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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Famagusta Dialogues project emerged out of serious concern over how Famagusta and its local municipal
communities were increasingly being ignored, misrepresented and misunderstood against the wider
background of tension and debate over the collapse of the Cyprus Talks in 2017. The concern was that
important and complex issues about reunification, federalism, intercommunal relations, local, regional and
international affairs, security, division, and separatism, were, in many instances, being reduced to a polarised
debate about competing majorities, the politics of inclusion, and the legitimacy of belonging. A key concern
of the project was to scrutinize the risk that reunification and reconciliation, as a public policy, might be
overrun by various official (government and non-governmental) approaches to the Cyprus conflict.
The key aims of the project were to provide the space and the opportunity for Famagustians, in particular Page|5
Greek and Turkish Cypriots, to engage with their local municipalities over issues of common concern, to
maximise their understanding of the broader Famagusta region and contribute to the development of effective
community policy responses. To this end, we drew on the views, experiences and narratives of four dialogical
encounters involving participants from local government, civil society, and the business and union sectors.
Key Findings
While there were many findings from the Famagusta Dialogues, for the sake of brevity we have identified the
following 16 as constituting the main ones. A fuller and more comprehensive listing is to be found on pages 2022:
1.
The absence of dialogue between, and amongst, the various Famagusta municipal community groups
and subgroups has, over the decades, created different expectations, understandings and perspectives
on Famagusta’s past, current status and envisioned future. This has resulted in a notable psychological
and social disparity between them across both horizontal and vertical social structures.
2.
Without devaluing previous similar initiatives, the Famagusta Dialogues established a strong
precedent and solicited strong support for greater dialogue and cooperation between – and amongst the Famagusta communities.
3.
The Famagusta Dialogues revealed not only the importance of Famagusta to the overall Cyprus
conflict, but also the diversity, difference and the plurality of views that exists.
4.
The Famagusta Dialogues also reaffirmed the strategic importance that local government can play in
the Cypriot discourse, from which Australia and other third parties can benefit when engaging in
analogous conflicts around the world.
5.
The Famagusta Dialogues drew attention to the importance of cultural, religious and political
difference, while pointing out the need for greater clarification about the relationship between the
Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities of Famagusta.
6.
There was a general recognition that lack of knowledge and understanding of local, regional, ethnic,
cultural, economic, historical perceptions, and the political difference that inhibit cooperation, may in
fact provoke fear, mistrust, suspicion and even outright hostility.
7.
The dialogues revealed the intrinsic value of involving Famagusta’s local municipalities in any future
dialogues and interactions within Cyprus, including, and especially, those ‘hidden’ and ‘unseen’
communal subgroups who are considered ‘outsiders’ in their adopted home-lands/host-lands.
8.
The dialogues revealed the fundamental importance of partnerships and relationship-building for the
successful conduct of the dialogues. The choice of partners, their capacity and commitment, as well
as their relationship – on both a personnel and institutional level - proved paramount to the
sustainability of the dialogues.
9.
Some variations existed between participants from all Famagusta communities in terms of age groups,
gender, social status, and difference in ethnic, political, professional, financial and ideological orientation.
Women and youth were noticeably under-represented in the dialogues – especially amongst the Greek
Cypriots – while sustaining senior participation and matching/pairing Greek Cypriots with their Turkish
Cypriot counter-parts, especially in the Famagusta context, proved challenging.
10. The generic nature of the initial dialogues, while eliciting strong support and ideas for potential
bicommunal cooperation, also exhibited the need for a proper – research-based – analysis, scoping
and mapping of the Famagusta conflict.
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11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

While the Famagusta Dialogues received strong support from Famagusta’s civil society and
rapprochement constituencies, participation from the mainstream, especially those with stronger
national political dispositions, were more subdued.
Political developments concerning Famagusta and responses to and perception of such events, had
an impact on the timing, staging, participation and contour of the Famagusta Dialogues.
In terms of conflict resolution and reconciling divided communities, much is to be learned from the
local (and regional) communities and a municipal approach, including fostering an alternative
Famagusta narrative to the one that is prevalent amongst some Cypriots.
A prevailing view to emerge from the Famagusta Dialogues was that Famagusta, as both a confidence
building measure and a catalyst for change, was central to the peaceful, just and comprehensive
settlement of the Cyprus problem.
The role of media coverage leading up to, during and following the dialogues, proved a vexed
proposition which needs to be carefully considered in any future planning of the Famagusta Dialogues. Page|6
Political interests and the availability of adequate human and financial resources were all cited as
potential difficulties that could stem the continuation of the Famagusta Dialogues.

Recommendations:
1.
Given the importance of Famagusta – both as a Confidence Building Measure and a stimulus for a
comprehensive settlement – to the Cyprus conflict, its secondary negotiating status and its unique
localised predicament, it is strongly recommended that these bicommunal municipally-based
Famagusta Dialogues continue.
2.
One idea to emerge from the dialogues was the value of devising a shared Famagusta municipal
governance model that would denote Broader Famagusta’s special status in anticipation of an overall
comprehensive settlement on Cyprus.2 However, in-lieu and leading up to such model, and in order to
utilise the good work and good will created and emanating from the Famagusta Dialogues, it was thought
more prudent to establish a working group to be convened, at first stage, by the Mayor of Deryneia.
3.
Furthermore, continuation of these dialogues would be enhanced through:
a) the active involvement and strengthening of the Famagusta Dialogue Working Group and its
municipal partners;
b) the strong practical and financial support from the local, EU and international government and
non-government and commercial sectors;
c) a process of on-going consultation with the various stakeholders and the various concerned
communities;
d) the revision of themes, topics and activities which would have wide interest, appeal and currency;
e) a ‘whole of municipality’ and regional involvement including those who have not partaken in
bicommunal and rapprochement activities.

It is important to note the impact that Famagusta’s division on its broader regional locale – what is increasingly referred to
as the Greater Famagusta Area (GFA) or Region (WMF, 2014, p. 15; UNDP-Cyprus, 2015; Elladaeve, 2015; Loizou,
2017; UNFICYP 2020). Regions and locales have a propensity of redefining themselves in accordance to the prevalent
political, economic, security, demographic and territorial impediments and altering circumstances. Often eclipsed by their
commanding national and international tiers, their dependence on the centralised state renders them – at least legally and
politically – compliant to the polarised political discourse that characterises the Cyprus dilemma. Since the opening of the
Deryneia checkpoint on 12 November 2018, the status quo that prevailed in Famagusta has been challenged as access,
mobility and interaction has re-casted Famagusta as a conflict contact area. While the Famagusta Dialogues hold many
lessons for other like-minded conflicts, its local regional focus allows us to reframe the conflict in Cyprus in more tangible
communal and everyday practical terms. As a test case, GFA, hypothetically, encompasses, in northern Cyprus, the Old
Town of Famagusta, the expanding suburban sprawl in the ‘lived-in’ modern town of north Famagusta ‘outside the walls’,
from the Port of Famagusta, the ‘open part of Varosha’, to Engomi (Tuzla) and Styloi (Mutluyaka), and the large fenced-off
city of Varosha, (and potentially the whole İskele [Trikomo] District of Famagusta in the North that covers western Mesaoria
Plain and the Karpaz [Karpasia] peninsula); and, in the southern Republic of Cyprus, the remainder post-1974 Famagusta
District of the agricultural, light industrial and tourist municipalities of Paralimni-Protaras, Deryneia, Sotira, and Agia Napa,
as well as the exiled, refugee and diasporic Greek Cypriot Famagusta Municipality. Whilst these ‘areas’ extend beyond the
scope of the January 2020 Famagusta Dialogues, the GFA as a geographical, political and economic setting cannot be
overlooked, as it is like a ‘spider-web – you pull one thread and the whole thing moves!’ I am especially grateful to Costa
Constanti for pointing this out earlier on during the project’s design phase.
2
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Overview

