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ABSTRACT 

 

 

MULTI-DIMENSIONALITY OF MIGRATION: THE CASE OF POST-1974 

IMMIGRANTS IN THE BAHÇELI VILLAGE IN THE NORTHERN PART OF 

CYPRUS 

 

Talat, AyĢenur 

Ph.D., Department of Sociology  

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Helga Rittersberger-Tılıç 

 

March 2015, 412 pages 

 

This thesis endeavours to construct a theoretical and conceptual framework to 

systematically explain the multi-dimensionality of migration as well as to apply these 

insights to analyse an empirical case. The construct, informed by the main principles of 

critical realism, provides necessary conceptual tools to enable a holistic study of 

migration through integrating various levels of aggregation; structure and agency; 

multiple factors that partake in generative mechanisms; and causes as well as 

consequences of migration and settlement into the analysis. This study focuses on 

immigration and settlement within the first migration wave taking place between 1975-

1980 from Turkey to northern Cyprus and on the Bahçeli village (Kalograia) as its 

empirical case. Critical realism informs the methodology and the methods of the study, so 

that deeper lying generative mechanisms are searched for by employing qualitative 

methods such as participant observation, oral history interviews and in-depth interviews. 

The endeavour to construct a multi-dimensional and multi-factorial approach to migration 

enables a distancing from mainstream migration theories which have a focus on economic 

factors and an incorporation of ‗cultural‘ factors such as the ideas of ethnicity and nation 

into the causal analysis.  Ethnic community building processes are analysed as a part of 

the holistic explanation of migration that also considers the ‗unintended‘ consequences of 

long-term settlement of immigrants. The community building aspect also brings to the 

fore that ideas on ethnicity and nation are socially constructed and are constantly 

reproduced in context specific contingencies. 

 

Keywords: Migration, Migrant Communities, Ethnicity, Northern Cyprus, Critical 

Realism        
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ÖZ 

 

 

GÖÇÜN ÇOK BOYUTLULUĞU: 1974 SONRASI KUZEY KIBRIS BAHÇELĠ 

KÖYÜNE YERLEġEN GÖÇMENLER ÖRNEĞĠ 

 

Talat, AyĢenur 

Doktora, Sosyoloji Bölümü 

     Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. Helga Rittersberger-Tılıç 

 

Mart 2015, 412 sayfa 

 

Bu tez göç olgusunun çok boyutluluğunu sistematik bir Ģekilde açıklamak üzere teorik ve 

kuramsal bir çerçeve kurgulamayı ve buradan edinilen bilgileri gerçek bir ampirik örneği 

analiz etmek için kullanmayı amaçlar. EleĢtirel realizm kuramının ana ilkelerinden yola 

çıkılarak oluĢturulan bu kurgu, analize farklı agregasyon düzeylerini, yapı ve aktörü, 

üretici mekanizmalarda yer alan çeĢitli faktörleri, ve de göç ve yerleĢimin hem sebep hem 

de sonuçlarını da katarak göç olgusunun bütünlüklü olarak incelenmesi için gerekli 

kavramsal araçları sağlar. Bu çalıĢma Türkiye'den Kıbrıs'ın kuzey kesimine 1975-1980 

tarihleri arasında meydana gelen birinci göç dalgası çerçevesindeki yerleĢmelere 

odaklanır ve ampirik bir örnek olarak Bahçeli (Kalograia) köyünü ele alır. EleĢtirel 

realizm bu çalıĢmanın metodolojik temellerini ve dolayısı ile kullanılan metotları da 

belirler; ve böylece bu çalıĢmada katılımcı gözlem, sözlü tarih görüĢmeleri ve 

derinlemesine görüĢmeler gibi niteliksel yöntemler kullanılarak derinlerdeki üretici 

mekanizmalar araĢtırılır. Göç olgusuna çok katmanlı ve çok faktörlü bir perspektifle 

bakma çabası, daha çok iktisadi veriler çerçevesinde temellenen hakim göç teorilerinden 

farklılaĢılarak nedensellik analizine ‗etnisite‘ ve ‗ulus‘ fikirleri gibi ‗kültürel‘ faktörlerin 

de dahil edilmesinin önünü açar. Uzun vadeli göçmen yerleĢiminin ‗önceden 

amaçlanmamıĢ‘ etkilerini de dikkate alan bütünlüklü bir göç açıklamasının parçası olarak 

‗etnik cemaat‘ oluĢturma süreçleri de analiz edilir. ‗Cemaat oluĢturma‘ meselesi etnisite 

ve ulus fikirlerinin sosyal olarak inĢa edilip, değiĢkenliklere bağlı olarak, sürekli yeniden 

üretildiğine de iĢaret eder.  

 

Anahtar kelimeler: Göç, Göçmen Cemaatleri, Etnisite, Kuzey Kıbrıs, EleĢtirel Realizm  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Migration has been identified, in the academia and in politics as a ―major demographic force‖ 

in all modern societies especially since early 1990s (Massey 1990; Castles 2002)
1
.  Ever 

since, it has been argued that the present can even be referred to as the ―age of migration‖ 

(Castles & Miller 1998).  Quantitatively speaking, according to the UN International 

Migration Report of 2013, there were 232 million international migrants around the world 

and this figure is definitely a lot larger when undocumented migrants are included
2
.  

Qualitatively speaking, on the other hand, it has been argued that ―mobility‖ has become a 

defining characteristic of many societies, replacing their former ―sedentarist‖ structures (Urry 

2000).  Similarly, some scholars talk about a ―culture of migration‖, referring to a 

phenomenon in some societies where international migration becomes an ordinary future 

prospect for many young people (Kandel & Massey 2002).
3
 Migration is not only important 

because of its high prevalence. Rather it has been argued that migration is linked to economic 

development (Taylor et al. 1996a; 1996b; de Haas 2010a). Contrary to this argument, it is 

argued from a critical political economy perspective that migration is related to the 

reproduction of the world capitalist system of spatial inequalities and thus to the reproduction 

                                                 
1
 According to Castles (2002) ―[…] the public interest in migration in the early 1990s represent[s] a 

shift in perception, rather than in the real significance of the phenomenon‖ since migration has always 

been a significant factor in ―colonialism, industrialization and nation-building‖ and in the restructuring 

of the western economies in the post-1945 era (ibid: 1144). 

 
2
 The UN defines international migrants primarily as foreign-born citizens and foreign non-citizens of 

a state, using either ‗place of birth‘ data or data on ‗foreign citizens‘ when the former is unavailable.  

Using of different criteria to define who is a migrant has consequences for the estimated figures (King 

2012).  Undocumented migrants are, for instance, not included in this figure, so that it is a lot smaller 

than it actually is.   Moreover, internal migrants (urban -rural) are also not included in this figure, 

despite the fact that internal migrations too play an important role in many societies and have social, 

political and economic repercussions comparable to that of international migrations. 

 
3
 The authors describe the ―culture of migration‖ as a significant normative value in a community, 

where especially young males view migration as a normal means to economic mobility and a normal 

part of life-course so that they expect to migrate at some point in their lives.   

 



 

2 

of the dependency of the sending states (see Arango 2000; King 2012). Migration also 

increases the demographic and cultural diversity of especially the receiving states by means 

of generating the so-called ―migrant communities‖ (Castles & Miller 1998; Castles 2002; 

Vasta 2004; Kaya 2012). It has thus become one of the most controversial contemporary 

political issues, in which political and social attitudes towards immigrants range from their 

acceptance as integral parts of multicultural societies to their ‗othering‘, rejection and 

exclusion (see Koopmans et al. 2005; Bauböck 2006; Koopmans 2013).  

 

Against this background, migration studies that have become increasingly widespread in a 

variety of academic disciplines comprise theoretical works on migration and related 

phenomena on the one hand, and a great number of case studies on the other hand. Yet, 

despite ever increasing academic attention to the issue of migration, there is little agreement 

among scholars, let alone different disciplines, regarding the definition and explanation of 

migration; and no single, universally accepted framework to analyse the great variety of real 

cases of migrations (see ibid; Massey et al. 1993; Arango 2000; King 2012).  Moreover, the 

latter, with their ever-growing volume and diversity, point out to many shortcomings of the 

mainstream theories of migration and compel theoreticians to devise their tools for 

explanations which would offer a more genuine acknowledgement of the complexity, multi-

layeredness and multi-dimensionality of the phenomenon.  It is in this sense that the variety 

and diversity of case studies are of immense value, especially when these are more strongly 

related to theory development.   

 

Taking the above situation into consideration, the present thesis is planned as a case study 

research, which at the same time, communicates closely with theories and concepts in an 

attempt to causally explain the highly complex phenomenon of migration. It poses the 

research question ―how can the multi-dimensionality of migration be conceptualised?‖ and 

endeavours to provide answers by scrutinizing the case of the first wave of post 1974-

migrations (taking place between 1975-1980) from Turkey‟s Trabzon (Araklı district, 

Ayvadere village) and Mersin (Gülnar district), to Bahçeli village (Kalograia).  This case is, 

as will be explored and explained in detail throughout this thesis, a rather unique case of 



 

3 

migration, in the causation of which cultural factors
4
 stand out as opposed to economic 

factors that characterised the majority of ―labour migrations‖ in Europe since 1945. In so 

being, it provides an example to a rather neglected theme in migration research.  Hence, as 

will be argued in more detail, this case suits one of the major aspirations of this thesis, which 

is to make a modest contribution to the theoretical explanation of migration through the 

construction of a conceptual framework which can be used to account for less ordinary 

empirical cases such as the one at hand. Such a framework needs to allow the incorporation 

of many factors into the analysis. The construction of such a multi-dimensional and multi-

factorial framework to utilise in the explanation of migration will be done by employing the 

conceptual propositions of a critical realist meta-theoretical paradigm.  

 

The multi-dimensional and multi-factorial explanation of migration in general and the case of 

this study in particular will be advanced in two analytical steps. In the first step, the focus of 

analysis will be on the causation of migration that is, on the motivations, intentions, of 

multiple social actors (i.e. the states and the immigrants) and other causal factors relating to 

the initiation of this movement. In the second step the focus will be on the effects of 

migration, that is, on the consequences of the long-term settlement of immigrants in Bahçeli 

village in the island‘s north. This will be done by concentrating on the phenomenon of ethnic 

community formation and preservation by immigrants, which is an often-encountered 

phenomenon.  The migrant communities will be conceptualised as an alternative means of 

migrant incorporation into the receiving society. As such, they will be argued to be solidarity 

networks among the immigrants which equip the latter with necessary tools to cope with 

structural and cultural discrimination in the place of destination (see Kaya 2012), as well as 

being reinforced by immigrants‘ transnational ways of being and belonging (Levitt & Glick-

Schiller 2004). By considering both of the dimensions of the causes and the consequences, 

this thesis argues, against mainstream migration theories, which focus on the causes of 

migrations only, that a migration movement can never be analysed in its full extent by 

looking at the reasons of its occurrence alone. A more complete explanation has to take into 

consideration the consequences, that is the effects of the continued presence of immigrants in 

the receiving society. This is because migration is not a ―one off event‖ (King 2012) which 

                                                 
4
 Culture is used in a critical realist sense to denote, non-structural factors, such as ideas and 

discourses.  



 

4 

ends when the movement had occurred.  Therefore, the analytically separable two dimensions 

of the inquiry cannot be separated when thinking about the phenomenon of migration if there 

exists a desire towards an in-depth understanding and explanation.  

 

As will be explained in detail, a critical realist methodology does not only seek to understand 

social phenomena but claims to be able to explain it by placing emphasis on causal analysis. 

Thus, as was already mentioned, this thesis endeavours to utilise a critical realist meta-

theoretical approach to achieve a thorough explanation of migration in general and the case 

under scrutiny in particular. Yet, in that explanation, the employed critical realist paradigm 

does not seek to identify law-like regularities in relation to empirically observable social 

phenomena. Rather it endeavours to reveal those beneath the surface phenomena, which have 

causal powers (Iosifides 2011: 61). In the search of the latter critical realism looks for 

multiple factors, since it argues that social change is caused by the interplay between 

structural, cultural and agential factors (Archer 1995; Porpora 2013).  In this sense the critical 

realist approach adopted in this study enables a diversion from mainstream migration 

theories, which have remained insufficient in their single level and single (group of) factor(s) 

explanations (see Morawska 2007).  

 

At the same time the critical realist explanatory paradigm adopted in this thesis allows the 

alternative framing of this migratory movement as a case of ‗ethnic migration‟ (see Brubaker 

1998; Tränhardt 2001; Hedberg 2004; Bauböck 2006), rather than an economic labour 

migration, although it does not deny the importance of economic factors in its causation 

especially at the micro-level, i.e. regarding the motivations of the groups of immigrants. Thus 

this thesis also makes a case for a critical realist reframing of the phenomenon of migration in 

general, by emphasising the suitability of the former to explain less common and more 

complicated cases of migrations, such as the present one, in which more than a single causal 

factor (and a non-economic one) takes part in below the surface causal mechanisms.  It will 

be argued in this sense, that critical realism, with its emphasis on the complex, multi-

dimensional and multi-factorial character of social reality, offers the tools much needed to 

overcome the weaknesses associated with conventional theories of migration. 
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At this point, the case of immigration from Turkey to North Cyprus in general need to be 

briefly introduced before turning attention to the particular case of immigration from Trabzon 

and Mersin to Bahçeli village. The inflow of immigrants from Turkey to the northern part of 

Cyprus started soon after the 1974 de-facto division of the island into a Greek Cypriot 

administered south and a Turkish Cypriot administered north.  The initial immigration and 

settlement of Turkish nationals in the northern part of Cyprus was facilitated through some 

immigration policies and programmes, in the making of which, both Turkish Cypriot and 

Turkish states collaborated.  In this regard, the largest proportion of immigrants arrived after 

the signing of an official agreement between Turkey and the newly founded Turkish 

Federated State of Cyprus (TFSC) with the title ―agricultural workforce agreement‖ [tarım 

işgücü protokolü], to bring in some 30.000 agricultural workers (KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2009; 

2014).  This agreement facilitated the immigration of many peasant families as well as some 

urban working-class families to the island. As part of their broader immigration policy, the 

Turkish Cypriot government of the period also encouraged professionals and technicians, as 

well as soldiers and military personnel who took part in the Turkish military interventions 

(including their families and the families of the soldiers killed in the interventions) to settle in 

the islands‘ Turkish Cypriot ruled areas (see Hatay 2005; 2007). All of these immigrants 

were encouraged to settle in the designated areas through the allocation of capital, in form of 

lands, fields, empty houses and various other properties, which were left behind by Greek 

Cypriot refugees. This facilitation of migration can be causally related, in interaction with 

other structural, cultural and agential factors, not only to the initiation of the first migration 

wave from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus, between 1975-1979, but also to the laying 

of the foundations of  informational and social network ties between the two countries 

(KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2009: 22-23). In this sense it had led to the emergence of structures, like 

migrant networks and a migration system, which later, along with other sets of structural and 

cultural factors, caused and eased the continuation of further migrations between the two 

countries. In general, this migration wave (along with the later waves) can be argued to have 

given rise to a socially, economically and politically disadvantaged population group, i.e. an 

ethnically defined migrant community (and subgroups of it) which usually faces 

discrimination and ―othering‖ from the Turkish Cypriot society (Hatay 2005; 2008; 

Erhürman 2006; KurtuluĢ & Purkis, 2009; 2014).  
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Against this background, the particular case studied in this thesis, namely Bahçeli village, 

represents a typical site of immigration and settlement within the broader category of the first 

migration wave from Turkey to northern Cyprus in three important respects: Firstly, the first 

migration wave after the 1974 division of the island is characterised by rural settlement, in 

which immigrant Turkish nationals were typically resettled in empty villages, like Bahçeli, 

that were evacuated by Greek Cypriot refugees.
 5

  The second characteristic of the first 

migration wave is the spatially segregated settlement of immigrants
6
. Bahçeli village is a 

typical example in this sense too, since it is exclusively inhabited by immigrants from 

Turkey.  And thirdly, Bahçeli village represents a typical case within the first migration 

wave, in being a site for communal settlement for immigrants. In other words, immigrants 

from the same place origin (same village and urban district) were resettled in Bahçeli village 

as a community, which was also a usual practice during the first migration wave in general.  

