriot masses, when AKELSs “Turkish branch” launched a campaign which urged Turkish
Cypriot labourers who live, work, and suffer together with the Greeck Cypriot labourers to enter
the struggle at the same front with other people of the island” in order to support ‘the just demand
of people of Cyprus for self-determination’#3

In December 1954 AKEL admutted that the defection of the Turkish Cypriots from PEO
and the establishment of separate Turkish Cypriot trade unions occurred when ‘the few Turkish
workers' left the party during the rise of our national struggle’#4 Pantelis Varnava, the veteran trade
unionist of PEO, confirms that the joint union efforts of Greek and Turkish Cypriots ‘have been
affected ro a large degree [during| the period of 1944—1945 by the intensity of the struggle of the
Greek Cypriots for enosis  Similar views were expressed by the historical leader of PEO, Andreas
Ziartidis, who recognised that the rise of the enosis movement increased ‘the distrust among the
Turkish Cypriots 46 Ziartidis noted that the division of the trade union movement was mevitable,
once AKEL had adopted the policy of enosis# Identical views were voiced by the Greek Consul

40 lowpia ITXE-TTEO [History of PSE-PEO] (1991) Nicosia: PEO, p-253.

41 Minutes of the 4th Pancyprian Trade Union Conference of PEO, 30 and 31 March 1946, Nicosia: Library of
Archbishopric of Cyprus.

42 Halkin Sesi, 13 June 1944.

43 Halkin Sest, 20 October 1954. Cited in An, op. ait, pp. 2-3.

44 Theoritikos Dimokratis, December 1954.

45 P Varnava (2004) Kowor epyauxor aywves EMnvoxunpiov kar Toupkokunpiwv (yeyovora péoa amé v
lotopia) [The Common Labour Struggles of Greek and Turkish Cypriots (Events through History)], Nicosia:
ITEO, p. I6.

46 D Paionides (1995) Avbpéac Ziapridng: Xwpic pofo xkar mabog [ Andreas Ziartides: Without Fear and Passion],
Nicosia: Privately printed, p. S1.

47 Ibid
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in Cyprus, who attributed the ‘separatist’ tendencies in the trade union movement to the enosst
policy of AKEL 4

Even the flegendary” joint strike of Greek and Turkish Cypriot workers i the Mining
Industry at Mavrovouni in 1948, which 1s often employed to exemplify the ‘grand manifestation
of national unity of the two components of workers in Cyprus’# and the transcending of ‘religion
and nationalism’ barriers 0 became possible when PEO adopted a cautious rhetoric on the issue
of enosisd! Moreover, the leader of the Turkish strikers, Hassan Sasmaz, was a prominent
nationalist and a close associate of Fazil Kuctk 2 When the Mayor of Limassol and representative
of the Left, Ploutis Servas, supported the annexation of Cyprus by Greece during the discussions
held within the Consultative Assembly [ Diaskepriki Sineleusi|, Hassan Sasmaz swiftly clarified
that:

[..] 1t should be borne in mind that his fatherland is not our fatherland. If there 1s a Greece
he [Servas] longs for there 15 a Turkey we long for. He is Greek and we are Turks |...] if the
British Government agrees to hand over the administration of the island to their hands

then we demand 1t be returned to 1ts old owner, Turkey which 1s our national homeland. 3

Inevitably, when PEO adopted enosis as its national goal in the dawn of 1940s, it turned a
significant number of Turkish Cypriots away from the Leftist labour movement. The majority that
chose to remain, did so only because PEO as the largest federation, could secure better terms and
conditions of employment™* for its members. Moreover, it was unavoidable for the majority of
Turkish Cypriots to remain within PEO because industries such as artisanship, business and
commerce were almost exclusively in the hands of Greek Cypriots> The Turkish Cypriot political
clite systematically claimed that the reason for the weighry presence of Turkish Cypriots in PEO
was the latter’s policy of excluding the participation of the Turkish Cypriot guilds in many Greek
Cypriot owned firms |closed shop agreements]; a policy they considered as ‘persecution based on

48 AIAYE [Diplomatic and Historic Archive of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs], 1945, 38.6, Kountouriotss,
Consul of Greece to Minisrry of Foreign Affairs, 22 September 1944.

49 N. Psirouki (1965) To Kunpiaxo. To ofurepo ebviké pag mpofinpa [The Cyprus Issue: Our Most Politically
Acute Problem]|, Athens, «Epyacia», p. 85

50 M. Michaelides (2010) ‘The Turkish Cypriot Working Class and the Cyprus Labour Movement 1920-1963’, in
E. Solomou and H. Faustmann (eds), Colonial Cyprus 1878=1960, Selective Readings from The Cyprus Review,
Nicosta: University of Nicosia Press, pp. 124-125,

51 Varnava, op. cir, p. 18.

52 Kroris, op. cit. pp. 271-273.

53 CO 5374036, Meeting of the Consulrative Assembly, 21 May 1948

54 By 1945 the trade union of the Left had 12984 members, organised in 91 guilds. L. Kakkoulis (1990) H apiotepa
kai o1 Tovpkokvmpior: To kunpiaxo aro pua diin okoma [The Left and the Turkish Cypriots: The Cyprus
Problem from another Point of View|, Nicosia: Tunoypageia Kacouhidn, p. 36.

55 Krors, op. ait, p. 229
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racial criteria’ 3 By 1947 the rnivalry bertween AKEL and the KIMBP escalated and as a result a
growing number of Turkish Cypriots defected from PEO and joined KTIBKY The KTMBP
ntensified 1ts efforts to establish distinct, ethnic-based, mstitutions and, with the purpose of
boosting the recruitment process of KTIBK, it adopted an intimuidation campaign based on the
notion that Turkish Cypriots, who participated in PEO, were ‘strengthening the Greek nationalist
movement. A leading member of the Left, Andreas Fantis, concerned by the anti-communist

campaign of KIMBP and KTIBK accused their leadership that they:

[..] shoot aganst their Turkish colleagues who are members 1n our unions. They even
reached the pownt of commutting to paper that the Turkish members have become Rum, lost
their ethnic idenuty and are not carrers of Turkish blood. [..]| The leaders of the Turkish
guilds inflame racial passions by exploiting our differences on the national question.