T

he Famagusta Dialogues is an
Australian initiative, and together
with the Cyprus Academic Dialogue
(CAD), forms one of Australia’s main
public diplomacy contribution to the Cyprus
conflict.3 As with similar initiatives, the
Famagusta Dialogues aims to contribute to
greater social cohesion and harmony in
Cyprus by bringing together, in dialogical
engagement, local communities affected by
the division.
By focusing on local and regional
delineations, the Famagusta Dialogues
sought to bring together the Greek and
Turkish Cypriot municipal communities of
Famagusta, the adjacent Deryneia municipal
community, and other stakeholders, with a
view of involving them in a constructive,
respectful and mutually beneficial dialogue.
The objective was to assist the Famagusta
communities in re-evaluating their
understanding of the situations they feel
strongly about and for them to move beyond
the ‘us’ versus ‘them’ and ‘win-lose’ (‘they
win’ therefore ‘we lose’) frame of mind. By
re-assessing their identities, and restating and
reflecting on their positions, it was hoped

Background
Nowhere is the tragedy of Cyprus’ division
more acutely evident than in the visual imagery
of the fenced-off town of Varosha [Maraş].
Located on the eastern coast of the island,
between the Greco and Eloea capes, Varosha
was once a thriving cosmopolitan town, and
Cyprus’s pre-eminent tourist and trade hub.
We also need to acknowledge the 53-year
peacekeeping contribution by the Australian Federal
Police to UNFICYP between 1964 and 2017, involving
111 contingents, and over 1,600 officers, including the
death of 3 Australian police officers (Sergeant
Llewellyn Thomas, Inspector Patrick Hackett, and
Sergeant Ian Ward).
4 Conversely a CIA (1974, p. 6) briefing for US
President (Gerald Ford), after hostilities subsided,
3

that commonalities and differences (both
horizontally and vertically) would yield new
insights, new synergies, new realisations and
new possibilities for cross-over collaboration.
In terms of activities, the project
consisted of four interactive dialogues held in
Cyprus during January 2020 (the 10th
anniversary of the Cyprus Academic
Page|7
Dialogue). The project begun with two
internal (intra-communal) consultations
designed to identify the issues and the
participants that could make a positive
contribution to advancing the dialogue in a
real, tangible, meaningful and sustainable
way.
Upon completion of the dialogues there
was overwhelming support from all
participants for the Famagusta Dialogues to
continue, leading to the idea of a Famagusta
Dialogues working group.
Though the project focused on
Famagusta, the broader aim was to refine a
model that could be applied to other local
settings both within Cyprus and
internationally.
However, since August 1974, modern
Varosha has been fenced-off by the Turkish
military forces, and remains prohibited. The
vista of Varosha as a fenced-off ‘ghost town’
occupies a special space in the Cypriot psyche.
With questionable strategic value,4 stasis over
Varosha is a consequence of the political
impasse that has plagued the Cyprus peace
process. It has often been argued by Cyprus’s
bicommunal civil society, that Varosha’s
resettlement offers significant political and
economic benefits to both communities, and
noted that according to Turkish military sources,
Turkey’s General Staff decided ‘to establish a
permanent naval base in Cyprus at the port of
Famagusta’ – which the Turkish navy had ‘long
desired’ and that ‘the capture of Famagusta reportedly
was a priority target in phase two of the Cyprus
intervention.’
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that the revitalization of the city as a tourist
centre
would
boost
intercommunal
confidence in the island, and can even act as a
catalyst towards an overall settlement of the
Cyprus problem.
The idea to resettle Varosha, separate from
a comprehensive settlement, first emerged
during the Mümtaz Soysal (Turkish Cypriot)
proposals in 1978,5 and for the next three
years was at the centre of all negotiations and
proposals, as per the US (Matthew Nimetz)
plan,6 the 1979 High Level Agreement, Kurt
Waldheim’s ‘mini-package’ (1980-81)7 and
Rauf Denktaş’ and Spyros Kyprianou’s
offer and counteroffer (1981). Every serious
proposal and consideration for Varosha’s
resettlement was premised on a quip pro quo
basis – meaning the return of Varosha to its
legal inhabitants in exchange for something
for the Turkish (Cypriot) side (whether it
would be the reopening of the Nicosia airport,
the lifting of embargos on the Famagusta
port, the opening up of Ercan Airport to
direct flights, approval of chapters to Turkey’s
EU accession).8 Varosha is significant to the
Cyprus conflict because as a secondary issue it

is uniquely placed to be resolved. It is of little
military worth to the Turkish Cypriot side,
although it has immense political value as a
bargaining chip. As the largest town treated by
the Turkish military as a ‘forbidden area’, its
resettlement would considerably reduce the
number of Greek Cypriot refugees, and it
would be an ideal area for economic
cooperation between the two communities.
The 1978-81 attempt to switch the negotiating
emphasis from the broader aspects of the
Cyprus problem to more tangible issues such Page|8
as Varosha was a sensible tactic. Yet the
various sides failed to comprehend that
Varosha was a bargaining item requiring a
corresponding offer to the Turkish Cypriot
side.
The collapse of the last Cyprus peace talks
in 2017 in Crans Montana, and the ensuing
search for alternative approaches, offered an
opportunity for dialogic intervention by
diligent, altruistic, and creative parties – such
as CAD, Australia, Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung
(FES) Foundation, Universitas Foundation
and others – especially around niche
secondary issues such as the special status of

Denktash’s first offer (22 May 1978) was reiterated—
ominously—on 20th July 1978, which had Varosha
come under UN supervision that included municipal
and police functions. However, the offer was
contingent on the Greek Cypriots restarting the
intercommunal talks (‘Open Message dated 20 July
1978 to the Greek Cypriot Leadership from the
Turkish Cypriot Leader, Mr. Rauf R. Denktash,’ UN
S/12782). Kyprianou rejected the proposal on the
grounds that it was territorially insufficient, and five
days later issued his own proposals which entailed the
withdrawal of the Turkish troops from the city and the
safe return of its Greek Cypriot inhabitants.
Furthermore, before it reverted to Greek Cypriot
jurisdiction, the city would, for a period of time, be
under UN control (UN S/12789, July 25, 1978).
Michael (2009), pp.72-74, ft104, p. 225.
6 Specifically, the Nimetz Plan stipulated that the
resettlement of Varosha would be conducted in
cooperation with the UN Secretary-General, according
to the following guidelines: that the area in question be
defined broadly to encompass land from ‘the east of
the village Agios Nikolaos . . . to the south of the old
Nicosia-Famagusta Road’ and to take into
consideration Turkish Cypriot security concerns
regarding old Famagusta and its harbour; that the
territory be administered by the United Nations with
Greek and Turkish Cypriot liaison officers; that there

be no fixed numerical limit for resettlement of former
residents; and, that the Varosha refugees not be
subjected to further involuntary displacement.
‘Framework for a Cyprus Settlement Prepared by the
U.S., British and Canadian Governments’ (Tornaritis,
1980,
Appendix
XI,
pp.
234-237,
at
www.kypros.org/Documents/Tornaritis/docs/nicosi
a.html; PIO, 1982, pp. 88-91; Michael, op. cit., ft 105,
pp. 225-6). For reference to the American British
Canadian (ABC) plan also see Mirbagheri, (2010, pp.
1-2), ‘The Peace Plans: 1978 Anglo-AmericanCanadian Plan’, Cyprus Mail On-Line, 29/12/2016 at
http://cyprus-mail.com/2016/12/29/peace-plans1978-anglo-american-canadian-plan/
(accessed
26/3/2019).
7 Nicos A. Rolandis (then RoC Foreign Minister),
‘Famagusta and Morphou…through the mist of
history’, 10 September 2008, pp. 2-3, at Minister of
Foreign
Affairs
Nicos
A.
Rolandisrolandis.com/articles/Famagusta%20and%2
0Morphou.doc (accessed 27/03/2019), refers to the
UN ‘mini-package’ as taking place in the Spring of 1981
and involved the ‘return of Famagusta’ in exchange for
the ‘operation of the Nicosia Airport under UN
administration’.
8 See Geoffrey Weston, ‘Ghost town main bargaining
factor between people’ (A Special Report on Cyprus),
The Times, 8 April 1980, p. 13; See Michael, ibid., p. 74.