In the case of Bahçeli village, the first and the biggest group of immigrants came from the 

Ayvadere (Aho) village of Trabzon‟s Araklı district
7
. This type of settlement left the incoming 

community ethnically and culturally intact upon relocation, so that migration had little 

heterogenising effect for the people involved.  The settlement of some families from Mersin 

(Gülnar) two years later in 1977 in the village heterogenised the village in terms of place of 

origin, but not in terms of country of origin and national belonging, since, to date, with the 

exception of very few spouses, there are no native Turkish Cypriot families (or other 

nationalities) in Bahçeli.    

 

With the study of the case briefly described above, this thesis aims to make a double 

contribution to migration research in general: firstly by adding to the diversity of case study 

researches and secondly, by contributing to the conceptual explanation of migration and 

                                                 
5
 The only exception here is one urban region, namely the Varosha region in Famagusta (KurtuluĢ & 

Purkis 2009). 

 
6
 Mixed-settlement of immigrants from Turkey and native Turkish Cypriots who were displaced from 

the islands southern part also occurred, though this was much less common.  

 
7
 Initially two different villages from the Araklı district of Trabzon were settled in Bahçeli. However, 

due to disputes between the two groups, one was eventually resettled to another village so that only 

Ayvadere immigrants remained in Bahçeli. 
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migrant communities. Regarding the first aim, i.e. that of empirical contribution, it can be 

argued, that the case of this thesis is most suitable, since it represents not only an 

unconventional but also an under-studied empirical case of migration. The first migration 

wave to the northern part of Cyprus in general, has indeed not attracted much academic 

interest despite the political attention it received. Hence rigorous academic research of 

Turkish immigration to northern Cyprus is rather scarce. One important reason for this is the 

highly politically controversial character of the first migration wave and, related to that, the 

long-lasting non-disclosure of reliable data about it by the states involved (Hatay 2005; 

2007).  Secondly, this thesis also aims to make some, though modest, contributions to the 

theoretical explanation of the general concepts of migration and immigrant community 

formation.  This will be done, as was already argued, by a critical realist reframing of these 

concepts, i.e. through ―applying the [critical] realist precepts to [the] substantive research 

debate‖ (Cruickshank 2003: 144 in Iosifides 2011: 88). This will entail most importantly an 

―immanent critique of other approaches and explanatory attempts‖ (ibid: 87), so that existing 

theories of migration will be regarded as insufficient in providing satisfactory explanations of 

the complexity and diversity of contemporary international migration processes.  Critical 

realism, it will be argued, is more suitable for the study of complex social phenomena, like 

less usual cases of migration and migrant community formation since it acknowledges the 

multi-layered, multi-factorial, multi-dimensional character of these, and attempts to explain 

them in their complexity without falling into the traps of determinism and reductionism.  

Using the critical realist perspective, this thesis endeavours a multi-dimensional theoretical 

analysis of the case of Bahçeli, incorporating into the analysis, both causes and consequences 

and the multiple levels of aggregation, i.e. the macro-, meso-, and micro-levels, pertaining to 

both the sending- and the receiving-contexts. It will moreover, take structural, cultural and 

agential factors at these multiple levels of aggregation into consideration and analyse the 

complex set of interactions among all these factors.  

 

As C. Wright Mills informs us ―[n]either the life of an individual nor the history of a society 

can be understood without understanding both‖ (Mills 1959: 3). In this line of thought, it has 

been paid attention to construct such a conceptualisation that would enable the analysis of 

immigrants‘ experiences, dispositions and meanings in close reference to broader societal 
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contexts, and the structural and cultural factors, as well as macro-agential factors which 

operate within these contexts. In this way a thorough understanding and an alternative 

explanation of the subject, concentrating on ―generative mechanisms underneath or beyond 

surface phenomena, experiences and interpretations‖ (Iosifides 2011: 74), will be achieved, 

even though this explanation will remain fallible, and necessarily refutable through further 

critical research.  

 

This thesis triangulates the methods of ethnographic participant observation, oral history 

interviews and critical in-depth interviews.  These methods, qualitative in character, as will 

be argued in some detail in Chapter 3, are necessary for an in-depth understanding of the case 

under scrutiny; and when used in combination with various secondary sources, they do 

provide the necessary reliable data for this purpose.  

 

The following chapter develops a theoretical-conceptual framework for an alternative 

explanation of migration and migrant community formation in general which will be used for 

the analysis of the case of this study in particular. It departs from the complexity of the notion 

of migration and presents mainstream theories that try to explain it. After critically evaluating 

these, it develops a critical realist framework for an alternative explanation, which is multi-

dimensional, multi-factorial as well as non-reductionist and non-determinist. This alternative 

framework focuses firstly on the integration of various levels of analysis in the explanation of 

migration, secondly on the identification of multiple causal factors, and thirdly on an 

integrative approach to causes and consequences of migration. Chapter 3 then explains the 

methodological approach of this study in detail, which was inspired by critical realism. It 

describes the conceptualisation of the case, the underlying assumptions and research plan. It 

gives information on the research methods used and data gathered. It also discusses some 

important ethical issues. Chapter 4 gives a detailed account of the case of the first migration 

wave from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus in general, and from Trabzon and Mersin to 

Bahçeli village in particular. The description of the case is based on oral history interviews 

conducted with politicians, bureaucrats and mid- to high-ranking government officials of the 

period as well as in-depth interviews with the pioneer migrants in Bahçeli village. Chapters 5 

and 6 then move on to the analysis of the causes of the case of migration under scrutiny 
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concentrating on the macro-, the meso- and the micro-levels respectively. In all of these 

levels of aggregation structural, cultural and agential elements which partook in the complex 

causal mechanisms giving rise to the first migration wave in general and migration to Bahçeli 

village in particular will be identified and their interplay within the so-called generative 

mechanisms will be explained through the use of retroduction. Chapter 7 is then directed at 

the analysis of the consequential migrant community formation processes. Once again macro, 

meso and micro-levels of aggregation will be scrutinised, within which structural, cultural 

and agential factors that reinforce community building and preservation by the immigrants 

will be identified.  These multi-dimensional analyses will not only display a multitude of 

interacting factors but also the discrepancies and the contradictions immanent in pertinent 

processes, and so, once again, demonstrate the complexity of the phenomenon of migration in 

general and the empirical case of this study in particular. The concluding Chapter 8 then 

summarises the findings of this thesis and highlights main issues arising in the analysis. 

Furthermore it evaluates the appropriateness of the term of ‗ethnic migration‘ for the case 

under scrutiny and the potential of the critical realist approach to explain such a migratory 

case in its causes and consequences. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

 

The present thesis aims at exploring, describing and theoretically explaining the first 

migration wave from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus as well as the consequential 

ethnic community formation and preservation processes, concentrating on the narrower case 

of Bahçeli village.  In so doing, it does not aim at producing a novel general theory on 

migration and ethnic community formation in a strict sense.  However, neither does it aim at 

an analysis of these issues using one or more of mainstream theories of migration without 

further questioning and criticizing their explanatory capacities.  It rather aims at working out 

a coherent theoretical-conceptual paradigm, which would enable a multi-dimensional 

(regarding macro, meso, micro-levels) and a multi-factorial (regarding structural, cultural and 

agential) explanation of migration in its causes and in its consequences focusing on migrant 

community formation, so as to facilitate the explanation of the case of this study.   

 

It must be underlined, that in developing this conceptual/theoretical framework, it will be 

refrained from, what Iosifides (2011) calls  ―opportunistic eclecticism‖: This refers to an un-

careful mix and match approach to various theories, that is, to explaining different 

dimensions of the issue of migration with different theories without carefully thinking about 

the theoretical compatibility and combinability of the individual theories used (see also 

Morawska 2007; Bakewell 2010).  An important aspiration of the present chapter is to avoid 

this, by forming an integrative and coherent theoretical and conceptual framework informed 

by critical realism.   

 

Meta-theoretically inspired by critical realism, two main concepts will be studied:  These are 

―migration‖ and ―community formation‖.  Regarding both of the notions, the aim of this 

chapter is to look for conceptual abstractions and theoretical explanations, in accordance with 

the basic precepts of a critical realist perspective. This comprises ―a critical appropriation of 
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various theoretical concepts‖ (Iosifides 2011: 165) like ‗migration‘, ‗ethnicity‘, ‗migrant 

communities‘,  ‗transnationalism‘ and ‗identification‘.  

 

2.1  The Notion of Migration: Significance, Themes and Typologies 

 

Although geographical movement of people has been a characteristic of all human societies 

throughout the history (King 2012: 4)
8
, especially since the end of the Second World War, 

migration can be regarded as ―a major demographic force‖ (Massey 1990: 61) and ―an 

integral part of contemporary world developments‖ (Castles & Miller 1998: 46), increasingly 

affecting almost every society socially, economically and politically (Portes 2008)
9
. However 

the significance of migration is not only due to its high level of prevalence throughout the 

world, but also ―because of the way it shapes and re-shapes societies, making them more 

diverse and complex‖ (King 2012: 6) and similarly, because of the way it relates to ―social 

change‖ (Portes 2008), especially in regards to the ideologies of ethnicity and culture, but 

also in regards to social stratification and class formation in the countries of destination 

(Castles and Kosack 1973; Castles and Miller 1998; Portes 2008; Jasso 2011).   Moreover, 

migratory movements are generative of wider societal phenomena relating to acceptance and 

non-acceptance of immigrants in the host societies, producing attitudes ranging from the 

celebration of diversity and multiculturalism to many versions of nationalism and racism 

(King 2012; Koopmans et al. 2005; Joppke 1999; Koopmans 2013).    

 

As migrations became more prevalent throughout the globe and their transformative potential 

was acknowledged, migration studies also flourished in a variety of academic disciplines.  

Whereas sociologists are among those who have the longest engagement with migration 

studies along with geographers and economists, others such as social psychologists, political 

scientists, anthropologists, historians, demographers and researchers in fields like law, 

                                                 
8
 King (2012) talks here about a ―roving instinct‖ which belongs to human nature defined as ―the need 

to search for food, pasture and resources; the desire to travel and explore; but also to conquer and 

possess‖ (ibid: 4; also King 2004). 

 
9
 In this sense, migration scholars point out to the mainly since the mid-1970s emerging numerous new 

immigration countries in the developing areas of the globe alongside traditional immigration countries 

like western Europe, USA, Canada, Australia and New Zealand (Castles and Miller 1998; Castles and 

Davidson 2000). 
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humanities as well as literary, media and cultural studies have also been doing research and 

theorisation on the subject of migration (King 2012: 9-10).  Academic studies of migration, 

in these various academic fields, in turn, have yielded a significant diversity in the themes of 

focus
10

. Moreover, it has been recognised by the scholarship that contemporary migrations 

are highly varied in their types.  Distinctions are made between internal and international 

migrations; temporary and permanent migrations; regular and irregular migrations; and 

voluntary and involuntary migrations (i.e. refugee movements). The category of voluntary 

labour migrations, on which most of the major migration theories focus (Karpestam & 

Andersson 2013), can be divided into further categories: Most important differentiation can 

be made between high-skilled migration (also called brain drain) and low skilled migration,  

―work contract migration‖, ―retirement migration‖, ―family reunion-migration‖, ―marriage 

migration‖,  ―residential tourism‖ (King 2012: 9). All of these typologies must be understood 

as ideal types, which can easily ―break down in practice‖ (King 2012: 8; McDowell & Haan, 

1997:10).  McDowell and Haan emphasise this point as follows:  

 

We should not be surprised to find that, as in Sri Lanka, ‗refugee migration‘ 

(i.e. the flight from conflict) is linked to ‗labour migration‘ and seems to have 

a great deal of organisation and rationality in it.  Conversely, we should not 

be surprised to find that migration movements that have a predominantly 

‗economic‘ character may be related to ‗refugee‘ migration: migration from 

the Punjab, for example, has long historical traditions, but the high degree of 

mobility has also been influenced by the up-rooting of millions during 

Partition in 1947 (1997: 10-11). 

 

As can be guessed from the discussions above, to which more themes can easily be added, 

the issue in question is highly complex, multifaceted and multi-dimensional (Iosifides 

                                                 
10

 Most common of these include the theories of causation of migration (see Massey et al.  1993; 1998; 

Goss and Lindquist 1995; Arango 2000; 2004; Morawska 2007; Castles 2010; Portes 2010; de Haas 

2010b), migration policies (see Castles & Miller 1998; Brochmann & Hammar 1999; Brochmann 

2004; Hollifield 2008), effects of migration on receiving societies‘ class structure (Castles and Kosack 

1973); its cultural effects on receiving societies like cultural diversity and formation migrant minorities 

(Castles and Miller 1998; Bauböck & Rundell, 1998; Vetrovec 2006; Vetrovec and Wessendorf 2005) 

and immigrants‘ social incorporation, integration and/or non-integration, social discrimination and 

marginalisation (i.e. Soysal 1994; Bauböck 1994; Vetrovec 1996; Joppke 1999; Favell 2001; Bauböck 

et al. 2006).  Migration has also been studied from the perspective of the sending countries, which has 

been done from a developmentalist framework. Last but not the least, a relatively more recent 

analytical theme in migration studies is transnationalism, studied especially by Glick Schiller et al. 

1992; Basch et al. 1994; Bauböck 1994; Portes 1999; Vetrovec 1999; 2001; Levitt and Jaworski 2007; 

Faist 2010).   
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2011:18).  This complexity has consequences for the theoretical explanation of migration and 

related phenomena: It has proved to be extremely difficult to produce a single universal 

theory to account for all migrations in general  (see Massey et.al 1993; 1998; Arango 2000; 

King 2012; Morawska 2007).  Instead, most of the existing theories focus on single types of 

migration, especially voluntary labour migrations (Karpestam & Andersson 2013: 12), and 

even within this category on different aspects of migrations, like either on their initiation or 

continuation (Massey et al.  1993; 1998), on their causes rather than consequences (Arango 

2000; Karpestam & Andersson 2013), and a single level of explanation, like micro, meso or 

macro (Faist 2000, Morawska, 2007; Iosifides 2011).  Furthermore, it seems to be difficult to 

overcome these problems, so that King (2012) suggests: ―[i]t should be clear from the 

foregoing that migration is too diverse and multifaceted to be explained in a single theory‖ 

(ibid: 11; see  also Arango 2000).  Yet, as will be argued later, most of the difficulties of 

theorising arising from the complex character of the notion of migration can be overcome, 

through the development of a meta-theoretical analytic paradigm which can accommodate 

this complexity, multifacetedness and multi-dimensionality.  Yet, before moving on to the 

discussion of such a paradigm, the major established theories of migration need to be briefly 

reviewed.  This will be done in the following section.   

 

2.2 A Review and Evaluation of Main Theories of International Migration  

 

A systematic review of (international) migration theories can be done using several types of 

categorisations.  One major categorisation takes the level of aggregation into account, 

differentiating between theories that explain migratory movements at a macro-level and at a 

micro-level and /or at the meso-level (Faist 2000; Morawska 2007).  Still another 

instrumental categorisation of migration theories, can be found in the influential work of 

Massey et.al (1993; 1998), in which the authors categorise theories of migration regarding 

their explanatory focus, which is either on the initiation of migratory movements or on their 

perpetuation. A further categorisation of migration theories can be made in regards to their 

association with general sociological approaches.  Pryor (1981) for instance distinguishes 

between classical theories, conflict theories and systems theories of migration, linking them 

with functionalism, Marxism and general systems theory respectively, whereas Goss and 
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Lindquist (1995) differentiate between functionalist approaches, structuralist approaches 

and integrative approaches (in Bakewell 2010: 1692).  In the following, whereas the former 

two categorical differentiations will also be utilised, the theories will also be grouped under 

general rubrics of ―theories of neo-classical economics‖, ―historical-structural models‖, and 

―systems approaches‖ (see King 2012). 