The confrontation between the two sides did not prevent attempts at rapprochement and co-
operation as regards labour 1ssues, especially as the fulfilment of Turkish workers” demands could
not be realised 1f they were not icluded in a wider trade union forum. In 1945 the colonial
administration ‘encouraged the Turkish Gypriot leadership to seck co-operation in this direction
with the respective Greek Cypriot trade unions, on the single condition that the latter would
explicitly abandon enosis® Pantelis Varnava vividly describes how he was almost lynched during
this period by Turkish Cypriot nationalists i the village of Lefka, which was predomimantly
inhabited by Turks, when he refused to renounce enosis® Additionally, the Turkish Cypriot
unionists demanded that in order to participate in common labour events with PEO, the latter
should also renounce the right to register Turkish Cypriots as its members, whether they ‘belonged
to the Turkish trade unions or were unorganized 6! PEO rejected this ‘request’ since its political
aspiration was to expand its influence among the ‘minority’. Nonetheless, the ‘concern’ of the
Turkish Gypriot political elite that the association of many of their national compatriots with
PEO might have led to the gradual de-Turkification of the community, was clearly
unsubstantiated. Although the number of Turkish Cypriots who enrolled with KTIBK' was
reduced by the end of the 1940562 the Turkish Cypriot leadership still succeeded in mobilising the
whole community against the enosis agitation over the course of this period The mability of
KTIBK unionists to enlist the majority of Turkish Cypriots as members was basically linked with
PEO’s admirable efficacy of securing labour rights for all Cypriot workers, in a time when the latter

56 SA 1/658/1943/1, 11 September 1945,

57 lotopia I'NXE=T'TEO [History of PSE-PEO], op. ait, p. 253.

58 Theoritikos Dimokratis, 10 January 1947

59 SA 1/658/1943/1, 11 September 1945,

60 An mterview conducted by Xenofon Kallis and Makarios Drousiotis with Pantelis Varnava.
61 Theoritikos Dimokratis, 10 January 1947

62 Republic of Cyprus, Annual Report of the Ministry of Labour and Social Insurance for the Year 1968, Nicosta,
1969 p. 108.
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faced gruelling economic conditions. It 1s worth notng that, n 1948, the Lefust federation
launched its medical scheme to provide an opportunity for its Greek and Turkish members to
benefit from free treatment 1n various medical units established throughout the island.¢4
Eventually, an agreement was signed berween PEO and KTIBK, on & January 19489 However,
only one year later, the Leftist Union was acknowledging its disappointment because typical uniry
with the Turkish Cypriot unionists did not imply an essential unity with the thousands of Turkish
Cypriot workers 0

AKEL and the Turkish Cypriots — A Conflicting Relationship
AKEL was formed 1n 1941 by leading members of the proscribed Communist Party of Cyprus

along with personalities of the Greek Cypriot middle class®” None of the founding members®s of
the party were Turkish Cypriot; nor did any Turkish Cypriot become a member of the partisan
strutional structure and its decision-making apparatus during the period under consideration
(1941-1955).¢ Even so, the establishment of AKEL constituted a radical political development.
For the first ime a political formation became accessible, at least theoretically, to all Gypriots
regardless of their ethnic or religious origin. The partys mnitial constitution explicitly stated that
any resident of Cyprus could become a member of AKEL ‘irrespective of race, religion and sex as
long as he accepts the program and the constitution of the party70

Despite the above, and irrespective of the large number of Turkish Cypriot workers who were
enrolled as members of PEO, the political party of the Left (AKEL) had little influence over the
‘minority. This view 1s confirmed by AKELS leadership who acknowledged the marginal hold
which the party had with the Turkish Cypriot masses. In 1ts correspondence with the Greek
Communust Party [ Kommounistiko Komma Elladas’ (KKE)], the leader of AKEL, Fifis

loannou disclosed:

63  Hur Soz 6 December 1949, Ates, 12 December 1949, Halkin Sesi 13 December 1949 and Dimokratis 13
December 1949

64 Michaclides, op. cir, p. 122,

65 lotopia T'1X’E-TTEO [History of PSE-PEO]. op. cir, p. 251

66 Tpakuka 21’ aykonpiag Zuviexviaxiic Zuvoidokeyne g TTEO  [Minutes of the 6th Pancyprian Trade
Union Conference of PEO]. 1 and 2 May 1949, Nicosia: Archbishopric of Cyprus Library.

67 V. Protopapas (2012) Exdoyikn lotopia ¢ Konpou: noievteg koppara kar exkhoyes omv Ayyrokpatia
(1878-1960) [The Electoral History of Cyprus: Politicians, Parties and Elections during the British Colonial
Period (1878-1960), Athens: Oepehio, pp. 353-361.

68 lowopia ov KKK=AKEA, Ano u¢ apxéc ou 200u arwva péxpr 1o 1981 [History of the Communist Party of
Cyprus—AKEL ]|, unpublished document of the Central Committee of AKEL, Vol. II, p. 3.

69  Ibid, Vols. 11 and 111.

70 Ibid, Vol. 11, p. 21.
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‘In fact our work within the minorities 1s seriously delayed. The Turkish leadership, which
prefers either the Brinsh to protect their interests, or a union with Turkey, 15 sull
brainwashing the masses of the munority and thus keeping them away from the Greek
(Cyprior) popular movement.”!

Analogous to the above was the assessment expressed by another party official, Nicos Savvides,
whose report to the ‘national’ communist party was also quite revealing:

‘Minorities: no appreciable effort. The Turkish element s sull under the influence of the
Turkish reaction. The effort to establish a Democratic Political Organization of the Turks
sank because we failed to find any respected Turks who would lead to 1ts establishment.”?

The situation could not have been different given AKELs determination to promote as a ‘strategic

necessity’ the understanding by Turkish Cypriots that:

‘-] The union with Greece not only solves the national problem of the Greceks of Cyprus,
but also the problem of the Turkish miority from a national mnterest point of view. The
Turkish workers and employees need to understand this. They can understand it and they
should understand it. This 1s also one of the major rasks of our party”3

As anticipated, the reaction of the Turkish Cyprior elite against AKEL was even harsher in
comparison to 1ts stance vis-a-vis the Greek Cypriot Right. Unlike the latter that blatantly ignored
the existence of the Turkish Cypriot community, the leadership of AKEL attempted to propagate
its enosist policy amongst the Turkish Cypriots. Principally, under the leadership of Ezckias
Papaioannou, the party made a systematic effort to persuade the Turkish Cypriots to understand’
its policy for enosis. The policy of embracing the Turkish Cypriots was further marerialised after
the VI Congress of AKEL, in August 1949, when the party readopted ‘enosis and only enosis’ as
its national goal. The congress acknowledged the minimal effect that AKEL had upon the Turkish
Cypriots and decided on a course of action to address the specific deficiency’. Amid others, 1t was
recommended that the party should proceed with the formation of local organisations [ Topikes
Organosis’| exclusively comprised of Turkish Cypriots, to explore closer co-operation with
KITBK, and to proceed with the issuance of brochures and bulletins in the Turkish language with
a view to cluaidate 1ts political programme to the Turks of CGyprus™ Butr, AKELS endeavour to
sway the ‘minority” did not result in any substantial change. For the Turkish Cypriot masses,

71 AYKI [Archive of Contemporary Social History — ASKI] Archive KKE, Box. 371 F 20/21/14, «Mia ouvorukn
éxbeon ndave omv kunpiakn kardoraon kar o AKEA» [ A brief report on the situation mn Cyprus and AKEL],
F loannou, Free Greece, November 1948.