5
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Varosha. Nevertheless, given the restrictions
of officialdom, a more promising strategic
approach was that involving civil society and
local government – the governmental tier
closest to the people and their communities.
Following preliminary private discussions
with the Greek Cypriot Mayor of Famagusta
Mr Alexis Galanos (7/11/2018)9 and his
Turkish Cypriot counterpart Mr İsmail Arter
(14/11/2018), there appeared to be an
interest in participating in a dialogue over
Famagusta. Such a (Famagusta) dialogue was
also strongly supported by the Mayor of the
adjacent municipality of Deryneia, Mr Andros
Karayiannis (20/8/2019), and by Galanos’s
elected replacement Dr Simos Ioannou.
As the aim of the Famagusta Dialogues
was to lay the foundations for a sustainable
dialogue, one that would evolve and grow
over time, selecting who will participate in
these dialogues was of critical importance.
Ideally, the dialogues sought to bring together
opinion leaders and shapers from Famagusta
with the wider picture in mind, not only of the
bicommunal relationship, but also of the
powerful changes that were taking place in
Cyprus and its respective region – not least
Turkey’s involvement and presence.
Leading up to, during and immediately
following
the
Famagusta
Dialogues,
Famagusta – and specifically the fenced-off
section of Varosha – had, once again,
catapulted the local public and international
attention. As a direct consequence of the
collapse of the Cyprus peace talks two years
earlier, the absence of a formal political
discourse always ran the risk of the conflictual

relationship reverting back to an adversarial
demeanour. It also saw challenges to the
official leadership position – for a diversity of
reasons and from various sources. For
example, the late mayor of Famagusta
Galanos proclaiming – or confirming what
many from Famagusta reckoned (including
many Greek Cypriots who attended the FDs)
– on the 14 March 2019 about the influence
of a ‘deep state’ in the upper decision making
echelons of the Republic of Cyprus (RoC)
who did not want a reunification of Cyprus or Page|9
the return of Famagusta.10 Similarly, the
Turkish Cypriot governing authorities
announced on 18 June 2019 to – in
conjunction with the Turkish government –
reopen Varosha, by starting an inventory
study to be conducted by a team of experts.11
Besides the anticipated Greek Cypriot
reaction, Turkish Cypriot leader Akinci’s
response was that the unilateral reopening of
Varosha would need to be in accordance with
international law and the UN resolutions
(specifically UN SC resolution 55012).
Furthermore, he also alluded to the growing
frustration amongst many Turkish Cypriots
over the status quo and linked resettlement of
Varosha to allowing international flights to
Tymbou airport in the north.13 However, as
Hürriyet columnist Yusuf Kanli pointed out,
the ‘Varosha’ manoeuvre was more to do with
the impending Turkish-Cypriot leadership
elections – originally scheduled for 26 April
2020, but postponed for six months due to
the Coronavirus outbreak.14 These elections
were casted as a referendum for the Turkish
Cypriots over the future of a Cyprus

Alexis Galanos unexpectedly passed away on 15 July
2019. A by-election took place on 25 August.
10 ‘Γαλανός: Αµνοερίφια οι πρόσφυγες – Το βαθύ
κράτος δεν θέλει λύση’ (‘Galanos: lambs the refugees –
the deep state does not want a solution’), Politis 107.6
FM, 14 March 2019, //politis.com.cy/politisnews/kypros/galanos-amnoerifia-oi-prosfyges-tovathy-kratos-den-thelei-lysi/.
11 ‘Turkish Cyprus decides to reopen disputed
Varosha to tourism’, Hürriyet Daily News, 19 June
2019, at www.hurriyetdailynews.com/turkish-cyprusdecides-to-reopen-disputed-varosha-to-tourism144325.
12 Particularly see Clause 5, that ‘Considers attempts to
settle any part of Varosha by people other than its

inhabitants as inadmissible and calls for the transfer of
that area to the administration of the United Nations’,
Resolution 550 (1984), 11 May 1984.
13 ‘Akinci tells CNA he wishes for tension to be
eliminated in “open agenda” meeting with
Anastasiades’, Cyprus News Agency, 3 August 2019,
www.cna.org.cy/webnewsen.aspx?a=049975c4bae2420eb918a7744afb14dd.
14 ‘Turkish Cypriots postpone presidential election
over coronavirus’, Daily Sabah, 20 March 2020, at
www.dailysabah.com/politics/elections/turkishcypriots-postpone-presidential-election-overcoronavirus-akinci-will-remain-president-for-now.

9
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settlement (federation versus a two-state
solution) and linked, as ‘tit-for-tat’, to the
brewing tension over gas exploration and the
threatening EU sanctions against Turkey.15
Box 1: The Problem over Naming
As with most conflicts, naming conventions
are highly sensitive, contested, and politized.
They can easily become insurmountable
obstacles to many peacemaking efforts.
Famagusta is no exception to this
predicament.
As seen in its seal, ‘Gazimağusa’ is
what the Turkish Municipality of
Famagusta denotes itself in Turkish.
As mentioned earlier, the original
Turkish name for
Famagusta is ‘Mağusa’. The prefix ‘Gazi’ which derives from the Arabic ‘Ghazi’
meaning ‘raider’, ‘warrior’, and has
subsequently acquired the additional noun of
‘veteran’ in Turkish – was added after 1974
as part of a Turkification policy. The Turkish
Cypriots who participated in the FDs insisted
on referring to Famagusta – including its
Turkish Municipality – by its original Turkish
name of ‘Mağusa’.
On the other hand,
Famagusta’s Greek
name of ‘Ammóhostos’
does not
seem to present a particular problem for the
Turkish Cypriots as it means ‘buried in sand’.
*I am grateful to Prof Vural for pointing this
out.

Objectives
The project’s overall purpose was to foster
dialogue, mutual understanding, and, if
possible, collaboration between the various
Famagusta communities affected by the
Cyprus conflict.
The Famagusta Dialogues had two broad
overarching and closely connected aims. To:
See Yusuf Kanli, ‘Will North Cyprus open Varosha
to Settlement?’, Hürriyet Daily News, 20 June 2019,
www.hurriyetdailynews.com/opinion/yusufkanli/will-north-cyprus-open-varosha-to-settlement144330. Also see Kudret Özersay’s interview to
Anadolu Agency, ‘Turkish Cypriot FM suggests status
15