 

Geographer Ernst Georg Ravenstein‘s works called ―The Laws of Migration‖ (1885, 1889) 

can be identified as the earliest systematic conceptualisations of migration (Castles and 

Miller 1998).
11

 His so-called ―laws‖ were in fact general statements without any links to 

actual empirical data (ibid: 20) but they had indeed formed the foundations upon which later 

theories were built (King 2012: 12).
 12

 Contemporary approaches based on Ravenstein‘s 

statistical laws are referred to as ―push-pull theories‖ (Morawska 2007; King 2012). These 

theoretical models identify the causes of peoples‘ migratory movements in the interaction of 

the push and pull factors, in which whereas the former drive people out of their places of 

origin, the latter encourage people to settle in the place of destination (ibid.).  Push-pull 

theories can operate at macro as well as micro-levels, and are usually used to explain the 

initiation of international migration. Whereas the push factors, that is, reasons why people 

leave their country of origin, can be underdevelopment, rapid population growth, political 

repression present in the country of origin as well as poverty, low social status, 

unemployment, underemployment of the individual etc., pull factors can include better job 

and income opportunities, political freedom, better education and welfare systems as well as 

demand for (migrant) labour in the place of destination (Castles & Kosack 1973: 27, King 

2012: 13).   

 

The theories of neo-classical economics utilise the ―push and pull logic‖ in explaining how 

migratory movements are initiated both at macro and at micro-levels (Massey et al. 1993: 

                                                 
11

 According to King (2012), Ravenstein‘s statistical generalizations were calculated referring to 

national  (especially British) datasets, so that they in fact are about internal migrations (ibid: 11).  

 
12

 Ravenstein stated for instance that migrations usually occur from agricultural to industrial areas, 

increase with developments in industry, transport and commerce, have economic causes, and produce 

counter-migrations.  He also states that women and men have different migratory behaviour, women 

predominantly present in short distance migratory movements and men in international movements 

(King 2012:12).  
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433-436).  At the macro-level this model considers the international movement of labour to 

be driven by labour markets and explains labour migration with respect to international wage 

differentials, which result from international supply and demand differentials regarding 

labour. It follows, labourers move from low-wage to high-wage countries until, supply and 

demand come to an equilibrium and the wage differentials are so eliminated.  At this 

equilibrium, the movement of labour will also come to a halt (ibid.).  At the micro-level, 

theories of neo-classical economics regards that it is individual rational actors who make 

migration decisions with an expectation of monetary and otherwise advantage from this 

movement.  The decisions to move or to stay are made through the so-called rational 

cost/benefit calculations, where the potential rational migrant chooses to migrate when 

expected net returns are greater than the net costs.   Moreover ―[a] potential migrant goes to 

where the expected net returns to migration are greatest‖ (ibid: 435). One of the versions of 

this micro neo-classical model is human capital theory. This theory argues that migration is a 

selective process, in which the likelihood of migration varies according to some individual 

human capital characteristics such as age, gender, level of education, language skills, and 

other personal psychological characteristics such as the degree of willingness to take various 

risks (Morawska 2007: 5).  According to this theory ―brain-drain‖ becomes an important 

consequence of migration, since the selection occurs positively with respect to human capital, 

thus negatively affecting the human capital in the areas of emigration (ibid).
13

    

 

Developed within the neo-classical tradition the “new economics of labour migration” 

(NELM) approach operates at a different level of aggregation, i.e. at the meso-level (Arango 

2000: 87). This approach can be seen as ―an inside criticism of the micro version of the neo-

classical theory‖ and so makes amendments to it especially by suggesting that migration 

decisions are met by families or households (and sometimes other culturally relevant units) 

and not by individual migrants as suggested by neo-classical economics approaches (ibid). In 

these decisions ―[…] people act collectively not only to maximise expected income, but also 

to minimise risks and to loosen constraints associated with a variety of market failures, apart 

from those in the labor market‖ (Massey et al. 1993: 436).  In this sense, through migration, 

                                                 
13

 Note here the conflicting conclusions reached by two versions of neo-classical economics of 

migration model regarding the consequences of emigration for the sending regions.   
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households engage in income diversification, through varying their resources of household 

income through allocating some of their members to local labour markets and others to 

foreign labour markets with better structural conditions.  The rational consideration in this 

process is that ―[i]n the event that local economic conditions deteriorate and activities there 

fail to bring in sufficient income, the household can rely on migrant remittances for support‖ 

(ibid.).  Such risk minimisation through migration is especially valuable in developing 

countries where there are insufficient or poorly accessible public and /or private insurance 

schemes (ibid).  Through migration of some/all members of households the household 

increases its relative affluence, or decrease its relative deprivation (ibid.).  An important 

insight follows from this approach that households may find migration advantageous even in 

the absence of wage differentials, in order to reduce its income risks, so that the elimination 

of wage differentials would not put an end to migration, instead an improvement of social 

insurance schemes may be more effective in this regard.   

 

The neo-classical economics approaches – regarding micro, meso and macro versions- are 

criticized in being overly simplistic, deterministic, functionalist and ahistorical (King 2012).  

They do not take extra-economic factors into consideration, thus commit to economic 

determinism (Morawska 2007: 7), which will be argued to also cause the over-rationalisation 

of migration decisions. Moreover, explaining the movement of migrants solely as a result of 

their rational calculations, these theories cannot account for, on the micro-level, why so many 

people, in similar socio-economic positions, do not migrate, or, at the macro-level, why there 

are different rates of emigration from (or immigration to) countries with similar structural 

conditions (Massey et. al 1993; Arango 2000; De Haas 2008; King 2012).  King (2012) states 

in this sense that the neo-classical approach fails  ―to consider personal, family or socio-

cultural factors; to acknowledge a political reality of multiple barriers to international 

movement; to pay attention to the varied histories of colonialism that linked certain countries 

together and not others; and to take on board the systemic structuring of the world economy 

in terms of dependency and underdevelopment […]‖ (ibid: 14).   Moreover, as Arango (2000) 

points out ―it equates migrants with workers, and disregards all migration that is not labour 

migration‖ (ibid: 287).  Last but not the least, one of the main assumption of neo-classical 

approaches - that international migration would lead to a balancing of economic development 
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and wage-rates in the sending and receiving states has been empirically disproven (Morawska 

2007).   

 

Generally speaking, gender is a missing factor in much of mainstream migration theorisation, 

which leads to an incomplete or a flawed explanation of the phenomena.  In this sense, 

whereas the advantage of the NELM approach to migration has been argued to be its ability 

to move beyond the individual migrant and take into account the family factor in the decision 

making process, its ignorance of patriarchal power relations present in the household (or any 

other socio-cultural collectivity) has been heavily criticised (Bakewell 2010; King 2012).  As 

King (2012) puts it NELM ―assumes […] that intra-household relationships are harmonious, 

leading to unanimous collective decision-making.  In other words, the family or household is 

treated as a black box without acknowledging the tensions or conflicts that are contained 

therein […] which might lead to ‗distorted‘ decision making‖ (ibid: 23). Moreover, NELM, 

seeing migration as a risk diversification strategy, has little explanatory power in a context, 

where a household as a whole is involved in migration (ibid.; Arango 2000).  All in all, this 

model has especially been criticised with the argument that it has not really brought a 

revolutionary insight to neo-classical migration theory.  As Bakewell (2010) puts it ―NELM 

tends to use the utility maximising household in the place of the utility maximising individual 

― (ibid: 1693).  As Arango (2000) summarises: ―[…] it is doubtful whether the disparate 

ingredients that make up the new economics of migration are sufficiently woven and 

logically integrated as to constitute a coherent theory, or whether it is no more than a critical, 

sophisticated variant of neo-classical theory‖ (ibid: 288). 

 

Another set of migration theories, the historical-structural models, operates at the macro-

level and concentrate on the structural factors in explaining international migration.   In this 

group, are the dual labour market theory, the segmented labour market theory, dependency 

theory and the world systems theory (King 2012: 16).  According to Piore (1979), an 

influential proponent of the dual labour market theory, international migration is generated 

through the demand of developed nations for cheap migrant labour (Massey et al. 1993:  

440).  It is therefore the pull factors operating in the receiving countries, rather than the push 

factors in the sending states, which need to be focused on (ibid.).  The determining pull 
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factors are associated especially with a bifurcation of the labour market in the highly 

industrialised receiving states with a capital-intensive primary labour market and a labour 

intensive secondary labour market (Morawska 2007: 2).  The former of these is characterised 

by stable, well-paid, secure and skilled jobs and require human capital.  Needless to say, the 

jobs in the primary sector are primarily reserved for non-migrants, whereas the migrants from 

under-developed states usually have access to the secondary labour market, characterised by 

unskilled, labour-intensive, unstable, flexible, insecure jobs and low wages  (ibid; Massey et 

al. 1993: 440; King 2012: 16).  This whole mechanism is then reproduced by ―[…] the very 

presence of migrant workers‖ whose concentration in the secondary sector ―reinforce [...] the 

undesirability of these secondary-sector jobs for the local labour force, which in turn enables 

employers to drive down wages and working conditions even more‖ (King 2012: 16).  With 

low bargaining powers, migrant workers, and especially the most vulnerable of them like 

undocumented migrants from poor countries who have no alternatives to accepting these jobs 

and the bad conditions of work (ibid.)
14

.  The segmented labour market theory, adds to this 

picture that the secondary labour market is further divided into ―segments‖ along lines of 

gender, nationality and ethnicity.  Once these labour market segments are established (the 

first recruitment is via governments, employers etc.), the recruitment of migrants to these is 

facilitated especially through immigrant communities and networks (King 2012: 17).  

According to Massey et al.  (1993) the arguments of dual labour-market theory do not 

contradict with those of neo-classical approaches, in that it does not deny that individual 

migrants or households make ―rational, self-interested decisions‖.  Yet the former implies 

contrary to the latter that migration is caused by a structural need for immigrant labour in 

developed capitalist economies rather than by wage differentials between regions. Similarly, 

the neo-Marxist dependency school focuses on the demand side of migration, and argues that 

                                                 
14

 Sassen‘s ―global cities can be seen as applying similar arguments to the post-fordist era of 

capitalism.  For Sassen (1988,1991) the clustering of corporate headquarters, financial centres, 

professional services and the like in major cities like New-york and London led to the rise of the so-

called global cities, the socio-economic structure of which ―take […] on an hour-glass shape, with 

‗bulges‘ of high-income and very low-income inhabitants, the latter geared to serve the needs of the 

former.  Working in restaurants and hotels, cleaning offices and houses, taking care of children and 

elderly: these are the low-end jobs mainly undertaken by immigrants from poor countries‖ (King 2012: 

17).  The primary mechanism creating the demand for migrant workers is the native population, which, 

even if poorly educated and lacking necessary skills for the primary sector, resist taking the 

stigmatized migrant jobs, creating a structural need for migrant labour (Massey et al 1993: 447). 
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migration waves are created by structural needs of industrial and post-industrial capitalist 

societies (King 2012:17).  In contrast to the neo-classical approaches, which perceive 

migration as a ―self-correcting‖ process, through which wage-differentials between sending 

and receiving areas are gradually eliminated, dependency theory sees migration as ―self-

perpetuating‖ (King 2012: 17).  For the dependency school the global division of labour, 

create global inequalities and dependencies of the underdeveloped nations on the developed 

nations, while at the same time ―disloca[ting] millions of people in poor countries from their 

traditional way of life: they either migrate to urban areas within their own countries or are 

involved in international migration in search of the means of survival‖ (ibid.).  The World 

Systems Approach to international labour migration, on the other hand, builds on the work of 

Wallerstein (1974) and seeks the causes of international migration to the global capitalist 

market structure: ―In this scheme, the penetration of capitalist economic relations into 

peripheral, non-capitalist societies creates a mobile population that is prone to migrate 

abroad‖ (Massey et al. 1993: 444).  According to this approach international migration is 

closely tied to capitalist development.  Whereas global capital penetrates peripheral regions 

disrupting traditional livelihoods, labour (or rather the reserve army of labourers) moves in 

the opposite direction, from the periphery towards the core areas (King 2012: 18; Arango 

2000: 291).  Therefore international migration has to be viewed as linked to ―the dynamics of 

market creation and the structure of the global economy‖ rather than to ―wage-rates‖ (Massey 

et al. 1993: 448).  This approach also postulates the hypothesis that international migration is 

more likely to occur between nations, which have historical ties stemming from i.e. 

colonialism (ibid; Arango 2000).   

 

The political economy approach differs from the economic theories discussed so far, by 

focusing on political factors, instead of the economic ones alone and the role of the states in 

the initiation (or deterring) of peoples‘ movements across borders (Morawska 2007) and with 

its macro-level focus, this theory too can be added to the ―historical-structural models‖ (King 

2012:19).  For this approach it is demand for migrant labour in combination with states‘ or 

supra-national organisations‘ (i.e. EU), immigration policies – immigrant admission policies, 

entry/ stay regulations, citizenship policies, allocation of work permits etc.- that generate 

waves of migration (ibid; Morawska 2007: 3).  According to Morawska (2007) even though 



 

20 

the political economy approach argues for the importance of states‘ (supra-national bodies‘) 

political decisions in the causation of migration alongside economic circumstances, they do 

not claim, with the exception of the hegemonic stability model, the former to be more/ less or 

equally important in comparison to the latter.   The latter model, on the other hand, ―views 

the global economic system as resting on the political and military power of a group of the 

dominant states‖ (ibid: 4).  Morawska (2007) summarises:  

 

The hegemonic receiver-states, according to this theory, employ the 

neoliberal economic order to regulate global trade and finance as well as 

international migration, especially through temporary low-skill labour 

importation programmes and residence laws inducing encouraging settlement 

of well-to-do foreign investors (ibid: 4). 

 

Historical structural models in general are criticised on their one sided concentration on the 

demand side in the causation of migration, the exclusion of the push factors in the sending 

contexts; and the lack of a notion of migrants‘ agency (Arango 2000; King 2012; Morawska 

2007).  Regarding the latter Arango (2000) points out that these theories perceive migrants as 

―little more than passive pawns in the play of big powers and world processes presided over 

by the logic of capital accumulation (ibid: 291). It is further argued that while the neo-

classical economics approaches lean towards economic determinism, most historical 

structural models lean towards ―historical determinism‖ (King 2012: 19).  Furthermore, some 

of the historical structural model have little explanatory power for specific migratory ties, as 

Arango (2000) argues, the world systems approach for instance is applicable at the global 

level only, cannot account for the diversification of migration ―flows and paths‖ especially 

considering migrations which do not follow the channels of capital penetration (ibid).  This is 

especially because:  

 

Rather than a theory of migration, world systems theory is a grand historical 

generalisation, a by-product of a univocal, reductionist and sense-loaded 

interpretation of history in which all countries pass through similar processes, 

as if following a grand script or some rigid laws of historical development 

(ibid: 291). 

 

Even the political economy approach, which claims, ―bringing the politics back‖ cannot 

escape being a ―single-factor explanation‖ like other macro-level migration theories which 
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cannot capture the complexity of the phenomenon (Morawska 2007: 8). This approach is also 

blamed for the ―excessive causal weight accorded the macro –level political forces in shaping 

international migration flows at the cost of human actors and their local environment‖ 

(Morawska 2007: 8).   