72 A¥KI [Archive of Contemporary Social History — ASKI] Archive KKE, Box. 371 E 20/21/21, «ExBeon Spdong
mg KE AKEA» [Action report by the Central Commutree of AKEL], Seprember, 1947—May 1949 (N,
Savvides).

73 Theoritikos Dimokratis, 10 January 1947

74 Theoritikos Dimokratis, August 1949
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beyond the abhorrent, nature of the partys chief political aim [enosis|, the circumstances 1t
triggered were deeply affected by political and ethnic cleavages. The collapse of the Consultative
Assembly m 1948 and the aggressive competition between the Left and the Right for the
domunation of the Greek Cypriot national movement led to a nationalistic hysteria among the
Grecks of Cyprus. The developments excited the Turkish Cypriots, and contributed further to the
climax of a nationalist frenzy within their community. Under such conditions, Turkish Cypriots
clevated their activity and aimed at their political unification under the “Federation of Turkish
Cypriot Associations’ on 8 September 19497 Fazil Kucuk, the leader of KIMBP and leading
proponent of anti-communism, stated 1n January 1949 that ‘Cyprus 1s Turkish and will remain
Turkish. Communism 1s the greatest enemy of Turkey and a struggle needs to be done against
communism’/© Given the ant-communist sentiments of Turkish Cypriots, the relations berween
AKEL and KTMBP led to an enduring political confrontation. In parallel the enosisragitation of
the ‘communist’ Grecks of Cyprus contributed to the further escalation of antrcommunist
hysteria in Turkey. Ac a time when the Cold War representations determined the principal
ideological elements of Turkish foreign policy, the annexation of a ‘communist’ Cyprus by Greece
was conceived in panturkist circles as a step towards the Sovienisation of Greece itself.”” The British
embassy in Ankara confirmed the existence of anti-communist hysteria i the Turkish press.
Nonetheless, it also stated that the attrude of the Turkish government had remained unaltered in
view of the British reassurances regarding the preservation of the starus quo’8 Contrary to the
Americans, the British were more concerned 1n tackling the enosis agitation rather than dealing
with the communust ‘threat’. The importance attached by the British to a divide and rule policy 1s
reflected n their decision to reject the recommendation by the US Consul, in which the latter
encouraged the co-operation between the Greek Cyprior Right and the Turkish Cypriot
leadership, with the aim to marginalise the communist influence on the island. According to the
Greek Consul 1in Nicosia, the Ethnarchy, dazzled by the ant-communist climate of the Greek
Civil War, appeared to have been positive towards the idea, but the British Colonial Office rejected
the recommendation since it anticipated that an American involvement in Cyprus, could gap the
bridge berween Greek and Turkish Gypriots” The decision of the British government to use the
Turkish Cypriots as a distraction to negate enosis, did nort allow such political manocuvres:
particularly, after 1948, when the colonial administration encouraged the communal and political
strutionalisation of the Turkish Cypriots as a political entity and, heading in this direction, 1t

75 Halkin Sest, 10 September 1949

76 Hur Soz 7 January 1949

77 Krors, op. cit, pp. 352-358.

78  CO 67/342/2, Briush Embassy in Ankara to Foreign Office, 1 December 1948,

79 AIAYE, [Diplomatic and Historic Archive of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs|, 1949, File 69, Subfile 2,
Consul Liapis to Ministry to Foreign Affairs, Secret, 20 April 1949

27



THE CyPRUS REVIEW (VOL. 252 FALL 2013)

proceeded with the formation of the “Turkish Affairs Commuittee’ 30 AKEL, having always shown
interest 10 Turkish Cyprior affairs, commented on the growing British interest in the Turkish
Cypriot community by noting that:

‘The Cyprus Government shows lately a particular mterest i Turkish affairs and has
established a "Turkish Affairs Commuttee” which advises government on all affairs affecting
Cyprus Turkish communiry [--] This Government interest in Turkish affairs, far from
improving the position of the Cypriot Turks, aims at using them as tools for the Briush

imperialist plans in Cyprus and the Middle Easc.8!

At varance with AKELSs analysts, the Turkish Cypriot opposition to enosis was not engineered
by the British but 1t was the reaction of a minority that felt genuinely threatened by the Greek
Cypriots’ pohitical aspirations. The Turkish Cypriots viewed with apprehension the political
support by the Left to enosis, which gave a new impetus to the majority’s national demand.
AKELS party newspaper Dimokraris had rightly claimed that enosis became the undispured
political objective of the overwhelming majority of Greek Cypriots®? The Turkish Cypriots,
concerned by the developments in the Greck Cypriot community, decided to demonstrate their
objection to enosis by organising open multrudinous meetings® In ‘response’ to a large rally
organised by AKEL in favour of ‘Self-Government-Enosis, and a voluminous rally by the
Ethnarchy in favour of tmmediate” enosis, the Turkish Cypriots organised a rally against enosis and
self-government in Nicosia on 28 November 1948. The enormity of the demonstration reaffirmed
that the vast majority of the Turkish Cypriots had embraced the ant-enosist and anti-communist
perceptions of their political leadership$* AKEL underestimated the developments within the
‘minority’, particularly the political messages disclosed by the rallies of 28 November 1948 and 12
December 1949, together with the nationalist anti-communist demonstrations of the Turkish
Student Unions’ in Istanbul and Ankara. Turkish Cypriot mobilisation aimed at bringing to the
fore the reaction of the Turkish Cypriots against any solution that could lead to enosis or self-
government, as well as to condemn the ‘repulsive” ideology of communism. The prominent
speakers at the rallies anathematised the national aspirations of the Greek Cypriots and verbally
assaulted those Turkish Cypriots who, as a consequence of their participation in PEO and AKEL,
were supporting communism.$ Fazil Kuaguik and Rauf Denkras’s speeches were infused with anti-
Greck and ant-communist references. AKELS leadership attributed the demonstrations to the