1. See whether agreement can be reached
across the ethnic and political groupings
for them to engage in practical and
effective co-operation (on one or more
joint activities or projects); and,
2. Explore whether it was possible to reach a
common understanding of key principles
and the conditions necessary to create a
dialogue over the special status of
Famagusta.
Therefore, through its activities, the
Page|10
Famagusta Dialogues sought to:
a) assist the Famagusta communities identify
areas of mistrust, on the one hand, and, on
the other hand, open up possibilities for
dialogue,
mutual
respect
and
understanding;
b) promote opportunities for co-operation
and joint activities;
c) encourage participants to explore solutions
that address the needs of all parties;
d) develop dialogue and conflict resolution
skills, attitudes and relationships that can
enrich reconciliation in Cyprus and
promote greater social cohesion, locally
and nationally.
It was perfectly acceptable that some
participants would wish to focus their
attention on objective 1 and others on
objective 2. But the dialogue gave participants
an opportunity to explore either or both
possibilities.
The goals and activities of this project flow
from three distinct but interconnected
objectives. To:
(1) Construct and reconstruct each side’s
identity, narrative and position on
Famagusta;
(2) Assess and reflect on one’s and each
other’s positions; and,
(3) Consider how dialogical approaches can be
integrated into a reconciliation and peaceoriented policy framework with a practical,
real and mutually beneficial outcome.
change for ghost town Varosha’, 19 July 2019, at
www.hurriyetdailynews.com/turkish-cypriot-fmsuggests-status-change-for-ghost-town-varosha145094. See ‘Akinci says Varosha move an election
ploy’, Cyprus Mail, 20 February 2020, p. 2.
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Stakeholders
To guide us through the selection of participants, as well as provide us with a better
comprehension of the conflict’s demographic terrain, it was necessary to identify, and weigh, the
various stakeholders and parties involved in the Famagusta conflict.
This entailed a three-step process:
1.
Mapping the macro level, as seen in the
diagram below – which outlines the Cyprus
Where is
Famagusta?
conflict’s broader parameters.
2.
Breaking
down
the
internal
Turkish
Greek
Famagusta municipal community groupings
Page|11
Cypriots
Cypriots
by taking into account the demographic
variables of the division as seen in the
following table:
(excludes internal
sub-groupings

(excludes internal subgroupings)

Turkey

Russia

Greece

UN

UK

TABLE 1: FAMAGUSTA
REGION POPULATION
BREAKDOWN
Regional Unit

1.

Ammóhostos (Greek Cypriot) ‘Varosiotes’*
- includes Acheritou, (Kato) Deryneia

Population
Census 2011
39,000 (1974)
1,556

2.

RoC Famagusta District –
(Dasaki) Achnas*
Agia Napa
Avgourou
Deryneia
Frenaros
Liopetri
Paralimni
Sotira
Mağusa (Town)
Multluyaka (Stylloi)
Tuzla (Engomi)
District
Famagusta Old City (Turkish Cypriots)

46,629
2,087
3,212
4,604
5,844
4,298
4,591
14,963
5,474
37,868
404
2,645
69,741
6,050 (1960 fig)

4

Outside actors

Israel
Egypt

USA

No.

3

EU

Original/Current
residency*
Limassol
Nicosia
Overseas

Municipality
Greek Municipality
of Famagusta
Paralimni
Deryneia
Ayia Napa
Sotira

Paphos
Limassol

Turkish Municipality
of Famagusta

*resulting from the division of Cyprus in 1974
sources: PRIO, ‘Famagusta/Ammochostos’ at www.prio-cyprusdisplacement.net/default_print.asp?id=568; City
Population, ‘Gazi (Cyprus)’, at www.citypopulation.de/php/cyprus-north.php?adm2id=300

3.

Then, drawing on recent electoral contests in the Famagusta region, identifying the political
parties and their representative scope. The high levels of abstention – in most cases being
the largest voting group16 – allowed us to select participants beyond party delineations.

Note that the perception that some political parties’ percentages surpassing the abstention percentage is
misleading as these percentages are from the total casted votes and not from the overall registered votes. A more
16
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TABLE 2: FAMAGUSTA ELECTIONS - REPUBLIC OF CYPRUS
Political parties

Parliamentary Elections –
Famagusta District (11
seats) – May 2016
38.24% (4 seats)
30.69% (3 seats)

Famagusta Municipal Council
Elections (26 seats*) –
December 2016
43.09% (11 seats)
40.30% (10 seats)

European
elections - May
2019
36.02%
28.12%

DISY – Democratic Rally
AKEL - Progressive Party of Working
People
DIKO – Democratic Party
9% (1 seat)
8.65% (1 seat)
8.12%
Citizens’ Alliance
4.66% (1 seat )
Solidarity Movement
4.01% (1 seat)
2.22% (1 seat)
EDEK – Socialist Party
3.7% (1 seat)
2.43% (1 seat)
4.87%
ELAM - National Popular Front
3.6 (1 seat)
3.3% (1 seat)
15.24%
Page|12
Green Party
3.42%
1.66%
Abstention
32.86%
60.01%
63.37%
*allow for 1 independent councillor.
Source: RoC, Ministry of Interior, http://results.elections.moi.gov.cy/English/

TABLE 3: FAMAGUSTA ELECTIONS - NORTHERN CYPRUS
Political parties
UBP – National Unity Party
CTP - Republican Turkish Party
HP – People’s Party
TDP - Communal Democracy Party
DP – Democrat Party
YDP – New Dawn Party
Abstention

Parliamentary Elections – Famagusta
Famagusta Municipal Council
District (13 seats) - January 2018
Elections (18 seats) - June 2018
38% (5 seats)
34% (6 seats)
23% (3 seats)
27 (5 seats)
15% (2 seats)
6% (1 seats)
8% (1 seat )
6% (1 seat)
8% (1 seat)
11% (2 seats)
8% (1 seat)
16% (3 seats)
34.23%
40.13%
Source: High Election Board, http://ysk.mahkemeler.net

Analysing the Famagusta Conflict
A perennial challenge for conflict resolution1 is how to effectively transfer the knowledge gained from its
more scholastic investigation to the practicalities of the conflict itself; and to do so in a way that alters
the conflict by improving the prevailing state of affairs for the benefit and wellbeing of the conflict parties
themselves. In accepting this proposition, the next task that follows is, how to best go about it, and do
so in a systematic, analytical and all-encompassing way. In recent times, conflict analysis has become a
standard tool for policy makers and practitioners in the fields of conflict prevention and management,
aid, development and peacemaking. The standard elements of conflict analysis involve (Herbert, 2017):
•
Developing a profile of the conflict in question – by scoping and mapping the conflict, its history,
the issues, the agents, its underlining structures and processes;
•
Identifying and weighing (across a series of variants such as power, moral imperatives) the actors
and stakeholders involved;
•
Determining the causes and their relevance to the on-going conflict;
•
Ascertaining the dynamics in the power and other relationships between the various stakeholders
and conflict parties.
This requires a ‘conflict-sensitive’ (Reychler, 2006; Haider, 2014) multi-dimensional approach (Michael,
2002) which is both theoretical and practical, analytical and normative, multilevel, multidiscipline and
multicultural (Ramsbotham, et. all, 2011). The conflict-sensitive approach is premised on the ‘do no harm
principle’ (Anderson, 1999; CDA 2004; CDA, 2010; Goddard, 2009; Wallace, 2014; Haider, 2014), which
assists practitioners navigate through the moral imperatives of their involvement/intervention.
accurate comparison would be in terms of the number of votes casted. For example, in the 2016 RoC Famagusta
Parliamentary Elections, DISY appears, at 38.24%, to surpass the abstention, at 32.86%, when in reality DISY’s vote
was 27,538 and absenteeism was recorded at 36,506.
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Activities: 2 internal + 2 bicommunal
The Famagusta Dialogues, a
collaborative Track 1.5-2 project
organised by Dr Michael for the
Cyprus Academic Dialogue and
funded by Australia’s Department of
Foreign Affairs & Trade and FESCyprus, comprised of two
intracommunal (internal)
consultations and two intercommunal
(bicommunal) dialogues held on the
10, 11, 18 and 25 January 2020. The
Famagusta Dialogues served as a
platform for both Greek and Turkish
Cypriots from the Famagusta
municipalities to embark on serious,
frank and constructive conversations
and to deepen appreciation of each
other’s views across a range of
political, cultural, economic,
environmental, planning, local and
regional, and social issues. It was
envisaged that with its long-term and
forward-looking approach, the
Dialogue would foster the
development of a more constructive
and cooperative relationship between
the Famagusta municipalities over the
next 5 to 10 years and beyond.