 

Having reviewed theories explaining the initiation of migration acts and flows, attention must 

be turned towards a second major group of theories, which, according to Massey et al. (1993) 

attempt at explaining why and how migratory movements continue to take place even when 

the initial push and pull factors cease to be as effective.  Indeed these theories postulate a 

different set of factors for the perpetuation of international migrations (ibid:  448).  The 

theories and approaches in this category can be put under the collective heading of 

―Migration System Theories‖ since they ―all suggest that migration flows acquire a measure 

of stability and structure over space and time, allowing for the identification of stable 

international migration systems‖ (ibid: 454).  Among them are the network theory, 

institutional theory and the theory of cumulative causation (ibid.).   

 

Migration systems theories in general hold that ―[i]nternational migration systems consist of 

countries—or rather places within different countries – that exchange relatively large 

numbers of migrants, and are also characterised by feedback mechanisms that connect the 

movement of people between particular countries, areas, and even cities to the concomitant 

flows of goods, capital (remittances), ideas, and information― (Bakewell 2012: 7).  This 

results in identifiable patterns of migration flows, which persists over space and time 

(Massey et al. 1998: 61).  Systems approaches can be viewed as beneficial since they 

necessitate a multi-sited focus ―on structure, linkage and process‖ (King 2012: 20 ), on the 

contexts pertaining to origin and destination (Bakewell 2012:9) as well as on different levels 

of aggregation like meso-level networks and macro-level systems (ibid.).   

 

At the macro-level is the institutional-theory, which recognises the role of private profit-

seeking organisations that are established like an ―underground-market‖ to promote the 

movement of people against official restrictions and regulations of nation-state governments 

(or supra-national organisations) and the voluntary organisations of humanitarian help -which 
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counteract to improve the conditions and rights for the treatment of migrants- (Massey et al. 

1993: 450).  These emergent institutions have the capacity to facilitate migration even against 

governments‘ wills, so that migration becomes further difficult to control and contain even 

with harsher anti-immigration policies.    

 

The network theory, on the other hand, operates at the meso-level and it identifies migrant 

networks as the primary focus of analysis, arguing than they are causally related to the 

generation of further migration.  Migrant networks, can be defined as ―[…] sets of 

interpersonal ties that connect migrants, former migrants, and non-migrants in origin and 

destination areas through ties of kinship, friendship, and shared community origin‖ (Massey 

et al 1993: 448).  According to King (2012) migrant networks can be considered ―a form of 

social capital stretched across migrant space‖
15

 (ibid: 21), and facilitate further migratory 

movement by acting in cost and risk reducing and returns increasing way (Massey et al. 

1998: 42-43). According to Arango (2000) ―[t]hey convey information, provide financial 

assistance, facilitate employment and accommodation, and give support in various forms‖ 

(ibid: 291).  These functions of the networks have to the effect that they become capable of 

inducing further migration, and so enable the self-perpetuation of the flow:  

 

Once the number of migrants reaches a critical threshold, the expansion of 

networks reduces the costs and risks of movement, which causes the 

probability of migration to rise, which causes additional movement, which 

further expands the networks, and so on (Massey et al. 1993:  449). 

 

Migrant networks can also facilitate migration through the so-called ―demonstration effects‖ 

(Arango 2000: 291) which are effective in the place of origin regarding potential immigrants.  

Boyd and Nowak (2012) suggest that migrant networks comprise three main types: ―family 

and personal networks, labour networks, and illegal migrant networks‖ (ibid: 79-83 in King 

2012: 22). Yet, leaning on Tilly (2007) a fourth type can be identified comprising the so-

called ―[w]eak ties, based on  (perceptions of) common cultures or ethnicities, or even 

fleeting friendships between migrants in vulnerable positions, can generate a sense of mutual 

                                                 
15

 According to Arango (2000) this view of migrant networks as social capital was initially suggested 

by Massey et al. (1987), so that migrant network theory can be associated with the broader social 

capital theory influentially suggested by i.e. James Coleman and Pierre Bourdieu. 
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trust or empathy and thereby result in bonds being formed and help being given‖ (King 2012: 

22).   

 

Theories of migrant networks are usually regarded as having a considerable amount of 

explanatory power for international migration. Arango (2000) is for instance among those 

who are highly enthusiastic: 

 

The importance of social networks for migration can hardly be overstated.  It 

can be safely said that networks rank among the most important explanatory 

factors of migration.  Many migrants move because others with whom they 

are connected migrated before.  Migration networks have a multiplier effect, 

which is implicit in the formerly fashionable expression ‗chain migration‘ 

(ibid:  291-292). 

 

King (2012) argues moreover that the network theory offers insight about the ―‗crucial meso-

level‘ between micro and macro formulations, helping us to move beyond the impersonal 

mechanics of gravity and push-pull theories of migration and to connect individual and socio-

structural reasons for migrating‖ (ibid: 21).  Moreover, research on migrant networks can also 

be beneficial in understanding ―the dynamics of differential migration; they help to predict 

future migration, since networks ‗reproduce‘ migrants through time; and contribute to 

resolving a major theoretical distinction between the initial causes of migration and its 

perpetuation and its diffusion in time and space (ibid; also Arango 2000). 

 

Last to consider here is the theory of cumulative causation.  According to this theory, 

developed especially by Massey et al. (1993; 1998), the self-sustainment of international 

migration is possible since ―[…] each act of migration alters the social context within which 

subsequent migration decisions are made, typically in ways that make additional movement 

more likely‖ (ibid. 1993: 451).  This process is termed following Myrdal (1957) ―cumulative 

causation‖ (ibid).  The authors argue that there are especially six socio-economic factors 

which stand out in the process of cumulative causation.  These are, regarding the sending 

context, the disruption of traditional income distribution, the withdrawal of land from 

agricultural production, the re-organisation of agriculture (i.e. capitalisation of agrarian 

production through investments of migrants), a rise in the culture of migration, the depletion 

of human capital and regarding the receiving context, the social labelling of some jobs as 
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migrant jobs (ibid: 451-554).  These factors and more, according to this theory have effects to 

increase the possibility of further migration, and these effects are, in themselves, likely to be 

augmented with increasing volumes of migration. 

 

Migration systems approach is regarded, by its proponents, to be suitable to explain the 

phenomenon‘s multi-dimensionality. Bakewell (2012) notes in this sense that ―simply by 

describing a system, the approach immediately draws attention to its constituent parts.  […] 

The system approach demands the analysis of both origin and destination areas‖ (ibid: 9). 

Moreover it does not only regard the push and pull factors in these contexts but also 

intervening factors such as policies, institutions and considers various levels of analysis like 

the meso-level networks, macro-level systems (ibid).  Yet, there are also some important 

criticisms. As Arango (2000) argues:  

 

[T]he migration systems approach to migration, which aspired to draw on the 

analytic power of general system analysis, is as yet no more than a desideratum 

which has never been fulfilled, at least as far as international migration is 

concerned.  It has hardly gone beyond the identification of international 

migration systems, at a purely descriptive level.  Moreover, such identification 

has confined itself so far to the most stable part of the system, the countries that 

stand at the receiving end (ibid: 292, emphasis in original). 

 

Moreover, the systems theory in general (especially in its traditional form i.e. that of 

Luhmann), and systems approaches in migration research in particular, can be criticized for 

reifying the system itself and for lacking the notion and a real possibility of agency. As 

Bakewell (2012) puts it ―[t]his tendency to depersonalise, and thereby depoliticise social 

systems renders them devoid of agency‖ (ibid: 9-11). Furthermore, all of the various systems 

approaches can be argued to be unable to explain how a migration system starts in the first 

place.  At the same time, they are unable to predict and account for the decline of the so-

called migration systems.  As King (2012) notes ―[c]umulative causation contains an obvious 

internal logical flaw – it cannot proceed ad infinitum – and even when the established work 

on migration systems says remarkably little about how networks dissolve‖ (ibid: 30).  With 

the recognition of these deficiencies, increasingly more scholars (especially those who adopt 

a critical realist outlook into migration research) are arguing, for a reframing of the systems 

approach to migration with a more concentrated focus on agency of the migrants (Bakewell 
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2012).  In this respect Bakewell et al. (2011) introduces the notion of ―pioneer migrants‖ who 

exercise agencies and generate, in interaction with other factors, the migration systems in the 

first place.  Yet, it can be argued that even with the very important notion of ―pioneer 

migrants‖ the agency factor remains subordinated to the structures of the migration system, 

especially in that the agency of the later migrants remain invisible.   

 

The above review of main migration theories has pointed out to the fact that there is no single 

theory under the rubric of ―migration theories‖, which could pass without substantial 

criticism.  Arango (2000) argues in this sense that the existing migration theories are all 

partial and limited.  In this words:  

 

Existing theories generally promise more than they deliver.  They tend to be 

partial and limited, in the sense that they are useful to explain a facet, or a 

dimension, or shed light on a particular feature, or are applicable to certain types 

of migration in certain contexts and not to others.  […]  The ambition to provide 

the explanation for migration, or for international migration for that matter, often 

betrays them.  The aspiration at general applicability that can be presumed of a 

theory is generally neither met nor disclaimed (Arango 2000: 294). 

 

2.3 A Critical Realist Paradigm for the Explanation of Migration  

 

Before proceeding to develop a general framework for the explanation of migration regarding 

its causes and consequences three main shortcomings of the major theories evaluated in the 

previous section will be identified:   

 

i.  The first of these is the focus of most of the reviewed theories on a single level of 

aggregation (micro, macro or meso) and connected to that, though distinct from it, the focus 

either on structural factors or on agential factors in explaining migration (Morawska 2007; 

Bakewell 2011)
 
.
16

As Morawska, 2007 argues: 

                                                 
16

Iosifides rightly notes the following on this issue: ― […] social interaction does not always belong to 

the micro-level of analysis and investigation of structural properties to the macro-level (Mouzelis 

2000).  The distinction between micro- and macro-levels of analysis lies in the differences in the range 

of the impacts and consequences of social processes, relations and phenomena, and it does not 

correspond with the distinction between agency and structure.  Thus face to face interaction of state 

leaders in order to formulate new migration policies in the European Union  is not a micro-level event 
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The recent recognition of immigration scholars of the complexity of 

interrelated multi-level factors that shape international population flows has 

led to the critical evaluations of the existing theories of migration.  The main 

criticism shared by these assessments of different theories, […] concerns 

their exclusive focus on single (or single family of) causal factors which, in 

view of the diversity of simultaneously operating factors renders the 

proposed explanations insufficient (ibid: 7). 

 

For Bakewell (2010) it is especially the, as he terms it, ―structure-agency impasse‖ which can 

be identified as a major obstacle in the development of a coherent migration theory.  He 

argues leaning on Faist (2000:23-24): 

 

Understanding the relationship between structure and agency remains one of 

the most common deep-seated problems in social sciences, which has 

persisted over decades.  […] It is particularly important for the study of 

migration because the agency of migrants (and non-migrants) continues to 

play a central role both in the development of social scientific theory on 

migration and in shaping the policy responses to peoples movements (ibid 

2000: 1689-1690). 

 

ii.  The second common weakness of migration theories is, with the exception the political 

economy approach, their fundamental economic determinism (Arango 2000; King 2012).  As 

Arango (2000) argues ―[a]ny theory built primarily with economic materials is bound to be in 

trouble in an international migration scene in which political considerations and the states 

intervene so prominently‖ (ibid: 293).  Furthermore, even the political economy theory of 

migration, with its focus being on receiving state policies, does not represent a satisfactory 

alternative to the explanation of the complex issue of migration.  What is needed for 

successful theorizing of contemporary migration and related processes, instead, is a more 

balanced concentration on broader political and cultural factors as well as economic factors in 

both sending and receiving contexts so as to form a multi-factorial analysis.   

 

iii.  Last but not the least, a third shortcoming of migration theories in general can be seen in 

their exclusive focus on the causes of migratory movements (Greenwood, 1985; Arango 

                                                                                                                                           
[…], and the examination of the structural properties of a local immigrant network […] does not entail 

macro analysis‖ (Iosifides 2011: 158).   
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2000; 2004; Karpestam and Andersson 2013).  As Arango (2000) argues on this issue, 

―[s]ome doubts can be raised as well about the usefulness of the over-arching emphasis put so 

far on the causes of migration‖ (ibid: 293): 

 

[…] it can be surmised that the focus of existing theories may be somewhat 

misplaced.  The first and foremost, often the only dimension of migration 

that theories have aimed at explaining is why people move, or variants of the 

same question, such as what determines the volume of migration […].  This 

is clearly the case with neo-classical theory, the new economics of migration, 

world system theory, dual labour markets, and even the venerable ‗push-pull‘ 

framework […].  Yet, it is not clear that investigating the causes constitutes 

the most useful and interesting line of enquiry nowadays (ibid: 293). 

 

Indeed the consequences of people‘s over-the-borders movements are at least equally worthy 

of scientific inquiry.  Moreover, a sole theoretical focus on the causes and the exclusion of 

the consequences of migrations from theorising implies a conception of migration as a one-

time act, which comes to a halt after the movement has taken place.  This is however, 

misplaced since migration has to be equally understood as a process and a lived experience 

(King 2012).  In this sense the inadequacy of migration theories to consider the consequences 

may also be argued to hinder the utility of migration theories for migration research to a great 

extend. Researchers interested in themes concerning both the causes and the consequences of 

migration for instance, need to employ both theories of migration to explain the causes and 

additional theories and concepts to explain the consequences. This may however lead to 

eclecticism, if the two sides of the migration coin –causes and consequences- are not united 

under a single explanatory framework.  

 

International migratory movements are initiated and perpetuated due to a variety of reasons.  

Global and local economic developments, technological advancements (which affect 

production techniques as well as consumption), changes in consumption patterns, 

environmental and climate change, inter-community/group (political/religious) conflicts 

(Gold and Nawyn 2013) as well as various individual reasons (i.e. life betterment, risk 

aversion, escape from poverty, escape from oppressive social relations etc.), may all play part 

in migrations.  On the other hand, migratory movements have a variety of political, economic 

and social consequences both for the sending and receiving societies and for 



 

28 

individuals/families in both sending and receiving societies, among them migrants as well as 

non-migrants.  Moreover, these reasons in themselves are not constant but dynamic, changing 

trough space and time.  These pose a real challenge to the theoretical study of migration. As 

Arango (2000: 295) put it:  

 

[…] [L]imitations are part and parcel of the general difficulties that the social 

sciences experience when trying to explain human behaviour, affected by a 

large number of inter related variables. But, in addition to that, in the case of 

migration they have to do with difficulties that are inherent to the 

phenomenon under scrutiny.  Indeed, migration is hard to define, difficult to 

measure, multifaceted and multiform, and resistant to theory-building 

(Arango 1985), ‗opaque to theoretical reasoning in general, and to formal 

models in particular‘ (Davis 1988, 245) (ibid: 295). 