80 CO 5374041, ‘Political Report on the Situation in Cyprus in June 1948’

81 CO 537/6235 AKEL Information Leaflet, August 1950.

82 Dimokratis, 13 December 1949,

83 Ethnos, 2 December 1948 and Cyprus Mail 15 December 1949

84 Erhnos, 30 November 1948, and Cyprus Mail 30 November 1948.

85 CO 67/342/1, Acting Governor to the Minister of Colonies, 30 November 1948. The speakers referred to specific
Turkish Cypriot members of PEO such as Mehmed Alkan, Hassan Hassan, and Ahmed Djahid.
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“Turkish agas and the British incitement’®© and claimed that the feeling of anxiety among the Turks
of Cyprus ‘about their fate in the event of enosis' was largely encouraged by Britain whose aim was
to provoke 1ll feeling between the two communities on the 1sland3” Again the Greek Cypriot
pohitical elite, including AKEL had miserably failed to adequately evaluate the messages disclosed
by the Turkish and Turkish Cypriot reactions and thus, their stance remained unaltered and
inflexible.

The Greek Cypriots, having decided i December 1949 to proceed with the materialisation
of a plebiscite in support of enosis, totally neglected the Turkish reactions. The Greek plebiscite of
January 1950 was of decisive political 1mportance. It led to the radicalisation of Turkish
nationalism 1n Cyprus and alarmed the Turkish government. Hereafter, Turkey would gradually
publicise 1ts objections toward the possible alteration of the island’s stacus quos The Greek
Cypriot pohitical elite critically mussed the mark by neglecting to acknowledge that a message of
political exclusion of non-Greek Cypriots was a consequence of such enosisractivities. By ieself the
organisation of the plebiscite inside the churches delegiimised” the political presence of Turkish
Cypriots, and thereby signalled that the political future of the island lay exclusively within the
pohitical will of the Greek and Christian Orthodox majority®” In the Greek press of that time, an
unsuccessful atrempt was made to propagate the enosist plebiscite as reflecting the interests of all

Cypriots. There were widespread reports that several hundreds of Turkish Cypriots had “signed in

86 Dimokratis, 13 December 1949

87 The Progressive Party of Working People (AKEL), News Bulletin, Vol. I. No. 4/49, August 1949,

88  FO 371/87716, British Embassy in Ankara to Foreign Office, 25 January 1950 and FO 371/95133, British
Embassy in Ankara to Foreign Office, 25 April 1951.

89 The element of contempt towards the Turkish Cypriots had always infiltrated the Greek Cypriot analysis. A
newspaper of the Righe, Elefrheria [ EhevBepia’]. ‘amazed’ by the growing demands of the Turkish Cypriors
criticised the latter’s anti-enosis demonstrations of 1944 by indicating that The Turkish minority 1s in Cyprus only
because of an imperialistic war of Turkey. Thereby the Turks are nort native inhabitants of Cyprus’ (E]cf[hcnb, 21
August 1944). Another local newspaper of the Right [ Foni tis Kyprou | H @wvii g Kurpou |, having adopred
an even more contemptuous rhetoric characterised the Turkish Cypriots as ‘guests’ in Cyprus who had to ‘show
the obliged respect to their hosts, and demanded a ‘more lucid political spirit, a deeper knowledge of history, a
greater respect to the sacred and just national demands of Greek Cyprus' (Fonz' tis Kiprou, 17 December 1949 and
4 December 1948).

A promuinent member of AKEL in the 1940s and chief editor of Dimokratis newspaper [ Anpoxpdmnc] Minos
Perdios noted with discontent thar, among the main reasons for the reduced influence of the Lefrst movement
among the Turkish Cypriots, was ‘the regular contempr of the Turkish Cypriots and the negligence of their
municipal and communal issues. M. Perdios, *Aokipio lotopiag KKK [Essay of the History of KKK, Volumes
=111, unpublished document, p. 118.

A mainstream perception among the Greek Cypriot community described the Turkish Cypriots as lazy persons
‘rohatlides” who could only be ‘Butchers, mahalepitzides, xalouvatzides, kattimeritzides and shiamusiarides,
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favour of enosis® However, historical darta reveals that only 42 Turkish Cypriots might have voted
in support of enosis? Within the entre community of Cyprior Turks this number 15 too
nsignificant to be taken as a persuasive and credible claim that the dommant nationalist
ortentation of Turkish Cypriots was ever seriously challenged.

In view of the plebiscite for enosis, AKEL 1ssued, on 12 January 1950, a declaration in Turkish
with the mtenton of communicating its position to the ‘munority. AKEL urged the Turkish
Cypriots not to obstruct the national aspirations of the Greek Cypriots. The declaration which was
mainly addressed to ‘the Turkish workers, Turkish peasants and poor working Turkish people’, 15
of particular mterest, as 1t disclosed AKELs main political stance vis-a-vis the political and social
dynamics within the Turkish Cypriot community:

[.] The Greek Cypriots have decided to hold a peaceful referendum 1n order to shake off

the Briish yoke and live frecly. [..] We Grecks agree to respect the national rights and
interests of munorities and especially the Turkish minority. For you the Turks it 1s a duty to
respect the claims of your Greck countrymen who 1n the long term will defend your
national rights. 92

AKEL determined that the political mitiative towards the decolonsation of the 1sland lay
exclusively with the Greek Cypriots. According to the declaration, Turkish Cypriots must discard
their objections and concerns and respect the political demands” of the majority. AKEL contended
that the Briuish and the Turkish Cypriot plutocracy were the main culprits for the animosity
created between the two communities:

[...] The Briush came to Cyprus against the will of our people, who oppress both the
Grecks and the Turks on an ethnic and political basts, are trying through some rich Turks
to insert among you fear and to pander rivalry with the Greeks of Cyprus. [...] Even if some

90  Elefthersa, 19 January 1950, Efimerida ton Hiton, 19 December 1949, Eleftheria, (Arhcns), 18 January 1950,
Empros, 17 January 1950.