Turkish Cypriot Famagusta Community
Consultation
The first activity of the Famagusta Dialogues
took place on Friday, 10th January 2020,
between 6:30pm and 9:30pm in a private
dining room at Ezic restaurant in northern
Page|13
Famagusta and, as with all activities,
included a meal.17
The overall aim of the consultation was
to gauge the views, attitudes and overall
understanding of the Turkish Cypriots
residing in northern Famagusta about their
predicament, the prospect for reunification,
and how they viewed their relationship with
the Greek Cypriots from Famagusta.18
There were 21 participants and 3 group
project staff of which 11 (52%) were under
40 years old, and 6 (28.5%) were women. It
included 2 local government councillors
from the Turkish Municipality of Famagusta
- 1 from CTP and 1 from TDP parties. The
consultation was conducted in Turkish
under Professor Vural’s facilitation, with Mr
Haksever attending to the administrative
and organisation matters.
The outcome of the consultation was
codified by Vural revealing that the main
issues concerning the Turkish Cypriots
living in Famagusta came under 5 categories
(Bicommunal, Political, Economic,
Environmental & Historical/Cultural
Heritage, and, Municipal). Subsequently,
Vural also garnered from the discussion that
there were 3 main Turkish Cypriot

Finding a suitable venue in northern Famagusta proved challenging as the project wanted to avoid holding
activities on properties that were illegally occupied. This was especially the case with anything outside the old walled
city of Famagusta – which was prior to 1974 the old Turkish quarter. This was standard CAD principle strongly
advocated and adhered to by its Turkish Cypriot members – it was also a funding condition of the project’s
sponsors.
18 Specifically, the session was frame around the questions: (1) ‘What are the main issues for the Turkish-Cypriots in
regard to the broader Famagusta region?’; (1) Which of the main issues, discussed above, require the collaboration
between the Turkish and Greek Cypriot communities in Famagusta? Why should the Greek-Cypriots support the
Turkish-Cypriots on their issues on Famagusta? or, framed differently, ‘Do you think that the legal inhabitants of
Varosha have the right of return? If so, under which conditions do you envisage such a return-taking place?’ and
‘What can the Greek-Cypriots (from Famagusta) do to assist such a return?’.
17

CYPRUS ACADEMIC DIALOGUE

FAMAGUSTA DIALOGUES REPORT
approaches regarding the return of the
Greek Cypriots to Varosha – framed in the
main as the legal owners, and viewed in the
majority, as the original inhabitants, of
Varosha: Human rights, Intercommunalcooperation, and, under Turkish Cypriot
jurisdiction.

Further Observations
While not as spirited as Greek Cypriot
nostalgia, there where Turkish Cypriots who
heralded from Paphos and Limassol, and
who expressed a sentimentality for their
original homelands. They have formed
associations in northern Cyprus. One idea to
emerge informally from the consultation
came from a conversation with councillor
Ulus Irkad (himself a self-declared
‘Paphian’): the prospect of bringing together
displaced Turkish Cypriots from Paphos
with the Greek Cypriots currently residing
in the region. Similarly, such ‘bringing
together’ can be applied to those Turkish
Cypriots from Limassol and other regions,
as well as vice-verse – meaning bringing
together, in carefully constructed dialogues,
Greek Cypriot refugees from the Kyrenia,
Morphou, etc., regions with those Turkish
Cypriots residing in these places. This could
only be done at an informal level and could
involve the local municipal authorities.
Overall, the Turkish Cypriots appeared
to be practical and pragmatic about
Famagusta, as well as the Cyprus problem
overall, more concerned about the current
and future, rather than past injustices. Part
of the explanation might lie in the social and
educational conditioning by the authorities
for Turkish Cypriots to accept the 1974
division and relocation from south to north
as de facto and de jure.
Finally, language appeared to be
somewhat of a problem for some. The usage
of English, as the common medium
between the two communities, saw a few
The increasing diversion of communicating via
English, as a common accessible language, between
the two communities – especially amongst young
Cypriots - was raised by journalists and media
19

participants self-exclude themselves from
the forthcoming dialogues.19
Greek Cypriot Famagusta Community
Consultation
The next morning, Saturday 11th January, the
Greek Cypriot Famagusta Community
Consultation took place at the Cultural
Centre of the Famagusta Municipality in
neighbouring Deryneia. Scheduled to start
Page|14
at 10.00am, there was – to the irritation of
one particular participant – a slight delay as
many had to come from afar.
As with the Turkish Cypriot consultation,
the purpose of the Greek Cypriot
consultation was threefold:
1. to identify the Greek Cypriot Famagusta
stakeholders and to do so comparatively
in terms of groups and sub-groups;
2. to ascertain the positions and views of
the Greek Cypriots from Famagusta;
3. to establish who will be participating in
the forthcoming bicommunal Famagusta
Dialogues.
In terms of attendance, there were 21
participants plus 3 project members. Dr
Peristianis moderated, while Mr Mavroudis
kept notes. The youngest participant was 47
years old, and there were 2 women. These
included 2 Mayors (Famagusta and
Deryneia), 8 local government councillors
from the Famagusta Municipality (5 from
DISY, 2 from AKEL and 1 from Solidarity),
2 retired judges, and 2 retired ambassadors.
Conducted in Greek, and having learned
from the Turkish Cypriot session, the
agenda was condensed down to two
questions:
• What were the main issues for the Greek
Cypriots as far as Famagusta was concerned?
• Why should the Turkish Cypriots support the
return of Varosha to its Greek Cypriot
inhabitants?
officials during the CAD’s 3rd Cyprus Dialogue
workshop, ‘Media in Cyprus: Role and
Responsibility’, on 22 April 2017, at The Press House
in Old Nicosia.
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Despite the conversation appearing, at
times, somewhat disjointed, and the
absence, with the exception of Deryneia, of
the local non-displaced Famagusta District
communities, there was much value in
bringing together such a diverse and
dispersed assemblage of Greek Cypriots
from Famagusta.
As expected there was an insistence for
the return of the City of Varosha – which
for the Greek Cypriot Famagusta
participants was not restricted just to the
enclosed fenced-off area – to its rightful
owners. The discussion then moved on to
whether the return of Famagusta – the more
amenable term ‘reunification’ was
incrementally introduced into the discourse
– should be part of a comprehensive
settlement of the Cyprus Problem or be
treated as a separate Confidence Building
Measure (CBM). There was concern that by
focusing on Famagusta alone,
‘Famagustanization’ of the Cyprus conflict
would: (a) alienate other Greek Cypriots;
and, (b) diminish (Turkish) territorial
concessions.
However, this dilemma was soon
replaced by the view that Famagusta could
become a catalyst for an overall settlement.
The return of the Greek Cypriots to
Famagusta, as pointed out, held many
economic and other benefits for the local
Turkish Cypriots,20 as rebuilding the city
would act as a beacon of hope,
reconciliation and bicommunal coexistence.

There was, however, deep concern over the
current negative political climate emanating
from unilateral Turkish Cypriot
pronouncements, tensions over Turkey’s gas
exploration off the coast of Cyprus, and the
degrading of Famagusta by the (Greek)
Cypriot leadership.
To supplement the feedback from the
consultation, a 2-page written questionnaire,
in Greek, was distributed to the
participants.21 Out of 21 attendees, 10 (47%) Page|15
completed the questionnaire. The answers
revealed that for the great majority,
Famagusta held a special (and deep
sentimental) meaning but were pragmatic
enough to realised that a return (and
reunification) would entail a new
Famagusta that would need to be in
collaboration and partnership with the local
Turkish Cypriots.