 

As the inadequacy of single theories in explaining the phenomenon of migration has been 

recognised, a variety of solutions were suggested for migration theory building (Massey et al, 

1993; 1998; Arango, 2000; Castles 2010; Portes 2010; King 2012).  On the one hand, there 

are various attempts to optimise some of these theoretical frameworks. On the other hand, is 

the suggestion to stop the search for a single ‗grand theory‘ of migration (see Arango 2000; 

Castles 2007; 2010; Portes 2010; King 2012). The group holding the latter opinion suggest 

that the scholarship should instead aim at producing middle-range theories related to specific 

contexts. Furthermore, a third and particularly strong tendency, which was influenced 

especially by Massey et al. (1993; 1998), comprises the view that the existing theories should 

be treated as complementary, so that single theories can be combined so as to be able to 

incorporate various explanatory factors pertaining both to structure and agency and different 

levels of aggregation into theory building.  As Massey et al. put it:  

 

Because theories proposed to explain the origins and persistence of 

international migration posit causal mechanisms at many levels of 

aggregation, the various explanations are not necessarily contradictory unless 

one adopts the rigid position that causes must operate at one level and one 

level only.  We find no a priori grounds for such an assertion.  […] it is 

entirely possible that individuals engage in cost-benefit calculations; that 

households act to diversify labour allocations; and that the socioeconomic 

context within which these decisions are made is determined by structural 

forces operating at the national and international levels (Papademetriou and 

Martin, 1991). […] Rather than adopting the narrow argument of theoretical 

exclusivity, we adopt the broader position that causal processes relevant to 
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international migration might operate on multiple levels simultaneously, and 

that sorting out which of the explanations are useful is an empirical and not 

only a logical task (ibid. 1993: 454-455). 

 

Massey et al. (1998) propose so, that the major theories of migration can be put together to 

perform a thorough and multi-factorial analysis of international migration since the former all 

―[…] play some role in accounting for international migration in the contemporary world 

although different models predominate at different phases of the migration process‖ (ibid. 

201).  Yet as promising as it sounds, the above stated argument is not without problems.  

Most importantly, such an approach to migration theories neglects the usually 

incommensurable assumptions inherent in these theories.  As Iosifides puts it: 

 

[…] every theoretical framework either generic or more specialised, not only in 

migration studies but in social sciences in general, implicitly (and sometimes 

explicitly) adopts a certain view on the nature of social reality (ontology), the 

means of knowledge production (epistemology) and on the appropriate research 

practices (methodology) (Iosifides 2011: 18). 

 

Therefore, it cannot be readily assumed that the different theories can be so easily combined.  

For example, considering neo-classical theory, the NELM theory and the dual labour market 

theory, it can be demonstrated that these hold different assumptions for the initiation as well 

as for possible results of migration. As Bakewell (2010) rightly argues ―[….] for neoclassical 

approaches, the wage differential between origin and destination areas is a necessary and 

sufficient condition for migration to occur; for NELM, it is not a necessary condition; and for 

dual labour market theory, it is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition― (ibid: 1692). 

According to King (2012), whereas neo-classical approaches do not predict return-migration 

and would regard such, as an unsuccessful cost-benefit calculation by the emigrant, the 

NELM sees returnee migrants as successful migrants who have accumulated savings for their 

return (ibid: 23). Bakewell (2010) argues further: 

 

The incompatibility seems even starker when one considers very different 

ontological and epistemological foundations of migration theories.  For example, 

the rational choice theory and methodological individualism that underpin 

neoclassical and NELM approaches have little place in world systems theory 

(ibid: 1692). 
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The attempt to combine different theories regardless of ontological and epistemological 

compatibility can be termed following Iosifides (2011) ―opportunistic eclecticism‖  (ibid: 

34).  In any case such a mix and match approach can be argued to be rather ―unsatisfactory‖ 

(Bakewell 2010: 1692): 

 

It pushes us to choose the theory that fits the context, but we can only know 

what first once we have done the empirical research.  What such theory does 

not offer is any basis for developing robust concepts and hypotheses 

concerning the interaction of these concepts.  Should we put forward any 

propositions and they break down, it can be blamed on the wider context.  

The theory remains untarnished by failure and we develop another theory to 

cope with the next dataset (ibid: 1692).   

 

 

In strengthening this point Bakewell (2010) further argues, citing from Arango (2000):  

 

Rather than fulfilling the function of guiding empirical research and 

providing testable hypotheses that can be contrasted with the facts, existing 

migration theories are mainly useful for providing explanations ex-post.  The 

starting point is usually one or more common-sense, empirical observations, 

which are then dressed in more or less formal and abstract terms with the 

fitting explanations, drawn at times from the general reservoir of the social 

sciences.  In so doing, theories of conceptual frameworks play the function of 

upgrading the formal status of empirical observations (Arango 2000: 294 in 

Bakewell 2010: 1693).   

 

Contrary to the attempts, which combine different theories so as to explain different facets of 

migration, there are attempts so explain migration via a single coherent theory, i.e. within the 

framework of a meta-theory.  Scholars in favour of this position do not think that the search 

for a coherent migration theory is futile.  As Bakewell (2010) argues: 

 

[…] [R]ecognising that migration is a universal human experience, and that it 

appears to occur according to observable (but shifting) patterns across space, 

time and societies, it seems reasonable to look for a level of general theory 

which can make sense of these patterns and explain the processes by which 

they take shape.  This is already making the assumption that the concept of 

migration does have a universal application – that the act of moving 

residence is one which has significance at some level (economic, social, 

cultural, political, environmental, and so forth) in all societies.  Hence, it does 

not seem over-ambitious to demand a fundamental agreement at the level of 
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basic theory (ibid: 1691).   

 

Against this background, a critical realist meta-theoretical framework can be proposed, 

which delivers the necessary analytical tools for the development of a coherent paradigm 

capable of a multi-factorial and multi-dimensional explanation of migration and related 

phenomena.  In the next subsections I argue that a critical realist paradigm is indeed capable 

of overcoming the three major weaknesses identified in regards to existing theories of 

migration reviewed in the previous section. It is able to incorporate both structure and agency 

in the explanation, facilitate a non-reductionist multi-factorial explanation, and integrate both 

the causes and the consequences of migration in a theoretical model.   

 

A critical realist paradigm is capable of capturing and explaining the complexity, multi-

dimensionality and the multi-factorial character of the phenomenon of migration.  Moreover 

it is capable of offering an in-depth explanation since critical realism‘s epistemological 

strength lies in its concern with the domain of the real, which is ―the domain of ontological 

depth‖, comprising ―generative mechanisms‖ that produce phenomena in the social world 

(Iosifides 2011; Sayer 2000). As will be explained in more detail in the next chapter, critical 

realism suggests that the domain of the real, alongside the domains of the empirical and the 

actual make up the three domains of social reality. It argues in this respect that a sole 

concentration on the latter two domains that is on the domain of empirical (subjective 

experiences of phenomena), and or on the actual (on events that occur in the social world) 

like it is done by interpretivist and positivist approaches, is not enough to comprehend and 

explain the complete picture of social reality.  Therefore, by focusing on generative 

mechanisms, i.e. factors, pertaining to the domain of the real, a critical realist framework 

endeavours to approach as close as it gets to social reality behind surface appearances 

(Iosifides 2011).  

 

Critical realism stands out with its non-reductionist, and non-determinist outlook. Through 

what Porpora (2013) refers to as a set of ―analytical dualisms‖ - between structure and 

agency; structure and culture; and culture and agency - it is capable of identifying an array of 

factors pertaining to different entities, i.e. to structural contexts, to cultural contexts, and to 

the agential dimensions in a variety of analytical levels (ibid: 27, see Archer 1995).  Thus, 
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critical realism is capable of explaining migrations where economic rationality is not 

necessarily predominant, like cases of cultural or ethnic migration. Moreover, critical realists 

hold that although actors‘ behaviours are conditioned by social structures and cultural factors, 

the agency of these actors always remain causally effective, always entailing a degree of 

creativity under the harshest conditions (Bakewell 2010, Porpora 2013). In this respect 

critical realism is never determinist. It only argues for tendencies and recognises context 

specific contingencies (Iosifides 2011).   

 

Furthermore, the critical realist ―morphogenetic approach‖ (Archer 1995; 1996; 2000; 2003), 

with its emphasis on social change, enables a study of migration in both its causes and 

consequences. It is, in other words, capable of conceptualising the issue of migration as a 

process and an emergent phenomenon, which gives rise to further phenomena in the societies 

and for the agents concerned, in the form of intended and unintended consequences. In so 

doing the intention to regard migration in its causes and consequences in one coherent 

theoretical framework is achieved.      

 

In the following sections I will argue in more detail that a critical realist perspective is able to 

provide the necessary tools to conceptualise migration as a multi-dimensional, multi-factorial 

and complex phenomenon, so as be able to firstly integrate multiple levels of aggregation and 

consider both structural and agential factors; secondly to refrain from economic reductionism 

by considering cultural factors as significantly relevant; and thirdly integrate the causes as 

well as consequences within its paradigmatic umbrella.  

 

2.3.1 The Integration of Structure and Agency in a Multi-Level Analysis 

 

The relationship between structure and agency has been a traditional subject of debate in 

sociology in general. This is reflected in the field of migration research as well, then:  

 

[…] theories of migration have tended to skirt around the problem of structure 

and agency, despite its importance.  Some approaches lean towards a more 

determinist position and play scant regard to the decisions and behaviour of 

individual actors.  Many go in the other direction and focus on the agency of 

individuals; they tend to struggle to take account of the role of broader social 
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structures in shaping migration patterns, except in as far as they are mediated 

through an individual‘s decision-making (Bakewell 2010:1690).   

 

These fragmented theories of migration, remain incomplete and flawed. What needs to be 

acknowledged for a complete theory of migration is the so-called ―double embeddedness of 

migration‖, which involves according to King (2012), ―on the one hand the internal dynamics 

of migration based on migrants‘ social networks and the way that migration is imbricated in 

migrants‘ lives […]; and on the other hand the way that, at a macro scale, migration is part 

and parcel of the contemporary world‘s social transformation‖ (ibid: 25; see Castles and 

Miller 2009: 47). Massey et al (1998) too, have argued in this sense, that successful 

theorising of international migration must take four factors into account: Firstly, the structural 

factors, which lead to emigration from the origin; secondly, the structural factors, which 

facilitate immigration to the destination, thirdly, the aspirations and motivations of individual 

migrants; and fourthly, the various structures which connect the two areas of out- and in- 

migration. Apparent from these discussions is that the problem of accounting for both 

structure and agency at various levels of analysis in a single theory has been a challenge to 

pertinent theory. As Bakewell (2010) puts it, ―the problem of structure and agency is a major 

stumbling block for the development of an integrated and coherent theory of migration‖ (ibid: 

1692). 

 

The recognition thereof, has led to two main trends in migration theorising, namely the 

structuration model and the critical realist model.  As was stated earlier, the latter inspires the 

present study, so that it will be scrutinised in more detail.  Concerning the former, namely 

Giddens‘ structuration model, suffice it to say here that it has few disadvantages in contrast to 

the critical realist model: Most important of these is related to its argument for the ―duality of 

structure‖, conceptualising structures both as rules and as resources which are instantiated 

through agential action (Porpora 1998: 345; Elder-Vass 2008b: 289). Such an approach, in 

effect, conflates structure and agency, denying their analytical dualism and so prevents the 

separate analysis of the two (Porpora 2013; Archer 1995).
17

  

                                                 
17

 The structuration theory talks about the ‗duality‘ of structure meaning that structures function both 

as ―the medium and the outcome of the social practices they recursively organize‖ (Giddens 1984:25). 

In so doing, the structures are ‗instantiated‘ as social action takes place and apart from that they only 

have the potential to condition social action, thus a ‗virtual presence‘. Human agency on the other hand 
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Within critical realism, the relationship between structure (as well as culture) and agency has 

been most influentially postulated in Archer‘s morphogenetic approach (1995; 1996; 2000; 

2003). Contrary to the structuration model, this approach is capable of incorporating both 

structure and agency into the explanation of the social world without conflating the two, as 

well as accommodating various and multiple factors (including cultural ones) operating at 

different levels of aggregation within its framework. This is possible because the 

morphogenetic approach argues for the analytic dualism of structure and agency so as to be 

able to ―examine their distinctive properties‖ (Archer 1995: 63). As Archer (1995) puts it, 

this is essential ―[n]ot simply because ontologically they are indeed different entities with 

different properties and powers, but because methodologically it is necessary to make the 

distinction between them in order to examine their interplay and thus be able to explain why 

things are 'so and not otherwise' in society‖ (ibid: 63-64).  

 

More specifically, the morphogenetic approach postulates not only the one dualism between 

structure and agency but a series of analytical dualisms (Porpora 2013: 26; see Archer 1995): 

Firstly, an analytical dualism between structure and agency; secondly that between structure 

and culture; and thirdly, that between culture and agency (Porpora 2013: 26). Here, agency is 

the related to individuals‘ (or corporate agents‘) capacity to exercise some degree of control 

over the social relations of which they are part as well as their ability to transform these 

(Sewell 1992:20; see also Iosifides 2011). Structure can be defined, on the other hand, as 

―relations among social positions‖  (Porpora 2013: 27) or more broadly as substantial, 

material and causally effective entities and emergent wholes (Elder-Vass 2008b). 

Furthermore structural entities can be separated from cultural ones in being material (or 

extra-discursive), rather than ideational (or discursive), which is integral to the definition of 

the latter (Porpora 2013: 27). Furthermore, although structures cannot be said to have an 

existence independent of human activity in general (rather they are produced by the later), 

                                                                                                                                           
inclines towards voluntarism (Bakewell 2010).  As Iosifides (2011) argues ―Furthermore, structuration 

theory implies a certain form of voluntarism, falls into a version of interpretivism and irrealism about 

structures, neglects the role of materiality in structuring the social world, denies social emergence and 

fails to effectively link micro- and macro-levels due to their conceptualisation as face –to-face 

interaction and non face-to-face (extended in space and time) social interaction respectively (Archer, 

1995, Mouzelis, 1997, Cruickshank 2003a)‖ (ibid: 80).   
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there is the so-called temporal-disjuncture between agency and structure, within which 

―structure pre-exists the individual‖ (Bakewell 2010: 1696)
18

.  Moreover structures are the 

―outcomes of agency, which ―emerge‖ or pass a developmental threshold, beyond which they 

exercise their own causal powers, independently of agency which produce them‖ (Parker 

2000: 73 in ibid.). This is the so-called ―emergenist aspect‖ which has essential importance 

for critical realism: Both structures and human agency have emergent properties, meaning 

they have ―causal powers in their own right‖ (Elder-Vass 2008a: 463).
19

 Leaning on the 

arguments of Archer, Elder-Vass (2008a) explains:  

 

social structures, like organisations and social institutions, are causally 

effective in their own right because their causal influence only arises when 

their parts (predominantly human individuals) are organised into this sort of 

structure.  The individuals concerned would not have these causal powers if 

they were not organised into such structures, hence these are powers of the 

structure and not of the individuals who are its parts (ibid: 463).   

 

On the one hand, critical realism recognises human agency as the decisive causal factor of 

social reality and acknowledges that structure does not exist independently of social actors 

(Manicas, 1998).  However it argues that agential activity never exists in an unconditioned 

form (ibid).  It is the structures, which provide, along with cultural forms, the material 

conditions for human agential activity (Priestley 2011). At the same time, though 

conditioned, human action cannot be said to be fully determined by culture or structure, 

rather there is always room for agential ―ineluctable creativity‖  (Porpora 2013: 29).  Critical 

realism recognizes moreover that agency has intentional dimensions (human reasons, 

intentions, meanings, interpretations, discourses), as well as unintended dimensions:  ―even if 

the acts of individuals are more ore less ‗rational‘, related to definite interests, and so on, 

their (structured) practices and the changes in them are not generally, if ever, intended, still 

                                                 
18

 While accepting the truism  'No people: no society', Archer dismisses ―this society; because of these 

people here present‖ (1995: 141). 

 
19

 As Elder-Vass explains ―[w]holes are emergent when they possess emergent properties, and 

properties of wholes are emergent if they would not be possessed by their parts, were those parts are 

not organised into such a whole. [And] emergent properties are essentially causal powers of the whole 

concerned […]‖ (2008b: 284-285). Also important to note is that the critical realist notion of 

emergence ―accepts that entities at many levels can simultaneously have causal powers, and that these 

powers may interact to produce actual events‖ (ibid: 291).  
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less are these changes ‗rational‘‖ (Manicas 1998: 321).  