91 Tt should be acknowledged that the possibility of some names to have fraudulently been added to the lists by Greek
Cypriots cannot be excluded. It 15 also possible that a few more Turkish Cypriots might have voted in favour of
enosis but their names could not have been retrieved among several hundred unintelligible names. The Turkish
Cypriots who signed i favour of enosis were, Moustafa Emir Osman (Lempa); Kasim Salih, Seker Ali
(Akoursos): Liazie Emir, Aziz Ahmet, Emine Aziz, Arif Mchmet (Krima); Tervis Houseyin Ali, Hasan Huseyin
Kondo Mustafa, Abel Emib (Larnaca); Irfan Moustafa, Bayram Suleyman, Zouftou Mchmer Emuir Aly,
Suleyman Suleyman Ballo, Ali Salih, Bahit Camil, Ahmet R. Ali Subru, Moustafa Halil Kazim, Ahmet Al
(Limassol Agia Napa District); Unidentified, Cemal Arif (Dali); Rasit Souleyman, Osman Emizade, Huseyin
Osman, Rifat Yarafus (Morfou); Moustafa Suleyman, Senf Hasan, Fezile Osman (Famagusta); Moustafa
Huscyim Houscyin Ahmet, Salih Mohammad, Ervan Houscyin. Unidentified (Limassol Agia Triada Dis[ricr):
Ahmet Filavert (Ayia Eirini); Arif Salih, Hasan (Pano Lefkara); Naci Houseyin (Limassol Agia Zoni Disrict);
Osman Yurup (Colossi): Ali Amdah Alaz (Bogazi); Mohammad Ibrahim (Zakaki). National Museum for
EOKA Struggle. Nicosia.

92 FO 371/87716, Message of the Central Committee of AKEL o the Turkish Cypriots’, 12 January 1950.
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Turks, cspecially the rich class, work with the British against the demands of the Greeks of
the 1sland this 1s not a reason to be resentful and annihilate each other

The Left-wing party overestimated the impact of ‘class rhetoric’ upon the ‘liberation’ of the Turkish
Cypriot masses. AKELS tendency was to believe that the latter were simply ‘prey’ in the hands of their
community$s political and economic elite and, therefore, politically guided. However, compelling
evidence demonstrates that contrary to the ideological and social divisions that cut across the Greek
Cypriot community, the fear of enosis within the Turkish Cypriot community has created
widespread political insecurity among them and has consequently dominared political and ideological
discussions According to Wosgian the vast majority of the community’s organisations — political,
cultural and athletic — expressed a unified nationalist political discourse.” For that reason, AKELSs
class rhetoric” was ineffective and did not have any political affinity among the Turkish Cypriots. It
ignored the influence exerted by Turkish nationalism and underestmated the anxieties heaped on the
Turkish Cyprior masses by the possibility of the annexation of Cyprus by Greece. Paradoxically, only
a few months earlier, the extensive influence of Turkish nationalism was acknowledged by AKEL
iself which noted that ‘the Turkish population 15 the vast majority under the influence of
personified chauvinist parties % AKEL intensified its organisational efforts in order to embrace the
Turkish Cyprior community, even though the element of political naiveré characterised most of the
partys policies on this matter. AKEL seemed to believe thar the propagation of enosis — being of
benefit to all Gypriots — would at least convince Turkish Cypriot workers to follow a common path.
In June 1951, in 1ts correspondence with the Greek Communust Party, AKEL explained that:

‘In the struggle for bread, our Party must convince the Turkish poor farmers and workers

that only the national hiberation 1s the fundamental solution of their problems, for a
prosperous and free hife, in a free and independent from 1mperialism GreeceY

93 Ibid.

94 Halkin Sest, 5 September 1946.

95 Wosgtan, op. cit., p. 135 See also C. Francots (2011) H Kunpiakn Aseveén 1946-1959, Topog A~ [ The Cyprus
Conflict 1946—-1959 Vol. A'], Athens: Mopgatko Topupa Ebvikng Tparezag, p. 159
[t 15 quite revealing, for example, that during 1948—1953, none of the Turkish Cypriot football teams participated
in the AKEL controlled football association of KEPO [Kypriaki Erasitehniki Omospondia Podosfairou].
Contrariwise they chose to remain in the ranks of KOP, the federation which had adopted anti-communism as its
main pohtical banner. The division of Cyprior football occurred in the spring of 1948 due to the escalation of the
ideological cleavages berween AKEL and the Greek Cypriot Right. As a resule the footballers with leftist political
beliefs defecred from KOP, and proceeded to establish a separate football association, (KEPO). Sotos Krors,
October 2013, “To toupkokunpiak6 mod6ogaipo oty aroiKIak nepiodo (1910-1960) [Turkish Cypriot Football
in the Colonial Period, 1910-1960], a document presented in the conference ‘Oreig kai muxeg mg 1otopiag wu
nodoogaipou oty Erkada kai oty Komnpo' [The Facets and Parameters of the History of Football in Greece and
Cyprus]|, Nicosia, unpublished document.

96  Theoririkos Dimokratis, August 1949,

97 AYKI [Archive of Contemporary Social History], Archive KKE, Box. 371 T 20/21/22, «©¢oeig navw oto ebvixo

znmpa» [Position on the national issue], 7 June 1951.
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It 1s most striking for a party such as AKEL, which upheld 1ts political predominance on the
rational and pragmatic assessment of both social and political realities, to persistently degrade the
developments within the Turkish Cyprior community. This raises questions about the party’s
belief that it could allure, with a literally utopian approach, the Turkish Cypriots. This political
illusion might, to some extent, have been the result of the inconsistent ‘guidance’ from the ‘glorious’
Communust Party of Greece, which, even i 1954, reminded 1ts Cypriot comrades that:

‘Our position on the 1ssue of enosis did not change [..] when the Communist Party of
Greece says "a free Cyprus in a free Greece it takes a positive position on the issue of enosis
in the current circumstances. Besides on this issue we have talked many tmes with you and
you know our line [..] as we have previously discussed, one of your most serious duties 1s
your work among the Turkish community. Make a mass organization among the Turkish
minority and you have nothing to fear™3