Specifically, as Andreas Matsis elaborated in a
submitted document – in Greek – ‘most (Turkish
Cypriot) residents in Famagusta are confronted with
an enclosure behind of which lie ruins and debris. At
the same time, they know that deep inside there is an
excellent beach which they cannot visit. Famagusta
has lost a significant part of its economic
infrastructure which has not been replaced: A) Its
Port – very restricted use. B) Production – packaging
(plants) and export of agricultural produce produced
in the broader region especially the Kokkinohoria (red
villages), citrus, potatoes, pomegranate, carrots, etc.
C) Imports - servicing, customs, transportation. D)
Representation of maritime companies. E) Tourism –
the largest tourist city on the island is today a shadow
of its former self (with) few hotels (and the) coastal

beach closed. Today its economy relies, to a great
extent, on mainly foreign students. That is why it is
lively in winter and relatively dead in summer. In case
of reunification, the development of the sandy coast
will assist catalytically its economy. The Turkish
Cypriots of Famagusta know and realise this.
Especially the older ones. F) The rebuilding of
Varosha will provide a big economic boast to the
Turkish Cypriot community of Famagusta.’
21 While an identical questionnaire was prepared for
the Turkish Cypriot consultation, it was deemed
unnecessary as the information collected was
sufficient.
22 A similar behavioural pattern was exhibited during
the internal consultations amongst Melbourne’s Sri
Lankan Tamil and Singhalese, Egyptian Coptic and

20

Further Observations
In terms of participation, communication
and availability proved to be as important as
accessibility and willingness. As with most
internal conflict consultations of this nature,
the key challenge was to navigate through
the multi-fragmented, and often passionate
and deeply-held, views of the participants,
by overcoming their scepticism over the
motives of the facilitator, maintain their
interest and commitment and address the
above questions of ‘want’ and ‘how’ – or in
the Greek Cypriot historical parlour, the
‘desirable’ and ‘feasible’. 22
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An added complication was a noted
frustration by a group of long-standing
activists who had been involved in the
reconciliation movement, over the slow
pace of the FDs. While disappointing, this
proved a blessing of sorts as it opened up
more space to include participants who had
not been engaged in such bicommunal
conversations.
1st Famagusta Dialogue
Figure 1: Front overview from Famagusta Dialogue
1 at St Peter & Paul Church in the Walled City of
Old Famagusta Photo: Christodoulos Mavroudis.

The first Famagusta Dialogue was hosted by
the Turkish Cypriots at the St. Peter and
Paul Church in the Walled City of Old
Famagusta on Saturday, 18 January 2020,
with the designed purpose of ascertaining
each community’s position on Famagusta.23
There were 21 participants, 12 Greek
Cypriots and 9 Turkish Cypriots, as well as
three from the facilitating group – including
an observer, Mr Costa Constanti, from the
Australian High Commission. These
included a former judge and a former
ambassador, four municipal councillors, civil
Muslim, Jewish and Hazara Afghanistan communities
of the Diaspora Dialogues conducted by Michael in
2008-13 for the Centre for Dialogue.
23 The venue, its support facilities and staff, were
donated by the Turkish Cypriot Famagusta
Municipality as part of its contribution to the project.
Despite its austere setting, the ambience of its

society leaders, academics, and senior office
holders from chambers of commerce and
shopkeepers.
The dialogue began with introductory
remarks by CAD’s Co-Presidents Peristianis,
for the Greek-Cypriots, and Vural for the
Turkish Cypriots.24 Invited participants then
gave short introductory presentations, which
formed the basis of the dialogue. The
purpose was for participants to share, reflect
and re-state their own community’s position Page|16
on Famagusta, including witnessing any
differences emanating
amongst participants of
the same community.
Four key conclusions
emerged from the first
dialogue:
1) There was a
discrepancy between the
Greek and Turkish
Cypriots of what
constituted ‘Famagusta’
and ‘Varosha’ historically,
geographically and
psychologically. As
Peristianis pointed out,
for the Greek Cypriots,
return (‘epistrofí)’ had a dual meaning
when applied to the Famagusta context.
Besides the dyad of ‘return to’ and
‘return of’ Famagusta, it was imperative
for the Greek Cypriots to reclaim/rectify
a past injustice of being expelled/fled
from, leaving/losing, their homeland.
However, as Vural noted, for the Turkish
Cypriots, such a narrative also implied a
return to the unitary state of the Republic
of Cyprus and the 1964-1974 era of
isolation, alienation, and exclusion.

surroundings more than compensated for the cold
temperature that these 13th century old Gothic
churches undergo in Cypriot winter - heaters were
provided.
24 There was a slight difference here that while Vural
was a Turkish Cypriot living in Famagusta, Peristianis
was not from Famagusta and lived in Nicosia.
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2) This – and the fact that the Famagusta
Greek Cypriot participants were
diasporic in their post-1974 predicament
– saw them more preoccupied with the
past, while the Turkish Cypriots were
more concerned with the uncertainty of
their future – thus suspending the
present (status quo) in the abeyance of
immobility. 25 This in turn, by and large,
rendered Greek Cypriot nostalgia
idealistic in their revisualisation of
Famagusta; while, on the other hand,
Turkish Cypriot pragmatism, often
condensed Famagusta to its everyday
urban milieu.
3) Famagusta reunification was sanguinely
perceived as a potential catalyst for a
resolution of the Cyprus conflict.
Immobility and rigidity of the Cyprus
Talks has over the decades seen
Famagusta being considered as a
secondary pathway for change and
peacebuilding.
4) The absence of ‘thick conversation’
(Dallmayr, 2001, p. 346) amongst the
Famagusta communities was stifling. A
key contention amongst participants of
the Famagusta Dialogues was that while
bicommunal links might appear solid
enough on the surface, underneath this,
the relationship between Greek and
Turkish Cypriots from Famagusta was in
fact weak and narrowly defined. The
Famagusta Dialogue alluded to a number
of shortcomings in the Famagusta region
– at a local government to local
government level, as well as a lack of
cross-cultural understanding at a people
to people level.
Despite listing a third discussion on what is
their vision of a future Famagusta, due to
time shortage, it was resolved that it should
be carried over to the second Famagusta
Dialogue the following Saturday.

2nd Famagusta Dialogue

Between the past and the future lies the binaries of
Cyprus’s current predicament – the transitional status
quo – as ‘both (sides) considered the incentives for

change weaker than the security of the status quo’
(Michael, 2009, p. 136).

25

Following from the first Famagusta
Dialogue, the second Famagusta Dialogue
was hosted by the Greek Cypriots, and
specifically by the Municipality of Deryneia
at its Senior Citizens’ Centre the following
Saturday on 25 January.
There were 10 Greek Cypriot and 8
Turkish Cypriot participants, 3 members of
the facilitating group and 2 observers from
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the Australian High Commission (Mr
nd
Constanti) and from FES Cyprus. The 2
Famagusta Dialogue included most of the
previous participants plus the Mayor of
Deryneia, the Deputy Mayor of Famagusta,
the 4 municipal councillors from the
previous dialogue, as well as the former
judge and former ambassador.
As resolved the previous Saturday, each
participant briefly described their
expectations and how they envisaged the
future of Famagusta.
This was followed by an assessment of
what they saw as the key obstacles impeding
the realisation of such a vision/s, and
specifically in what ways did their respective
leaderships (including Greece and Turkey)
influence the conflict over Famagusta. The
aim, here, was for the participants to assess,
in a frank and robust way, the current status
of the relationship between the two
neighbouring Famagusta communities.
Apart from deliberating about the
positive and negative influences on
Famagusta, participants were also
encouraged to consider ways of improving
cooperation between the two sides, and to
help formulate appropriate
recommendations to their authorities, and
others, in matters of good local governance,
human rights, peace building, conflict
resolution and the furthering of the
Famagusta dialogue.
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One key finding to emerge from the
dialogue saw some participants questioning
whether officialdom should be involved in
Famagusta matters at all rather that
concentrate on striving for a comprehensive
settlement of the Cyprus problem. On the
other hand, other participants viewed the
importance of the two communal leaders as
a force that could prompt change –
especially in terms of Turkey’s control over
the fenced-off sector of Varosha. There was,
however, a consensus view that more
dialogue needed to take place amongst the
Famagusta communities and to involve a
wider spectrum of Famagustians. It was
also recommended that future dialogues
should involve those with harder political
viewpoints, as all participants were of a
moderate disposition. As the majority of
participants came from a certain
background, it was suggested that the next
dialogues should have links with other social
strata, civil society organisations, as well as
involve public figures such as artists, from
the media sector, professions, academics,
and more senior participants, so as to
maximize the impact and diversify of
participants from both the Greek and
Turkish Cypriot side.
In its concluding ‘where to from here’
session, there was an overwhelming support
and desire for the continuation of
Famagusta Dialogues.26 Consequently, one
germane idea that emerged in the follow-up
was mounting a bicommunal municipallybased Famagusta Dialogues working group.
On behalf of the Municipality of Deryneia,
its Mayor Andros Karayiannis offered, in
collaboration with CAD, to host such a
working group in Deryneia.