 

This is the point of departure for the suggestion of analytic dualism of structure and agency, 

and culture and agency (and also culture and structure) (see also Archer 1995; Porpora 2013).  

Elder- Vass (2008a) argues in this respect: 

 

if structures do have emergent properties, then for analytical purposes we 

can treat individuals and structures as distinct (while recognising that 

structures are ‗activity dependent‘ – i.e.  the product of the interacting 

individuals that form their parts).  We can therefore analyse the interactions 

between them over time (ibid: 463).  

 

As a basic proposition, the critical realist morphogenetic approach holds that ―people always 

act out of structural and cultural circumstances, which their very actions then proceed to 

modify or sustain‖ (Porpora 2013: 28). It must be underlined that social change or its 

reproduction (morphogenesis/ morphostatis) is central to this approach and  ―social change 

involves a dialectical relation between human agency and the contexts in which those agents 

find themselves, contexts that include culture, structure, and physical things‖ (Porpora 2013: 

29). The interplay between these factors in the production of social change (or the 

reproduction social order) is depicted in figure 1 below:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: The Morphogenetic Cycle (Archer 1995: 323) 
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As can be read from the figure above, the three stage cycle of morphogenesis consists of, 

with the addition of factor time (T), structural conditions and cultural conditions which have 

a causal influence on the social interaction in the first stage (T1); the subsequent social 

interaction in the second stage (T2-T3); which in turn leads to structural elaboration in the 

third stage (T4) (Bakewell 2010; Archer 1995). In the case of morphogenesis, structural 

elaboration may include the modification of existing social structure(s) and the introduction 

of new ones; and in the case of morphostatis the reproduction of existing structural and 

cultural conditions (Archer 1995: 168-169). The last stage is then the start of a new cycle, 

which sets the structural/cultural conditions for subsequent social interaction (Archer 1995: 

91). In explaining social change the theory of morphogenesis stresses conflict and unintended 

consequences:
 
 

 

The modification of previous structural properties and the introduction of new 

ones is the combined product of the different outcomes pursued simultaneously 

by various social groups. The unintended element largely results from group 

conflict and concession which together mean that the consequential elaboration 

is often what no-one sought or wanted (ibid.). 

 

Critical realism distinguishes between three types of social agents: primary agents, corporate 

agents and actors (Iosifides 2011: 87). Whereas the first two ―are defined as collectivities 

sharing the same life-chances‖ social actors ―acquire their social identities from the way in 

which they personify the roles they choose to occupy‖ (Archer  2000: 261 in ibid.). On the 

other hand, while primary agents (i.e. individual immigrants, non-immigrants) are those who 

do not have a ―collective action plan‖ to sustain or modify societal structures and cultural 

contexts and do so mostly unintentionally, corporate agents (i.e. nation-states, migrant 

organisations, political parties, other interest groups etc.), have a degree of collective 

organisation and try to actively impact on structural and cultural contexts  (Iosifides 2011: 

87).  This distinction among agents makes it possible to locate agency at both macro, meso 

and micro-levels of analysis. This allows the incorporation of various types of agencies 

(states‘ agencies, immigrants‘ agencies) in a multi- level analysis, which will so lead to a 

more complete explanation of migration processes. 

 

Furthermore, to better account for the complex notion of agency Emirbayer and Mische‘s 
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(1998) conceptualisation thereof can be adopted. These argue that agency can be 

conceptualised as the: 

 

[…] engagement of individuals of different structural environment which, 

through the interplay of habit, imagination and judgement, both reproduces and 

transforms those structures in interactive response to the problems posed by 

changing situations (Emirbayer and Mische 1998: 970; emphasis in original). 

 

They distinguish between three analytical components (constitutive elements) of agency, 

namely between the iterational (habitual), projective and practical-evaluative elements 

(Emirbayer and Mische 1998: 963; 670-673). They define the first of these components, i.e. 

the iterational component, as ―the selective reactivation by actors of past patterns of thoughts 

and action, as routinely incorporated in practical activity, thereby giving stability and order 

to social universes and helping to sustain identities, interactions and institutions over time ‖ 

(ibid: 671, emphasis in original). The second element, namely the projective component, is 

defined as ―the imaginative generation by actors of possible future trajectories of action, in 

which received structures of thought and action may be creatively reconfigured in relation to 

actors‟ hopes, fears, and desires for the future‖ (ibid, emphasis in original). Lastly, the third 

element, the practical-evaluative component is defined as ―the capacity of actors to make 

practical and normative judgments among alternative possible trajectories of action, in 

response to the emerging demands, dilemmas, and ambiguities of presently evolving 

situations‖ (ibid, emphasis in original). They argue furthermore, that ―it is possible to speak 

of a chordal triad of agency within which all there dimensions resonate as separate but not 

always harmonious tones‖; and that these elements may not have the same weight in every 

case of action, but rather depending on the context, ―one or another of these three aspects 

might predominate‖  (ibid: 972, emphasis in original). It must also be noted that according to 

the scholars each of these elements has its own ―internal chordal structure‖ that is a 

―simultaneous orientation towards the past, future and the present, for all forms of agency are 

temporally embedded in the flow of time (ibid.). 

 

An important point that Emirbayer and Mische suggest regarding human actors is that these 

―do not merely repeat past routine; they are also inventors of new possibilities for thought 

and action‖ (1998: 983-984). This aspect is probably most suitable for the conceptualisation 



 

39 

of migrants in general and the so-called ―pioneer migrants‖ in particular.  The latter is 

discussed by Bakewell et al. (2011) in detail in an attempt to find a balanced account of 

structure and agency in explaining migration. They argue: 

 

While we focus on the agency of pioneer migrants (as the most 

underdeveloped and under-theorized), we distance ourselves from the 

voluntaristic connotations, bearing in mind that the agency is exercised 

within the conditions created by structures. The structures derived from past 

historical actions in turn create the context for current agency. To be an 

agent means to be capable of exerting some degree of control over the 

social relations in which one is enmeshed, which, in turn, implies the ability 

to transform those social relations to some degree (Sewell 1992: 20). 

Broader structural factors such as warfare, colonialism, immigration 

policies, labour recruitment, or economic development play a significant 

role in setting the conditions determining the likelihood of pioneer 

migration and migration system formation (Castles and Miller 2009; 

Massey et al. 1994). […]. While structural factors do obviously determine 

the necessary conditions for large-scale migration to occur between 

particular places and regions, whether this actually occurs heavily depends 

on the migration-facilitating and migration-impeding role of the agency of 

migrants, and pioneer migrants in particular (ibid: 11-12). 

 

According to Bakewell et al. (2011) pioneer migrants are defined, in the case of international 

migration, as the initial migrants leaving their places of origin and settling for the first time in 

a different country, where previously there were no co-members of their original community. 

By joining a new community for the first time, these pioneers lead the way for others from 

their original communities, opening for the latter the opportunity to ―follow in their 

footsteps‖ (Bakewell et al. 2011: 12). These pioneers are ―innovators‖ who are 

entrepreneurial individuals willing to take risks (ibid). Thus they migrate. Yet, alongside their 

strong projective agency, according to the scholars, pioneer migrants may also often have a 

strong iterational agency, which explains how they can contribute not only to the initiation 

but also to the perpetuation of migration: 

 

The dominance of the iterational agency element among pioneer migrants – 

an orientation towards preserving identities, interactions and institutions 

over time – would be conductive towards sustaining strong links and ties 

with their origin communities. The prevalence of habitual agency, past 

patterns of thought and action among pioneer migrants might therefore 

result in pioneer migrants actively seeking for their family members to 



 

40 

follow that path and join them. Those pioneers, who on their journeys long 

for the familiarity of ‗home‘, social ties and known arrangements, might 

also be more prone to orient their actions towards encouraging other 

members of the community to join them, and – as a result –stimulate further 

migration (ibid: 15). 

 

2.3.2 Migration as a Multi-Factorial Process 

 

A second major problem with mainstream theories of migration, as was argued, is the over-

rationalisation of voluntary migrations in terms of economic rationality and the regarding of 

migrants as economically rational ‗homo-economicus‘. Accordingly, mainstream migration 

theories suggest at the macro-level that the volumes of migration waves are determined 

mainly by socio-economic factors such as labour demand and supply, wage differentials, 

labour market structures and at the micro-level that individual migrants (or households) move 

homes in order to maximise gain and minimise costs. In so doing, they commit to economic 

determinism denying the role of other structural and cultural factors in the causation of 

migratory movements. With the exception of the political economy model, they pay little 

attention to political and cultural factors in the causation of migrations; and even this 

approach takes only such political factors into account, which are, like immigration policies, 

meant to directly influence the volume of migrations. Thus the political economy model 

included, there is little room in classical migration theories for such cultural and ideational 

factors, which play overt as well as subtle roles in causing migratory movements, and no 

room for agency, which is not directed mainly at gain maximisation and cost reduction. 

 

Accordingly, ―culturally imbued migration‖ (Hedberg 2004: 26)
 
or ―ethnic immigration 

preferences‖ giving rise to ―co-ethnic immigration‖ (Bauböck et al 2006) have not been 

extensively theorized in the literature.  This is especially because as Bauböck et al. (2006) 

argue, the predominance of economic rationality models in the explanation of migration, 

makes it hard to grant a significant role to ethnic and cultural factors:  

 

[C]o-ethnic immigration does not fit well into dominant migration theories 

that focus on economic push and pull factors and on the sociology of 

migration networks. From these perspectives, it is not easy to understand 

why states would encourage the immigration of co-ethnics who crowd out 

other migrants with better skills and – in the German, Israeli and Japanese 
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cases – are sometimes not even familiar with the destination state‘s 

language (ibid: .68).  

 

The few literature which the rubric ‗ethnic migration‘ comprises, usually focus on ethnic 

―return‖ migrations in which ethnic minority groups return to countries to which they feel 

ethnic affinity (Brubaker 1998, Tsuda 2009; Thränhardt 2001; Levy and Weiss 2002; Münz 

& Ohliger 2003; Hedberg 2004; Joppke 2005).
20

 Other than these types of ―return 

migrations‖ cultural factors like ethnicity and nationalism are usually not taken into account 

when explaining migratory movements causally (with some exceptions i.e. Joppke 2005). In 

other cases ethnic migrations are documented especially for certain nation-states of the New 

World referred to as ‗settler nations‘ (like the USA, Canada, Australia), which had been 

actively facilitating the immigration from certain regions in the world (especially from 

Western Europe) to rebuild their populations while restricting the immigrants‘ entry from 

other regions (Joppke 2005; Castles & Miller 1998). And although the ethnically informed 

restrictive immigration policies were abandoned and are considered illegitimate in the these 

countries and in Europe (and many democratic nations) since the 1960s and the 1970s, it can 

be argued that ―preferential admission on similar grounds […] is still widespread and 

potentially growing‖ (Bauböck et al 2006: 68-69; Joppke 2005). Against this background, 

according to Thränhardt (2001), although there exist the recognition of the presence ethnic 

migrations, each of these has been treated as special cases by the literature and the 

similarities, which exist, have gone unnoticed by migration theory (ibid: 275).  This calls for, 

as Bauböck et al. (2006) argue, the need for increased incorporation of cultural factors in the 

explanation of migration: ―Migration research must be combined with studies of nation-

building and nationalism for explaining the persistence of such preferential treatment as well 

as for evaluating it‖ (ibid: 69).   

 

This can surely be done with the tools of a multi-factorial approach like critical realism.  

Then, a from a critical realist perspective, structural and cultural/ideational factors both have 

                                                 
20

 Brubaker (1998) writes about the return of ethnic Germans (Aussiedler) from Eastern Europe and 

Soviet Union to Germany; ethnic Hungarians from Romania, Serbia, Slovakia and Ukraine to 

Hungary; ethnic Russian from the Soviet Union to Russia and Jews from the Soviet Union to Israel. 

Tsuda (2003; 2009) on the other hand treats the return of Japanese-Brazilians to from Brazil to Japan; 

and Hedberg (2004) writes on the return migration of Finland Swedes from Finland to Sweden.  
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emergent properties in their own right, and through taking part in social interaction along 

with agency, these lead to causation of events and phenomena. Moreover, the studies 

mentioned above, which deal with ethnic migrations can be useful in conceptualising how 

ethnicity, or rather, perceived ‗ethnic affinity‘, and nationalism can partake in the causation 

of migratory movements. In this regard, according to Brubaker (1998) ethnicity may play two 

types of roles in the causation of migrations: ―1) as a push factor in at the point of origin, and 

2) as a pull factor at the point of destination‖ (ibid: 1047). While in the first case, the culprit 

is usually ―ethnic conflict [functioning] as a push factor‖, in the second case it is ―ethnic 

affinity [functioning] as a pull factor‖ (ibid.)
21

. Apart from ethnic return migration, 

nationalism as a socially constructed ideology, plays a significant role in ethnic migrations, 

on the one hand, in the causation (and legitimization) of migratory movements of ethnically 

defined groups -especially but not only in contexts of nation building- (Brubaker 1998; 

Wimmer & Glick-Schiller 2002; Hirschon 2003; Joppke 2005)
22

; and on the other hand, in 

impeding the movement of potential migrants, who are not considered to be culturally 

compatible, through specific migration policies.
23

  

 

On the other hand cultural factors play a more directly discernible role in the consequences of 

migration processes, including ethnic migrations. As Fielding (1992: 201) puts it:  

 

We know, often from personal experience, but also from family talk, that 

moving from one place to another is nearly always a major event. It is one of 

those events around which an individual‘s biography is built. […] Migration 

tends to expose one‘s personality, it expresses one‘s loyalties and reveals one‘s 

values and attachments (often previously hidden).  It is a statement of an 

                                                 
21

. In this respect, Brubaker (1998) argues that, ethnic migration becomes a tool for ethnic unmixing 

rather than heterogenization.  

 
22

 In their wider ranging critique of ―methodological nationalism‖ Wimmer and Glick Schiller (2002) 

argue that there exists a ―symbiotic relationship‖ between the political project of nationalism and the 

modern state, so that the history of nation and state building is marked by forceful expulsion of some 

unwanted peoples and ―people‘s exchange‖ (ibid: 306).  

 
23

 According to Brochmann (2004) immigration control policies may be formed and legitimized with 

regards to four dimensions, firstly regarding concerns about national security, secondly regarding 

national economy (i.e. absorption capacity), thirdly regarding demography and fourthly regarding 

social and cultural cohesion (which relates to preservation of national identity and traditions) (ibid: 4-

5).   
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individual‘s worldview, and is, therefore, and extremely cultural event‖ (cited 

from Hedberg, 2004:29). 

 

In cases where ‗ethnic affinity‘ is a pull factor, problems occur in the host societies after 

immigration takes place, since perceived ethnic affinity, usually constructed by official 

authorities in their narratives of national history, come into conflict with perceived ethnic 

differentials at the micro-level during various (daily) social interactions between migrants 

and non-migrants in the host society. As Brubaker (1998) argues:  

 

[T]he identity officially recognized by the receiving state is not necessarily 

recognized in everyday life in the receiving country.  […] Admitted to the state 

because of their official ethnic or ethno-religious sameness, they [the migrants] 

experience instead ethnic or quasi-ethnic difference, sustained by a host of 

factors linked to lived ―ethnicity‖ such as language, dress, demeanour, habits, 

customs and so on. […]. Thus, migrations of ethnic unmixing may in practice 

generate new forms of ethnic or quasi-ethnic heterogeneity in the receiving 

countries (ibid: 1053). 