AKEL, having illustrated at length its position through an article by 1ts organisational secrerary,
Pavlakis Georgiou, urged 1ts members to digest’ ‘the article by the Communist Party comrades,
and mn a simplified way expose to ‘the Turkish party members and the Turkish people in general
the benefits they would enjoy from the party’s enosist policy. The party’s new leadership, under
Ezckias Papaioannou, declared that, naturally, thousands of Turkish Cypriots should have
supported the party’s policies through their participation in the Lefrist organisations. Furthermore,
the leadership of AKEL went on to claim that the main reasons which alienated the party from
the Turkish Cypriots, were framed i the wrong policies of the Communist Party of Cyprus
‘which spoke of an independent republic in a Soviet Cyprus” and i the confusion created by
AKELS policies during the Consultative Assembly era® AKEL called on every ‘Greek, Turk and
Armenian who loves Cyprus, its family and children and who wants to live free’ to support the
partys programme for ‘enosis unconditionally and without [any| consideration” adding that the
‘prize for the hiberation of Cyprus for [our]| brothers the Turks and the other minorities would be
to pave a life without oppression or racial discrimination’ 100

As erratic as 1t might sound, AKEL evoked as reasons for its reduced influence among the
Turkish Cypriot community the brief adoption of self-government during the 1947-1948 period,
together with the opposition of the Communist Party of Cyprus to enosis in the 1920s. In 1ts
findings with regard to the influence 1t exerted upon the Turkish Cypriots, the party showed
greater pragmatism acknowledging that in general:

98  AYKI [Archive of Contemporary Soctal History], Archive KKE, Box. 372 E 20/21/6, KKE o KE. AKEA,
[Greek Communist Party to Central Committee of AKEL], 27 May 1954.

99 Theoritikos Dimokratis, December 1954.

100 AKEA, Mivipoup Tpoypappa, «H Evwon mg Kompou pe mv Exidda. Xwpig opoug xwpic aviakhdypara»
[Minimum Programme, The Union of Cyprus with Greece. Unconditional|, Nicosia, 28 June 1952, p. 61.
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[.] The Turkish minority was stll under the chauvinistic influence. [..] we have done very
few things to distract the Turks from that mfluence. So the Turkish minority 1s now used

as a stumbling block in our national liberation struggle. 101

AKELSs minimal influence over the Turkish Cypriots was an indisputable reality. The colonial
government, in 1954, reported the failed attempr of the Turkish and Progressive Patriotic Front' —
a satellite organisation of AKEL — to collect funds for the circulation of a newspaper in Turkish.
The author of the report, clearly nfluenced by the realities of the tme, wondered how ‘an
organization of AKEL can have any support among the Turks of Cyprus’102

In the post-1950 period, the Turkish Cypriots employed the existence of a strong communist
party in Cyprus as their most persuasive argument in order to upset the enosist aspirations of their
Greck compatriots. Soon after the implementation of the plebiscite for enosis the Greek Cypriots
launched a campaign to acquaint the international community with their political claims!® The
Turkish Cypriots, excited by the developments, submitted a petition to the United Nations against
the majority’s destre for union with Greece. In their petition which was signed by the community’s
most prominent members it was stated, among others, that:

[...] we further contend that Union with Greece would most likely bring to the island
financial ruin, racial and social disorders, and even an ideological civil war as in the case of
Greece. The ground 1s well prepared for such probabilities because one half of the Greeks of
Cyprus are Communists |...] the Greek politicians of Cyprus are not sincere in their desire
for union with Greece. The real object of the Communusts 1s to have a union with a
Communist State. Therr appeal for union with the present democratic Greece 1s surely
based upon their aim to strengthen Communism n Greece. Indeed, no one can rely upon
the sincerity of such people who keep i places of honour the photographs of the
personalities of communism and not those of Greece. 104

In 1954 the Papagos government brought the issue of enosis before the United Nations
demanding self-determination for the people of Cyprus. Thereafter, with the encouragement and
abundant support of the British, the Turkish Cypriots who were feeling increasingly threatened by
Greek Cypriot political aspirations, engaged in an international campaign in order to frustrate the
latter’s enosist ambitions 0 In meetings held in London and New York in the aurumn of 1954, a
Turkish Cypriot delegation comprising of Faiz Kaymak, Midhat Berberoglu and Ahmet Zaim

highlighted the fact that the enosist movement had gained a new momentum and become more

101 Theoritikos Dimokratis, December 1954.

102 CO 926/209 ‘Political report on the Situation in Cyprus n September 1954

103 Ethnos, 7 March 1950 and Neos Dimokratis, 16 March 1950.

104 “Turks of Cyprus Protest against the Desire of Union with Greece'. A Counter Appeal to the United Nations
(1950) Nicosia: Bozkurt Press.

105 CO 926/309, The Activities of the Cypriot Turkish Delegation as from the 23 Seprember, 8 October 1954.
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violent since AKEL ‘complied” with the ‘enosis and only enosis policy!® In their view this
development was ievitable as communists i Cyprus constituted 60% of the Greek
population!?” The intention of the delegation to utilise ant-communism i order to propagate
opinion contrary to enosis was evident. The adoption of an unbending and rigid anti-communust
rhetoric 15 gleaned from the realisation that this constituted an effective argument for mobilising
western governments against Greek Cypriot national aims. In their contacts in New York they re-
emphasised therr positions that, unlike Greck Cypriots, Turks ‘have not been affected by
communism'1% In therr memorandum presented in September 1954 they stated:

‘-] Today it can safely be said that abour 60% of the Cypriot Greeks have fallen under the
influence of the Communists. This fact was proved at the Municipal and Co-operative and
other village commuttee elections recently held, where the Communist defeated the Greek
National Party with an overwhelming majority [...] The party whose policy was to oppose
enosis and to secure self-government 1 Cyprus (the anti-enosis movement of the
communists was so strong that in 1945 in some villages the communist supporters tore
down the Greek flag and hoisted the red flag insrcad), n 1952 all of a sudden started to
support the enosis movement and recently formed a common front with the National
Party. It 1s not difficult to see that there are hidden aims behind this change of policy which
no doubr was dictated from Moscow. 109

The British Embassy n Ankara, commenting on the results of the delegation’s visit to New York,
noted with satisfaction that the Turkish Cypriots ‘had a successful press conference in which their
statement that 60% of Greeks in Cyprus are Communists provoked enough iterest' 10 Ar a ime
when anti-communism hysteria among Turkish Cypriots culminated, AKEL continued 1ts effort
to “pull the masses of the minorities in the national liberation struggle’ ™ The Turkish Cypriot
leader, Faz1l Kucuk, annoyed by the fact that the majority of Turkish Cypriot workers remained
within PEO, determined, as a priority, the need to strengthen the national trade unions in order ‘to
limit the spread of communism among the Turkish Cypriots 2 Hence, a mussion from Turkey

106 CO 926/309, Representations to the UK and UN by a Turkish Delegation on a new Constitution for Cyprus,
28 September 1954. Also see FO 371/112868, 5 October 1954,

107 FO 371/112865, From the Secretary of State for the Colonies to the Officer administering the Government of
Cyprus, 20 September 1954.
The reference to AKELS political influence within the Greek Cypriot community was completely fallacious. The
nfluence of the Left was further reduced during the period 1949—-1953, as shown by the municipal election results
of 1933. Protopapas, op. cit., pp. 605—612.