Additional Remarks

By adopting a wider perspective, the 2nd
Famagusta Dialogue sought to focus on
public policies, elite perceptions and popular

narratives relating to the idea and practice of
an integrated regionalism in the Famagusta
context. The Dialogue’s overriding purpose
was to explore ways that the bicommunal
relationship could become a significant
driver in the development of regional
cooperation in Famagusta. Some additional
conclusions from the 2nd Famagusta
Dialogue included:
• In the next decade Famagusta will
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become even more important to the
Cyprus problem and its resolution.
• Media in Cyprus – Greek, Turkish,
English – play a vital role in shaping
perceptions in both communities as well
as amongst third parties. Often media, as
the lens of the Greek-Turkish Cypriot
Famagusta relationship, provides a
distorted picture as powerful headlines
and images are what make news. Media
manages to reduce a complex bilateral
relationship to one single case, incident
or event, which lingers on and damages
popular attitudes to each other with
serious policy implications. The challenge
is to negate the media’s propensity for
hysteria coverage through education.
• Educational interactions are vital in
increasing knowledge and building social
and cultural capital between Greek and
Turkish Cypriots in Famagusta. Given
that institutionalised educational
exchanges are problematic in Cyprus,
alternative informational and informal
pathways should be pursued. As seen by
CAD and Cyprus’ civil society, local
government and the private sector can
make a great contribution and have a role
to play in this sector. Equally, intergovernment organisations and the private
sector need to fund this relationship.
• It is important that ‘Famagusta studies’
be strong in each community’s learning
and educational institutions. Local

It was subsequently reported that a couple of
diplomatic missions in Cyprus expressed an interest
in supporting the Famagusta Dialogues.
26
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Famagusta municipalities need to think
about this. Lessons from other conflicts
have shown that those who have studied
each other are vastly more likely to hold
positive views about each other. There is
a clear correlation between sympathy and
positive outlook. There is a challenge for
local governments to inspire new
generations to be interested in learning
about Famagusta.
• As one participant stated during the
second Famagusta Dialogue in Deryneia:

‘The most persistent problem in our
bicommunal relationship is the
persistence of age-old stereotypes ... that
depicts the other side in a bad light…
There are Greek Cypriots who still
dismiss Turkish Cypriots as
subservient to Turkey as an
authoritarian country or as a military
or Islamic despot, or even as an
expansionist power.’
• On the other hand, some TurkishCypriots remained afflicted by

‘Greek-Cypriot phobia’: ‘[There are]
those who believe that the notion of
Enosis still persists; that Greek
Cypriots harbour ill-intentions towards
Turks.’
• Despite the overwhelming good-will,
trust and amity of those present, outside
there were attitudinal problems on how
Greek and Turkish Cypriots view each
other and their respective relationships to
Greece and especially Turkey. Most
perceptions were regulated by ‘hot
button’ issues. Increased knowledge has a
positive impact. Turkish Cypriot attitudes
toward Greek Cypriots are framed more
by sentiment and ideology. Realistic
attitudes are preferable – even if, while
often positive, sometimes they are
negative – rather than based on dated
stereotypes that are not grounded in
reality.

Figure 2: Front overview from Famagusta Dialogue 2
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• Change and trust respond to external
problems which regulate internal actual
and perceived levels of threat and shape
behaviour to, and from, the dominant
majority. To counter the domestic impact
of negative external developments there
is a need for local government and NonGovernment Organisations to strengthen
social harmony by dialogue in civil
society.
• There is a connection between diversity
and division. Often there is contention
that diversity can be a source of
divisiveness. Rather, promoting diversity
is related to bridging divides. It is always
important to keep in mind that it is not
the expression of ethnicity, culture or
ideology that leads to violence, it is
always its suppression. When authorities
begin to regulate the lives of people, it is
at those moments that we have conflict.
• Other findings related to phenomena and
practices
of
exclusiveness
and
inclusiveness.
When
people
are
marginalised, a social condition that
relates to exclusion, they feel aggrieved.
Marginalised minority groups need to gain
representation. Greek and Turkish
Famagustians need to support minority
voices and try to get them into the
mainstream. This includes alternative
representations of women, involving local
district communities, engaging with
religious minorities, utilising the role of
technology in bridging difference, division
and initiating and sustaining ongoing
conversations; this is particular true with
young people who are already having
conversations in social media spaces.
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Findings
1.
2.
3.
4.

Lack of dialogue between the Famagusta community groups has, over the decades,
created different expectations, understandings and perspectives.
There was a notable psychological and social disparity between, and amongst, the various
Famagusta groups and subgroups that traversed across both horizontal and vertical social
structures.
Communication and participation proved pivotal challenges in preparing, engaging,
conducting and sustaining an effective Famagusta dialogue in Cyprus.
There was disagreement over what, and who, constituted ‘Famagusta’ and ‘Varosha’.
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This was especially - but not exclusively - the case amongst the Greek Cypriots from
Famagusta.
a.
Greek Cypriot refugees from the city of Varosha did not consider the nonrefugee Greek Cypriots living in the Republic of Cyprus Famagusta district
(Paralimni, Ayia Napa, Frenaros, Sotira, Liopetri) as ‘Ammohostianoí’
(Famagustians) and, therefore, should not be included in any dialogues involving
the reunification of Famagusta.27 Exception was made for those from the bordertown of Deryneia as for them it ‘formed an extension of the city of Famagusta
historically and administratively’.28
b.
In a not dissimilar vein, the Mayor of Paralimni, Theodoros Pyrillis, told one of
the participants that ‘those who don’t live [reside] in the Famagusta district, but
lived elsewhere (in Nicosia, Limassol, Paphos, Larnaca] were not Famagustians’.
Such internal divisions, differences and fragmentation should not be cause for
alarm. It proves the allure (power) of provincialism (and parochialism) in
shaping/defining political identities and forming political attitudes and
subsequent behaviours. Rather, it opens up opportunities for both horizontal and
vertical resocialization and re-alliances.