 

Similar observations can be made regarding Israel, Japan, South Korea, Germany and 

America and their immigration policies, which favoured certain groups with perceived ethnic 

affinity.  In each of these cases (concerning the ethnic immigrations of Ethiopian Jews, 

Middle Eastern Jews, Russian Jews to Israel; ethnic Japanese to Japan, Ethnic Koreans to 

south Korea; ethnic Germans or the Aussiedler to Germany and ‗white‘ Europeans to the 

USA) Thränhardt (2001) demonstrates that the immigration of the concerned groups were 

facilitated or accepted with regards to officially perceived ethnic affinity, yet the immigrant 

groups turned out have difficulties in the country of destination, including educational, labour 

market and other social discrimination and othering.  

 

Against this background, it can be argued that to fully understand the phenomenon of 

migration, a reconceptualization of migration is needed. The solution may lie in the so -called 

―cultural approach‖ to migration, which is according to Hedberg (2004), one in which 

ethnicity (and also nationalism) is conceptualised as important parts of the migration 

phenomenon.  Such an approach, as Hedberg argues, ―must look for ‗plural stories‘, which 

contain more than the instrumental, economic motive‖ (ibid: 30). In this sense ―it may be 

necessary to emphasise the cultural aspects of migration in order to get ―beyond‖ the 
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dominating discourse of economic analysis.  By giving particular weight to the cultural 

dimension, new meanings would be released, which would otherwise have remained 

concealed‖ (ibid: 31 emphasis added).  

 

A ‗cultural approach to migration‘ can be understood as the utilisation of a specific  

‗analytical lens‘ which is a critical realist analytical strategy. In this sense it is ―a way of ‗re-

describing‘ an event through the use of a separate theory, in order to extract new meanings‖ 

(Hedberg 2004: 75).  Moreover a multi-dimensional approach is needed, which can 

differentiate between the significance of ethnicity at the macro-level (i.e. as part of a nation-

state ideology) and at the micro-level (as part of everyday interaction). Both of these, i.e. a 

cultural approach to migration and a multi-dimensional analysis, can be granted by critical 

realism, for it is a non-reductionist and a non-determinist scheme. 

 

2.3.3 An Integrative Approach to the Causes and Consequences of Migration 

 

As was argued above, mainstream migration models are interested in explaining the causes of 

migrations rather than their consequences (Arango 2000; King 2012). Whereas the issues 

related to the experience of migration or migrant being have become topics of research 

accompanying the so-called ―epistemological shift‖ in migration studies (King 2012), 

mainstream migration theories, as outlined above, are still one-sidedly focused on the 

reasons. Yet this one-sided focus is unjustified, since it implies the conceptualisation of 

international migration as a one-time thing, which happens and then ceases to happen once 

the movement from one country to another had taken place. More importantly, it ignores that 

migration has emergent properties in the sense that it is causative of further phenomena under 

favourable structural and cultural conditions. Conceptualised, in a critical realist framework, 

migration can be seen as an emergent phenomenon, causing further migration through the 

formation of migrant networks on the one hand; and on the other hand, as having effects for 

the countries involved in terms of structural elaboration (for instance it plays part in the 

formation of ethnically defined bifurcated labour markets) and lastly, for the migrants and 

non-migrants, as being an life transforming experience that goes well beyond the act of 

moving itself. As Castles and Miller(1998) put it: 
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[M]igration and settlement is a long-drawn-out process, which will be played 

out for the rest of the migrant‘s life, and affect subsequent generations too.  It 

[migration] is a collective action, arising out of social change and affecting the 

whole society in both sending and receiving areas (ibid: 19). 

 

It must be mentioned that it is neither possible nor desirable to make a list of all possible 

consequences of migratory movements here.
24

 Furthermore, such a list will definitely not be 

an exhaustive one.  Then, the consequences of migration are definitely multiple, changing 

with the type of migration and are contingent on many other factors, all of which 

continuously interact to produce effects. On the other hand, one consequence of migration 

stands out as rather significant: it is that of the formation of migrant communities (Castles 

and Miller 1998). This is even true regarding temporary immigration of individual migrants: 

these too construct a ―permanent social group with rotating membership‖, in other words, a 

permanent social category whose individual members may be temporary but since they are 

replaced by other immigrants who have similar characteristics, they affect the society in ways 

similar to permanent settlers (Castles & Kosack 1973: 56). In this respect, it can be argued 

that especially since the facilitation of labour migration to western Europe in the post World 

War II era, ethnic/ migrant communities have become major integral parts of immigration 

countries, so that ―[b]y 1970, there were over 12 million immigrants in Western Europe, and 

processes of ethnic minority formation have become irreversible‖ (Castles & Davidson 2000: 

54). Castles and Miller (1998) illustrate the formation of migrant communities in the 

immigrant receiving countries in a four-stage model. These stages are:  

 

1. Temporary labour migration of young workers, remittance of earnings and continued 

orientation to the homeland. 

2. Prolonging of stay and the development of social networks based on kinship 

or common area of origin and then need for mutual help in the new 

environment. 

3. Family reunion, growing consciousness of long-term settlement, increasing 

orientation towards the receiving country, and emergence of ethnic 

communities with their own institutions (associations, shops, cafés, agencies, 

professions). 

                                                 
24

 This would involve taking many perspectives into consideration: that of migrants and non-migrants 

in the sending and in the receiving states; as well as that of the international and global arenas and 

various actors therein. 
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4. Permanent settlement which, depending on the actions of the government 

and population of the receiving country, leads either to secure legal status and 

eventual citizenship, or to political exclusion, socioeconomic marginalisation 

and the formation of permanent ethnic minorities (Castles and Miller 1998: 

28). 

 

According to Castles and Miller (1998) migrant or ethnic communities can usually be 

regarded as unforeseen, or unintended consequences of migration (ibid: 46). As they put it 

―the emergence of societies which are more ethnically and culturally diverse must be seen as 

an inevitable result of initial decisions to recruit foreign workers, or to permit immigration‖ 

(ibid). This conceptualisation is, as was argued, in line with a critical realist understanding of 

migration in general. 

 

Thus, for the purposes of this thesis, migrant community formation, conceived to be among 

the most important consequences of migration, needs to be explained when the phenomenon 

of migration itself is to be understood in its complexity. However the conceptualisation of the 

consequences of migration necessitates the use of further concepts, like ethnicity, identity (or 

identification), transnationalism. Yet, a random adoption of these concepts can, as was 

argued, lead to an eclectic framework and associated problems. In this sense, it is important 

to utilise a critical realist appropriation of these new concepts so as to achieve a 

comprehensive analysis of migration regarding both its causes and its consequences within an 

integrated meta-theoretical framework.  

 

2.4 Immigrant Communities  

 

Immigrant communities are regarded in this thesis as an important, though unintended  

consequence of immigration and settlement in the receiving context (Castles &Miller 1998). 

Kaya (2012) argues in this respect that immigrant communities, are produced and reproduced 

due to various needs of immigrants in the host country especially resulting from their socio-

economic deprivation and exclusion (particularly due to the decline of the welfare state in 

many European countries) and also due to their the affiliation with the country of origin 

(ibid:3) . Vasta (2004) defines communities in general in three ways: 

 

Firstly, community can be defined as a ‗geographical expression‘ with a 



 

47 

‗fixed and bounded‘ locality where human settlement is located in a 

particular local territory […].  Secondly, community can be understood as a 

local social system which refers to a set of social relationships which take 

place within a given locality. Here a ‗network of interrelationships is 

established between people living in the same locality‘.  These might be 

called neighbourhoods where there are informal social networks based on 

family and neighbours who share a sense of history. Thirdly, community also 

exists as a type of relationship or as a sense of identity. […] This type of 

communal identification need not arise from any personal contact but simply 

provides characteristics of communality such as language, the migration 

experience, ethnicity, class experience etc. (Vasta 2004: 2- 3, emphasis in 

original).   

 

Whereas immigrant communities can take all three forms identified by Vasta, they also 

provide the members with vital social capital, which the latter may be lacking in the 

receiving society.
25

 This social capital is functional for the immigrants in their everyday lives, 

especially at the presence of unfavourable conditions, which engender immigrants‘ exclusion 

from economic, political and social-cultural resources.  In this respect Kaya (2012) argues the 

following: 

 

Making communities becomes one of the ways for them to cope with 

uncertainty, insecurity, unemployment, exclusion and poverty in the age of 

deindustrialization, or post-industrialism. Ethno-cultural communities refer to 

symbolic walls of protection, cohesion and solidarity for migrant origin 

groups. On the one hand, it is comforting for them to band together away 
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 Social capital was defined by Bourdieu as ―the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which 

are linked to the possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalised relationships of 

mutual acquaintance or recognition‖ (Bourdieu 1985: 248 in Portes 2000). Furthermore as Lesser 

(2000) points out, the formation of social capital does not depend on the presence of personal contacts 

but rather on ―positive interactions‖ taking place between the members of a social network  (Lesser 

2000: 6). In this context the central element of social capital, is ―trust and reciprocity‖ (ibid.).  

Fukuyama writes in this regard: ―social capital is the capability that arises from the prevalence of trust 

in a society or in certain parts of it. It can be embodied in the smallest and most basic social group, the 

family, as well as the largest of all groups, the nation, and in all the other groups in between‖  

(Fukuyama 1995 in ibid: 7).  Social capital and mutual trust are positively correlated, and an increase 

in these positively influences cooperation among the members of the community (Vasta 2004:3).  

Another important point to mention regarding the concept of social capital is related to Bourdieu‘s 

argument about the interchangeability of different types of capital and the reducibility of these to 

economic capital: ―Hence, through social capital, actors can gain direct access to economic resources 

(subsidised loans, investment tips, protected markets); they can increase their cultural capital through 

contacts with experts or individuals of refinement (i.e. embodied cultural capital); or, alternatively, 

they can affiliate with institutions that confer valued credentials (i.e. institutionalized cultural capital)‖ 

(Portes 2000: 45).  
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from the homeland, communicating through the same languages, norms and 

values. On the other hand, their growing affiliation with culture, authenticity, 

ethnicity, nationalism, religiosity and traditions provides them with an 

opportunity to establish solidarity networks against structural problems‖ 

(ibid: 10-11). 

 

Portes (2000) argues that social capital may function in three main ways: Firstly ―as a source 

of benefits through extrafamilial networks‖; secondly ―as a sort of family support‖; and 

thirdly ―as a source of social control‖ (ibid: 51). Therefore tight community networks of 

immigrants can be instrumental various ways, offering help, assistance and support to the 

immigrants in difficult life situations (i.e. search for work, unemployment etc.) as well as in 

maintaining discipline and compliance of the members with the rest of the community, where 

structural and cultural entities outside of the community may be alien, and frightening to the 

incoming group. In the latter sense social capital also functions to ―restrict individual 

freedoms‖ (Portes 2000: 62), which has been especially recognised by the younger 

generations, who ―[…] always feel the tension between the community and the wider society 

in the process of individuation‖ (Kaya 2012: 27).   

 

At this point it must also be stressed that ethnic community experience is not genderless. 

Patriarchy sees women ―not only as biological reproducers of an ethnic group, but also [as] 

the ‗cultural carriers‘ who have the key role in passing on the language and cultural symbols 

to the young‖ (Castles and Miller 1998: 26).  Therefore the preservation of traditional values 

within the community may mean increased social control over women in the community, and 

the continuation or intensification of their subordination (Fenton 2003). Kaya (2012) talks in 

this sense about the revival of a discourse of ―honour‖ which becomes a discourse, along 

with other discourses of ―culture, ethnicity, religion and tradition‖ to resort to, so as to get 

―attached to the political-public sphere‖ (ibid: 18-19). 

 

In an age of insecurity and uncertainty, those wretched of the earth become 

more engaged in the protection of their honour, which, they believe, is the 

only thing left. […]Remaking the past, or celebrating honour, serves at least a 

dual purpose for the diasporic communities. Firstly, it is a way of coming to 

terms with the present without being seen to criticise the existing status quo. 

The ‗glorious‘ past and the preservation of honour is, here, handled by the 

diasporic subject as a strategic tool absorbing the destructiveness of the 

present which is defined with structural outsiderism. Secondly, it also helps 
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to recuperate a sense of the self not dependent on criteria handed down by 

others - the past is what the diasporic subjects can claim as their own 

(Ganguly, 1992: 40) (ibid: 19-20). 

 

The attachment of the immigrants to the public sphere in the host society through the 

communities they build or preserve can be explained with reference to the ‖pathways of 

migrant incorporation‖ approach, put forward by Glick-Schiller et al. (2004) regarding the 

case of Germany, who recognise that immigrants are incorporated into the host society in a 

multitude of ways rather than only through assimilation. They suggest that immigrants‘ 

simultaneous connections to more than one society can be viewed as an aspect of their 

incorporation rather than separation. Their approach highlights three points, which depart 

from mainstream ideas on migrant integration or incorporation. Considering the case of 

Germany they argue the following: 

 

First of all, the connection between cultural competencies and incorporation 

into social systems is empirically more complex than popular 

conceptualizations of integration may suggest. Dominant discourses about 

migration stress that it is only through a form of cultural change that 

foreigners can become a part of Germany. They focus on the cultural 

practices of foreigners within Germany, disregarding transnational 

connections or viewing them as an impediment to integration. From our point 

of view, incorporation into German society is not necessarily accompanied 

by cultural assimilation. Secondly, incorporation in one society is neither 

empirically nor theoretically exclusive. Data from studies of migration 

indicate that incorporation into more than one nation-state at a time is a 

frequent phenomenon that must be addressed by theorists of migration. 

Thirdly, there is little evidence that simultaneous incorporation in more than 

one nation-state is a liminal condition that will be overcome after successful 

integration. Rather there may be a direct connection between incorporation in 

a new state and maintaining cross-border incorporation (ibid: 1). 

 

Therefore, immigrant communities, which are more often than not transnational 

communities, need to be conceptualised as an alternative way of incorporation rather than 

separation. This type of incorporation into the receiving society without breaking the ties 

with the society of origin may be tied to immigrants‘ iterational agency. Leaning on Bakewell 

et al. (2011) it can be argued that it is mainly the iterational element of agency that leads to 

the formation of migrant communities in the country of arrival.  According to the scholars, 

this element of agency, that is, the ―orientation towards preserving identities, interactions and 
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institutions over time‖ (ibid: 15), seeks to promote and facilitate the migration of fellow 

country members (family members and others) to the same country of destination so as to 

preserve social capital: 

 

Their dependence on various forms of social capital, but also their conscious 

efforts to foster social relations for their own future benefit and therefore 

interest in the active maintenance of social capital (Pathirage and Collyer 

2011) motivates the pioneers to assist the migration of non-family 

community members and friends (ibid: 16). 

 

Ethnic community ties are expected to become weaker with an increase in generation. There 

is expected to be a ―gulf‖ between the experience of the first generation of immigrants 

(pioneers) and that of subsequent generations, socialising mainly in the receiving country 

(Castles and Miller 1998: 26).  According to Cornell and Hartmann (1998) ―as the distance 

from immigrant experience grows, the salience of ethnicity declines‖ (ibid: 208). It is 

therefore expected that with each subsequent generation the distance from the country of 

origin will increase, which includes a decrease in language use and cultural practices and an 

increase in intermarriage-rates (ibid.). On the other hand there may be some intervening 

factors, among which are continuing streams of migration from the place of origin which help 

to sustain ethnic identities (ibid).  More importantly, it can be argued that the awareness 

among the second generation about the ―contradiction between the prevailing ideologies of 

equal opportunity and the reality of discrimination and racism in their daily lives‖ may lead 

to ethnic survival or revival as well as ―the emergence of counter cultures and political 

radicalisation‖ (Castles and Miller 1998: 36).  Though this necessitates the presence of other 

contributing factors. 