108 CO 926/309, Representations to the UK and UN by a Turkish Delegation on a new Constitution for Cyprus,
28 September 1954.

109 CO 926/309, The Cypriot Turks Point of View on the Cyprus Question, 28 September 1954

110 FO 371/112868, British Embassy n Ankara to Foreign Office, 4 October 1954.

11 Theoritikos Dimokratis, August 1949

112 CO 926/209, Political Report on the Situation in Cyprus in December 1954,
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under unionist leader, Nuri Beser, arrived in Cyprus to lend assistance 1n this direction! The
mterference of the Turkish Cyprior political elite had an immediate and noticeable effect, since the
number of Turkish Cypriot members of KTIBK rose from 470 1n 1953 to 740 in 195414 Soon after
the outbreak of EOKAS revolt more than 1,500 Turkish Cypriots joined KTIBK which raised the
total membershup of the latter to 221415 EOKAS revolt was conceived by the Turkish Cypriots as
wrrefutable “proof’ of the irredentst nature of the Greeck Cypriot nationalist movement.
Unsurprisingly, over the next four years, nationalist and anti-communist frenzy among the Turkish
Cypriots reached its zenith and the political leadership of the community systematically declared
that if enosis were to happen, the Communists (AKEL) would deliver Cyprus to Russia 10

In conclusion, the Lefust movement in Cyprus nadequately comprehended the inter-
communal dynamics on the 1sland. Contrariwise, the methodical pursuir of AKEL to attract the
Turkish Cypriots into the ‘Greek Cypriot national liberation struggle’ provoked a strong reaction
on behalf of the Turkish Cypriot political elite. The latter, having perceived both the communist
‘menace’ and the enosist agitation as paramount threars for the existence of the Turkish Cypriot
community, regarded AKEL as an ideological and national opponent. As a result, AKELs weak
support from the Turkish Gypriot masses was the mevitable political outcome of its enosist policy
and concurrently an anticipated consequence of the ant-communist dimension of Turkish
Cypriot nationalism. Both of these aspects prevented any serious interaction between the Left and
the Turkish Cypriot community and thus AKEL failed to acknowledge the Turkish Cypriot
arguments and concerns n the formation of its ‘national policy’. AKEL, despite its concerted yer
unrealistic attempts to ‘pull’ the masses of the ‘minority” under its political guidance, had no
success in gaining influence within the Turkish Cypriot community. In essence, AKEL has given
primacy to its systemic political preservation among the Greek Cypriors, rather than be reviewed
as a hegemonic Cypriot pohitical force thar transcended pecuniary interests i both communities.
In that matter AKEL was developed as a national popular Greek Cypriot party and not a party
of the working people of Cyprus as a whole.

References

Archival Sources
National Archives at Kew Gardens, London

CO: 67/314/12; 67/342/1; 67/342/2; 926/183; 926/184; 926/209; 926/309;

113 FO 371/112846, British Embassy n Ankara to Foreign Office, 7 December 1954.

114 Republic of Gyprus, Annual Reporr, op. cit. p. 108,

115  Ibid.

116 CO 926/184, A Memorandum by “Cyprus is Turkish” Organization, September 1955,

35



THE CYPRUS REVIEW (VOL. 252 FALL 2013)

537/4041; 537/4036; 537/6235.
FO: 371/87716; 371/95133; 371/112846; 371/112865; 371/112868.

State Archive, Cyprus
SA 1/517/26; SA 1/658/1943/1.
AIAYE: Diplomatic and Historic Archive of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Achens

AIAYE: 1945, 38.6, Kountourious, Consul of Greece to Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 22 Seprember 1944.
AIAYE: 1949, File 69 Subfile 2, Consul Liapis to Minstry of Foreign Affairs, Secret, 20 April 1949

AYKI: Archive of Contemporary Soctal History, Athens
AYKI: [Archive of Contemporary Soctal History — ASKI] Archive KKE, Box. 371 E 20/21/14, «Mia ou-

vorrukn €kbeon mavw oy kunpiakn katdotaon kar 1o AKEA» [A brief report on the situation in
Cyprus and AKEL], E Ioannou, Free Greece, November 1948,

AYKI: Archive of the Communist Party of Greece, KKE, Box. 371 E 20/21/21, <ExBeon dpaong mg K.E.
AKEA» [Action report by the Central Committee of AKEL], Seprember 1947—May 1949» (N.
Savvides).

AYKI: Archive of the Communist Party of Greece, KKE, Box. 371 E 20/21/22, «O¢oeic mavm oto eOviko
zivtnpa» [Position on the national issue], 7 June 1951.

AYKI: Archive of the Communist Parry of Greece, KKE, Box. 372 E 20/21/6, KKE to K.E. AKEA,
[Greck Communst Party to Central Commuttee of AKEL], 27 May 1954,

Newspapers

Anexartitos, 25 March 1943; 2 April 1943,

Ates, 12 December 1949

Cyprus Mail, 21 April 1947, 21 May 1946; 24 November 1946; 30 November 1948; 15 December 1949

Dimokratis, 13 December 1949

Efimerida ton Hiron, 19 December 1949,

Efimeris, 15 January 1949,

Eleftheria, 21 August 1944; 2 June 1946; 19 January 1950.

Elefcheria (Athens), 18 January 1950; 21 January 1948.

Empros, 17 January 1950.

Ethnos, 30 November 1948:; 2 December 1948; 7 March 1950.

Foni ts Kiprou, 26 March 1911; 4 December 1948; 17 December 1949

Halkin Sest, 4 June 1943; 14 June 1944; 5 September 1946: 10 September 1949; 13 December 1949;
20 October 1954.

Hiir S0z 5 September 1946; 7 January 1949; 6 December 1949

Neos Dimokratis, 16 March 1950.

Neos Kypriakos Fylax, 26 March 1936; 19 December 1946.