Such opposition, which surprised even many Turkish Cypriot participants, went beyond the usual local parochial
rivalry. It rested on both a political and moral imperative. The Greek Cypriot refugees from Famagusta claim was
that the non-refugee Famagustians had benefited from the loss of Varosha/Famagusta – in terms of tourist
development being shifted to the Protaras-Ayia Napa region – and therefore reunification (return) of Famagusta was
not in their interest. This accounted for their hard-line political behaviour in terms of a solution – as seen from their
vote in the 2004 referendum. However, such claims are not necessarily supported by the empirical data. A closer
look at the 2004 referendum results amongst the Greek Cypriots reveals that overall Famagusta recorded the highest
‘YES’ vote at 37% amongst the other districts and the Cyprus wide average of 24%. Furthermore, the RoC
Famagusta district councils and local government vote reveals higher support for the Annan plan in comparative
terms to the rest of Cyprus. While, specifically, Deryneia was the only Greek Cypriot town/village to record
majority support for the Annan plan at 57.65%, the surrounding region also recorded higher support for the ‘YES’
in comparative terms with Frenaros at 43.14%, Paralimni at 42.12%, and Achna 37% all recording above the
Cyprus-wide average. See ‘Apotelesmata Dimopsimatos 2004’ (Results of Referendum 2004, Election Services,
Ministry of the Interior, Republic of Cyprus [in Greek], as attachment to email to author, 22/03/200). In March
2019, then Famagusta Mayor Galanos at a press conference spoke of a ‘deep state’ emanating from Limassol and
Nicosia’s establishment – some of who, especially ‘land developers’, ‘had profited from the invasion’ and which
post-1974 had ‘created new interests’ - who did not want a Cyprus solution and who were unduly influencing the
Greek Cypriot’s negotiating stance, see Evie Andreou, ‘“Deep state” does not want a Cyprus solution’, CyprusMail,
15 March 2019, at https://cyprus-mail.com/2019/03/15/deep-state-faction-does-not-want-a-cyprus-solution/
(accessed 13/6/2019).
28 This point was reiterated by Deryneia Mayor Andros Karayiannis who in campaigning against the merger of his
municipality with the surrounding municipalities of Paralimni, Sotira and Ayia Napa, argued for Deryneia’s ‘special
case’ as ‘Dherynia looks towards Famagusta and this is [its] historical link’, arguing that ‘since 1974 about three
quarters of the municipality is in the north and should therefore be treated as a special case’ as the ‘municipality of
Dherynia is an extension of occupied Famagusta’ (Theodorou, 2019).
27
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5.
6.
7.
8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

There is a need for a more thorough study (mapping) of the Famagusta conflict
(identification and weighing of stakeholders, decision makers, demography, institutions,
personalities, strategies and synergies).
Local parochialism aside, Famagusta reunification was seen as a catalyst for the solution of
the Cyprus conflict.
Without forsaking its contested presence and conflicting history, there was a realisation
that a future new Famagusta needs to be based on intercommunal inclusivity,
reconciliation, coexistence, cooperation, planning, and sharing of potential opportunities.29
Though the level of interest in the Famagusta Dialogues was strong, the extent of support
for their continuation on a more fixed basis was high, and support for a wide range of
initiatives was substantial, there were some variations between the two communities in
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terms of catchment, age groups, gender, political perspectives and socio-economic
backgrounds, self-selection, retention, domineering personalities, expertise, knowledge and
power. What this suggests is that any future dialogues will need to be sensitive to such
differences, and should be as inclusive as possible to cater to the different needs, levels of
knowledge and understanding, and life experiences of its community members.
Despite strong and even enthusiastic support for all the dialogues, for a number of
participants, observers and stakeholders, the purpose, value and rationale of the dialogues
were not immediately obvious: Why the Famagusta Dialogues? Why Famagusta? Why
Australia? Why now? Haven’t these been done before? What is different with these
dialogues? Why municipal? Why are non-Varosiotes invited? These questions were raised
during dialogues and explanations were provided. This explanation was not possible
leading up to the dialogues. Once the underlying concept was explained, the potential of
the dialogues was much better appreciated, leading to numerous practical suggestions and
very helpful advice.
In terms of decentralisation and the 5-step cycle of managing conflicts (confrontation,
competing, accommodation, compromising, and collaborating), Famagusta presented itself
as a relatively innocuous ‘non-threatening’ opportunity to pilot reunification through local
government. The attractiveness of this approach was that it can be done without
transgressing international law, human rights, the EU acquis Communautaire or even
Cyprus’s constitutional covenants, while at the same time being politically beneficial and
savvy.
In terms of implementation, acceptability, availability and instrumentality, Deryneia offered
itself as an intermediate capable to bring together – step-by-step – the two municipal
communities. It is really incumbent on the key stakeholders and the foresight of third
parties to support Deryneia, in a substantial way, with such an undertaking.
Deryneia could play a key-facilitating role in the reunification and the future development
of Famagusta. Participants were of the view that the municipality of Deryneia was well
placed, geographically, politically, psychologically, historically and commercially, to
facilitate a dialogue between the two Famagusta municipalities. Deryneia’s proximity to
both ‘Famagustas’ allows it to lend support to those elements, on both sides, who are
working towards the reunification of Famagusta; starting, as a first step, with the return of
the fenced-off area of Varosha to its traditional and legal owners under conditions of
safety and dignity; while at the same time developing a strategy for a new Famagusta based

Dobraszczyk (2015) sees the psycho-visual impact of the fenced-off Varosha as opening up ‘a space of dialogue
between the experience of being in urban ruins, the contested histories of those ruins and the imagination of urban
destruction in order to address the wider questions of how large-scale ruins might be remembered and reconstituted
in ways that promote inclusivity, hold together contradictions and maintain the hope of healing (underlining mine).’
29
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13.

14.

15.

16.
17.

on intercommunal coexistence, cooperation, planning, sharing, opportunities and
sustainability.
While the majority of participants in the Famagusta Dialogues were enthusiastic about
continuing the bicommunal dialogues, several issues were raised regarding their function,
structure, effectiveness, resourcing, and continuation. These included:
ii.
Some participants were concerned that the dialogues should not deprive resources
(and political capital) away from other like-minded initiatives, but rather should serve
to pool and enhance resources.
iii.
Some alluded that the Famagusta dialogues would be beneficial to the extent that
they could provide a service and generate ideas that could not be achieved at the
official, Track 1 and leadership levels.
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The question of representation was also raised by some. It was noted that proportional
representation for the entire community may create problems. Dominant groups in the
community may be strongly represented at the expense of smaller and less well organised
groups.
Another group that demands particular attention was the younger age group (34 years and
under). They were noticeably under-represented in the Famagusta Dialogues as well as in
the consultations – especially but not exclusively within the Greek Cypriot community.
This should not necessarily be interpreted as lack of interest on the part of young people,
but as an indication that future programs and activities should be tailored to their needs,
priorities and lifestyles.
As often the case, the principle of representation yields to the reality that not everyone that
‘should’ be included in the dialogue is identified, interested, available, contributing, and
engaged, nor can be heard all the time, even if the organisers wanted to.
Finally, it can be said that, overall, the Famagusta Dialogues partially achieved its two
stated objectives. Specifically, in terms of:
i.
Objective 130: While there was significant absence from those political groupings
with harder dispositions – especially, but not exclusively, amongst the Turkish
Cypriots31 – those who did attend unanimously agreed that the Famagusta Dialogues
needed to continue in some practical and effective way. With the aid of the
facilitators, the idea of setting up a joint bicommunal municipally-based working
group, convened by the Municipality of Deryneia, gained considerable traction and
support.
ii.
Objective 232: though not properly articulated and in the shortest of time, the
foundations for reaching ‘a common understanding of key principles and the
conditions necessary to create a dialogue’ were set.
It is the conviction of the Project Leader that had there been more dialogues, over a longer
period of time, supported with the necessary resources, both objectives of the Famagusta
Dialogues would have been fully met.

‘To see whether agreement can be reached across the ethnic and political groupings for them to engage in
practical and effective co-operation (one or more joint activities or projects)’ (see page 15).
31 Which, drawing from the data compilated in Tables 2 & 3 on page 24, can be quantified at approximately 21% for
the Greek Cypriots and 57% for the Turkish Cypriots. However, to garner a more accurate picture of the political
dynamics amongst Famagustians you need to take into account the high levels of abstention recorder in their latest
elections which aggregate to around 46% for the Greek Cypriots and 37% for the Turkish Cypriots.
32 ‘To explore whether it is possible to reach a common understanding of key principles and the conditions
necessary to create a dialogue over the special status of Famagusta’ (see page 15).
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