S0z,13 August 1931

Theoritikos Dimokratis, August 1949; 10 January 1947 20 April 1947 December 1954.

36



AKEL AND THE TURKISH CYPRIOTS (1941-1955)

Municipality Council's Minutes

Municipality Council Minutes, Nicosia: 19431962,
Municipality Council Minutes, Larnaca: 1943-1953.
Municipality Council Minutes, Limassol: 19431953,
Municipality Council Minutes, Paphos: 1943-1956.

Pancyprian Trade Union Conferences of PEO

Minutes of the 3rd Pancyprian Trade Union Conference, 24 and 25 September 1944. Nicosia: Library of
Axrchbishopric of Cyprus.

Minutes of the 4th Pancyprian Trade Union Conference, 30 and 31 March 1946. Nicosia: Library of
Axrchbishopric of Cyprus.

Minutes of the 6th Pancyprian Trade Union Conference, 1 and 2 May 1949 Nicosia: Library of
Axrchbishopric of Cyprus.

Secondary Sources
Books — Monographs

An, A. (2002) An Overview of the Past and Present of the Turkish Cypriot Left. Available at
[htrp://www.kibrisim.org/dosya/Ahmet], accessed on 3 December 2013.

Anagnostopoulou, S. (2004) Toupkixog exouyxpoviopos: loddp kar Toupkokunpior ot dardarwdn Sia-
Spopn tou kepaiopou [Turkish Moderniry: Islam and Turkish Cypriots on the Tortuous Path of
Kemalism]. Athens: Bifhiopapa.

Crawshaw, N. (1978) The Cyprus Revolt. London: George Allen and Unwin.

Francois, C. (2011) H Kurmpraxn Areveén 1946-1959, Topog A [The Cyprus Conflict 1946-1959, Vol
A’]. Athens: Mopgwuko Topupa Ebvikng Tpdnezac.

Kakkoulis, L. (1990) H apiotepd kar o1 Toupkoxumnpior: To kunpiaxo ano pia aiin oxormd [The Lefr and
the Turkish Cypriots: The Cyprus Problem from another Point of View]. Nicosia: Turmoypageia Ka-
00UAION.

Katsiaounis, R. (1997) H Awaoxermuxn: 1946—1948 (Me Avaokérnnon g TTepiodou 1878—1945) [The
Consultative Assembly: 1946-1948 (With a Review of the Period 187 8*1945)]. Nicosta: Kevipo Em-
ompovikdv Epeuvaov.

Kizilyarek, N. (2002) Milliyetcilik Kiskaanda Kibnis [Cyprus in the Grip of Nauonalism]. Istanbul:
lletisim Yayinlar:.

—— (20006) Kepahiopog H yeveon xar n efehin me emonpng 16eodoyias mg ovyxpovng Toupkiag
[Kemalism: The Birth and Evolution of the Official Ideology of Modern Turkey]. Achens: Meooyeroc,

— (2010) ‘Rauf Denkras: Fear and Nationalism 1n the Turkish Cypriot Community’, n Akrar, A,
Kizilyurek, N. and Ozkirnmbh, U. (eds). Nationalism in the Troubled Triangle: Cyprus, Greece and
Turkey. New York: Palgrave Macmullan, pp. 175-193.

Ktoris, S. (2013) Toupxoxkumpior: Ao 1o nepifwpio oto ouveraipiopo (1923-1960) [Turkish Cypriots:
From Margalisation to Partership 1923—1960). Athens: I'Tamaznon.

Michaelides, M. (2010) “The Turkish Cypriot. Working Class and the Cyprus Labour Movement
1920-1963", in Solomou, E. and Faustmann, H. (cds), Colonal Cyprus 18781960, Sclective Readings

37



THE CYPRUS REVIEW (VOL. 252 FALL 2013)

from The Cyprus Review. Nicosia: University of Nicosia Press, pp. 111135

Nevzat, A. (2005) Nationalism amongst the Turks of Cyprus: The First Wave. Finland: Oulu University
Press.

Paionides, P (1995) Avépéac Ziaptiong: Xwpic pofo kar nabos [Andreas Ziarudes: Without Fear and
Passion]. Nicosia: Privately printed.

Perdios, M. “Aokipio Totopiag KKK [Essay of the History of KKK], Volumes I-IIL. Unpublished
Document.

Protopapas, V. (2012) Exoyiii Totopia tng Kuripou: nodievteg koppara kar ekdoyéc omv Ayyrokpatia
(1878-1960) [The Electoral History of Cyprus: Politictans, Parties and Elections during the Britsh
Colonial Period (187 871960)]. Athens: Ogpéhio.

DPsirouki, N. (1965) To Kunpiaxo. To ofurepo e6viké pag mpofnpa [The Cyprus Issue: Our Most
Politically Acute Problem]. Athens: ExS6oeig «Epyaoia».

Servas, P (1975) ITwc katapépape kai gprdoape oo pnodev; [How Did We Manage to Reach Point
Zero?|. Athens: Aiahoyoc,

—— (1997) Ko napida [Common Homeland]. Athens: TTpsodog

Varnava, P (2004) Korvor epyauxoi aywves Envokunpiwv kar Toupkokuvnpiwv ( yeyovora péoa aro tmy
[oropfa) [The Common Labour Struggles of Greek and Turkish Cypriots (Events through History)].
Nicosia: Exdooeic TTEO.

Wosgian, DS. (1963) ‘Turks and British Rule in Cyprus. Unpublished PhD Thesis, Columbia University.

Special Editions

AKEA, Mivipou I'poypappa, ' H Evwon mg Kunpou pe mv Exhada. Xwpig 6poug xwpig aviahhdypara
[Minimum Programme, The Union of Cyprus with Greece. Unconditional], Nicosia, 28 June 1952

The Progressive Party of Working People (AKEL), News Bulletin, Vol. I. No. 4/49 August 1949

Republic of Cyprus, Annual Report of the Ministry of Labour and Social Insurance for the Year 1968,
Nicosia, 1969,

lowpia ITXE-TTEO |History of PSE-PEQ]| (1991) Nicosia: PEO.

“Turks of Cyprus Protest Against the Desire of Union with Greece’ (1950) A Counter Appeal to the United
Nations. Nicosia: Bozkurt Press.

lotopia tou KKE-AKEA, Ao uc apxég tou 200u aidva péxpi o 1981 [History of the Communist Party
of Cyprus—AKEL]|. Unpublished document of the Central Committee of AKEL, Volumes [-V.

Nicosia.

38