 

It is not only immigrants‘ agencies which are causally related to the emergence of migrant 

communities, but also a set of structural and cultural factors in the receiving context such as 

ethnic discrimination, exclusion or deficient or uneven incorporation into the labour market 

and other societal institutions, self and other identification etc. Discrimination in general 

increases the use value of the community, which offers an alternative source of support and 

cooperation; and identification creates necessary cultural conditions so as to sustain the 

―community spirit‖ (Lee & Newby 1983 in Vasta 2004). These will be discussed below.  
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2.4.1 Ethnicity, Discrimination and Communities  

 

The factor of ethnicity, pertaining to the cultural realm, can also be causally related to the 

formation of ethnic communities. It is important to highlight that ethnic community 

boundaries are erected and maintained in processes of ethnic encounters (Barth 1969).  

Eriksen (2002) argues in this sense that ethnicity is ―an aspect of a relationship, not a 

property of a group‖, highlighting that it is constructed not in isolation but only then, when 

groups have a minimum mutual contact with each other (ibid: 12). In this sense migration can 

be understood as a significant facilitating medium; one in which immigrants come into 

contact with the population of the host country and enter into ethnic relationships with the 

latter and vice-versa. In these contacts immigrants are often deemed to be ‗different‘ from the 

dominant non-migrant groups.  Whereas this perception may be created from the inside, i.e. 

through the so-called ―self-definition‖ or self-identification as will be described in the next 

section, it is also created from the outside, that is, through the so called ―other definition‖; 

usually meaning ―the ascription of undesirable characteristics and assignment to inferior 

social positions by dominant groups‖ (Castles and Miller 1998: 30). The latter is associated 

with ideas of nationalism and racism, through which differential treatment of the group in 

question comprising their exclusion and othering in many societal domains, is justified via 

primordialist and essentialist discourses on ethnic and national identity. In these, ethnicity is 

taken to mean something one acquires naturally at birth; and something natural and enduring, 

denoting common origins, roots and blood-ties as well as a static and unchangeable culture; 

and is thought to determine the characteristics of the group in question (Cornell &Hartmann 

1998: 48-56).  The former, i.e. the self-definition of the group by means of ethnicity and 

culture on the other hand may ―be interpreted as a symptom of the existing structural social 

and political problems such as unemployment, racism, xenophobia, exclusion, and 

assimilation‖ (Kaya 2012: 18).  

 

Castles and Miller (1998) argue that the concept of culture has become central in the debates 

on ethnic minorities.  Through processes related to the politicization of culture in immigrant 

receiving countries, belief in ―cultural difference‖ replaces the idea of ―racial superiority‖ and 
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becomes the ideological basis for various practices aiming at exclusion and discrimination of 

minorities (Castles and Miller: 38-39, see also Fenton 2003).  They suggest that there are four 

ways in which ―culture‖ or perceived cultural difference is thematised in discussions on 

ethnic minority groups:  

 

First, […] cultural difference serves as a marker for ethnic boundaries. 

Second, ethnic cultures play a central role in community formation: when 

ethnic groups cluster together they establish their own neighbourhoods, 

marked by distinctive use of private and public spaces.  Third, ethnic 

neighbourhoods are perceived by some members of the majority group as 

confirmation of their fears of a ‗foreign take-over‘. Ethnic communities are 

seen as a threat to the dominant culture and national identity. Fourth, 

dominant groups may see migrant cultures as primordial, static and 

regressive. Linguistic and cultural maintenance is seen as a proof of inability 

to come to terms with an advanced industrial society (ibid: 37).  

 

Furthermore, as Fenton (2003) argues,  ―[i]n so many instances throughout the world, cultural 

difference is associated with unequal social relations.  It [ethnicity and culture] is not simply, 

in Barth‘s language, a matter of sustaining boundaries between groups, but also of sustaining 

inequalities of power and access to social resources‖ (ibid: 134).  There are a ―multitude of 

racisms‖, or nationalisms, which elicit different forms of social exclusion for minorities, like 

―gatekeeper discriminations, maintaining of social distance, the valuation of culture 

difference, ethnic patterns of social inequality and outright hatred and violence‖ (ibid: 130). 

Racisms, or nationalisms, can be diverse, yet in all forms it includes ―some sense of profound 

rejection of or antagonism towards visible minorities, coupled with a resistance to hearing 

their voice, and occasionally accompanied by the most appalling acts of violence not only by 

particular private individuals but also by agents of the state, the police and the penal system‖ 

(ibid.). To be illustrative of this diversity, it can be noted that Wieviorka (1995) distinguishes 

between two ideal types of racisms, i.e. between the ‗differentialist racism‘ on the one hand, 

which comprises the othering, exclusion and oppression of an ethnic minority, constructed as 

―beyond acceptance or acceptability‖; and the ‗inequalitarian racism‘ on the other hand, 

which is about sustaining the inferior position of the ethnic minority and the prevention of its 

equal incorporation in the society (Fenton 2003: 130-131). This second ideal type can be 

better understood when coupled with the instrumentalist conception of ethnicity. Glazer and 

Moynihan (1963) and Cohen (1969; 1974) are among the representatives of this conception, 
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within which ethnicity is understood as a means to utility maximisation (Cornell and 

Hartmann 1998: 56-59; Malesevic 2004: 94-110). This explains situations when ‗ethnic ties‘ 

are used to legitimize the groups‘ claims to economic resources or political rights (ibid). 

Related to the instrumentalist view is the circumstantialist view, which emphasises the 

opportunist character of ethnically informed action (Fenton 2003: 98) and draws attention to 

the its changing character. It claims ―that ethnic identity is important in some contexts and 

not others, the identity is constant but circumstances determine whether it matters‖ (ibid: 

84).
26

 The circumstantialist conception of ethnicity is summarised by Cornell and Hartmann 

(1998) as below: 

 

In short, by the circumstantialist account, individuals and groups emphasise 

their own ethnic or racial identities when such identities are in some way 

advantageous to them. They emphasise the ethnic or racial identities of others 

when it is advantageous to set those apart or to establish a between those 

viewed as eligible for certain goods and those viewed as ineligible. Thus, 

they might deny persons of a particular race or ethnicity access to jobs or 

housing or schools. Similarly, they ignore ethnic and racial bonds when 

circumstances change and other interests, poorly served by an ethnic or racial 

boundary, come to the fore (Cornell and Hartmann 1998: 58).  

 

The view of ethnicity mainly as ties of interest coupled with a ―competition and conflict 

oriented approach to intergroup relations‖ which also incorporates power relations into ethnic 

processes (Cornell and Hartmann 1998: 63) may be explanatory of immigrants‘ community 

formation in two senses: Firstly, it explains the material discrimination and exclusion of the 

immigrant groups by dominant group(s). The immigrant groups, which are interacting under 

unfavourable conditions, may thus have limited options but to form their own networks of 

support and solidarity and their own spaces of social relations. At the same time, they may 

react to various acts of discrimination and exclusion by different agents, -i.e. political parties, 

the state, host population- ideally and materially, by actively sustaining their communities‘ 

ethnic boundaries (i.e. ethnic revival). In this sense, as Fenton (2003) argues, though it is 

important not to reduce ethnicity of immigrants to  ―reactive‖ behaviour, it is equally 

important to recognize that ethnic discrimination of minority groups ―is a significant part of 

                                                 
26

 ―Situationalists put an even stronger emphasis on the ambivalence of ethnicity claiming ―that the 

actual identity deployed or made relevant changes according to the social situations of the individual: 

the situation changes, the relevant identity changes‖ (Fenton 2003: 84).  
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the replication of ethnic boundaries in everyday life‖ (Fenton 2003: 133-134).  Secondly, 

ethnic communities themselves may be conceptualised as sites of utility maximisation for the 

immigrants, who for instance may benefit from a sort of  ‗enclave‘ building within the 

receiving society. According to Cornell and Hartmann (1998):  

 

[e]ntrepreneurs in such groups often develop dense, concentrated networks of 

small businesses. They employ members of their own group and either serve 

their own or other minority populations as ―middlemen‖ traders (Bonacich 

1973; Dahya 1974) or compete in the larger economy, sometimes in business 

niches to which dominant –group entrepreneurs are paying little attention 

(Light and Bonacich 1988; Portes and Back 1985) […] Ethnic or racial 

boundaries are reinforced by the particular and often limited economic 

opportunities that these groups face and by the availability within such 

groups not only of workers but of pre-existing networks of trust that can be 

turned into entrepreneurial resources (ibid: 63). 

 

A further point to highlight is the importance of wider societal conditions, which according to 

Fenton (2003) are necessary for the causation of ethnically informed relationships between 

groups of population. As Fenton (2003) argues, ambivalences of late modern capitalism 

(especially economic insecurities and growing inequalities); the degree of precariousness of 

the state (i.e. where the state demonstrates political and economic instability and has limited 

power to secure a feature for its citizens); and inter-state politics and its repercussions on 

state politics (i.e. geo-politics) all play important parts in causing ethnically charged 

relationships between population groups (ibid: 135-159). The second point is especially 

important regarding immigrant communities:  Fenton compares in this sense, leaning on 

Simons (1997), the so-called ―individuated societies where individuals are able to detach 

themselves from kin because they can rely on the state‖ and the so-called ―trust-societies‖ 

where ―people depend on kin because they cannot depend on the state‖ for economic stability 

and security (ibid: 146).  This is in line with the social capital theory, which sees ethnic 

communities as sources of social capital, i.e. resources that the members can resort to in 

pursuing their interests and goals.  Put the other way round, according to Cornell and 

Hartmann (1998),  

 

[t]hose who can solve life problems by recourse to existing relationships 

within their own ethnic or racial group have less reason to cross the boundary 

between groups in search of solutions. Those who cannot solve such 
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problems within the boundaries of the group, on the other hand, must turn 

elsewhere to deal with those problems (ibid. 213). 

 

Yet in any case, it can be argued that ―[w]orking within group boundaries tends to reinforce 

group identity‖ (ibid.).  And in this sense it reinforces separate community building. The 

socio-spatial discrimination of immigrants on the other hand, is also an important 

contributing factor to immigrants‘ community building. They sustain daily face-to face 

interaction of people who share similar experiences, similar senses of identity and belonging 

through which the immigrant community is reproduced on a daily basis. Immigrants‘ spatial 

segregation, has been traditionally conceptualised in sociology in two main ways; as 

structural exclusion of the immigrants from more attractive spaces of the city (Park 1928) and 

as migrants own choosing (Simmel 2001/1900) (Cattacin 2006).  In both cases segregation is 

understood in negative terms. Yet Cattacin (2006) suggests a third way, in which the internal 

dynamics of segregated spaces, and their functionality are brought into attention and viewed 

in a positive way.  According to the author ―ghettos‖, [and also other segregated spaces], can 

be understood as spaces of solidarity against the background of developments such as 

individualisation and flexibilisation of economy which undermine ―societal and identity 

cohesion‖ and thus ―the integration of the whole society‖ (ibid: 3). Cattacin develops three 

main arguments about segregated immigrant spaces: Firstly that these can be conceptualised 

as ―aggregated neighbourhoods‖ which generate opportunity, in which, incoming migrants 

find ―people they know and communities that can help and sustain the first steps of economic 

and social integration into the city‖ (ibid.). Secondly, that these segregated spaces may act in 

‗identity stabilising‘ ways: ―Aggregated neighbourhoods become places in which fragile 

identities, threatened by daily experiences of discrimination or stigmatisation, can be 

stabilised through meeting people like themselves‖ (ibid: 5). Thirdly, Cattacin argues, these 

spaces ―have a strong capacity to act and to solve concrete problems through their self-

organisation‖ (ibid: 3).  In this regard, segregated spaces comprising dense self-help 

networks, provide the so-called  ―parallel services‖ which are officially undelivered by i.e. 

the welfare state. These parallel services are thus tolerated and accepted by authorities (ibid: 

8).  
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2.4.2 Transnationalism and Communities 

 

The transnational approach to migration, ―accents the attachments migrants maintain to 

families, communities, traditions and causes outside the boundaries of the nation-state to 

which they have moved‖ (Vetrovec 2001: 574; see also Basch et al. 1994; Levitt & Glick-

Schiller 2004; Levitt & Jawroski 2007).  Transnationalism, although not an entirely novel 

phenomenon (Foner 2007) is a relatively new analytical theme, which has acquired 

considerable attention from migration scholars who have been framing international 

migration ―as taking place within fluid social spaces that are constantly reworked through 

migrants‘ simultaneous embeddedness in more than one society‖ (Levitt & Jaworski 2007: 

131 italics added).  Transnationalism as a ‗new analytic optic […] makes visible the 

increasing intensity and scope of circular flows of persons, goods, information and symbols 

triggered by international labour migration‖ (Caglar, 2001 in Vetrovec 2001: 574); which 

was made possible especially by developments in communication and transport (ibid: 574-

575; Foner 2007).  The ‗simultaneity‘ of immigrants‘ lives was defined by Glick-Schiller et 

al. (2005) as follows:  

 

[M]igrants often live their lives in more than one nation-state at the same 

time. They are simultaneously here and there, a part of a new land and 

another land or lands. We call this way of living, a living with and across 

borders and making daily life decisions with a network of people that 

includes both local and transnational actors, ‗simultaneity‘ (ibid: 1; see also 

Levitt &Glick-Schiller 2004).  

 

Working on this central concept of ―simultaneity‖ Levitt and Glick-Schiller (2004) 

distinguish between ―ways of being‖ and ―ways of belonging. They define the former as the 

individuals‘ ―actual social relations and practices‖ and the latter as ―practices that signal or 

enact an identity which demonstrates a conscious connection to a particular group‖ (ibid: 11; 

see also Glick-Schiller 2003).   

 

Keeping this distinction in mind, it can be argued that transnational migrant being and/or 

belonging may take different forms in different societal domains (c.f. Levitt & Javorski 

2007). Regarding the economic domain transnationalism may help migrants overcome 

structural disadvantages, which impede their economic-integration and socio-economic 
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mobility in the receiving state (ibid.) According to Levitt and Javorski (2007) ―[c]ross-border 

ties imbue ethnic communities with valuable social capital that can foster their horizontal and 

vertical integration. These effects extend far beyond the economic – the right type of social 

capital can help ethnic communities cut across class and spatial boundaries and barriers and 

help facilitate mobility for the second generation (Ruble 2005, Zhou 2004)‖ (ibid: 135). In 

the political realm, transnationalism takes place when there is membership to two or more 

governments.  The so called ―trans-border citizens‖ are those, who take part in the political 

debates and practices of more than one nation-state ―claiming rights from and responsibilities 

to‖ these governments (Glick Schiller and Fouron 2001 in ibid: 137).  In this sense 

transnational processes, in which ―sovereign national states are criss-crossed and undermined 

by transnational actors with varying prospects of power, orientations, identities and 

networks‖ (Beck 2000: 100 in Vetrovec 2001: 575) are deemed to contradict the assumption 

that the nation-state is the main container of social processes of various kinds (ibid.).  In the 

cultural domain transnational activity comprises identification with both place of origin and 

place of destination and practice of culture and traditions of both places. Through the ―[t]he 

power of art and culture […] migrants [are able] to express, create, remember, and recreate 

identity, whether individually or collectively, whether national or hybrid‖ (Levitt &Javorski 

2007: 140).  

 

Against this background transnational activity of migrants in the economic, political and 

cultural domains can be argued to reproduce and reinforce the so called ‖transnational 

communities‖ which may be described leaning on Portes (1997) as follows: 

 

[…] dense networks across political borders created by immigrants in their quest 

for economic advancement and social recognition. Through these networks, an 

increasing number of people are able to live dual lives. Participants are often 

bilingual, move easily between different cultures, frequently maintain homes in 

two countries, and pursue economic, political and cultural interests that require 

their presence in both (ibid. 1997:812 in Vetrovec 2001: 574). 

 

In this sense, migrant communities are more often than not transnational communities, in 

which ―intense linkages and exchanges between sending and receiving contexts including 

marriage alliances, religious activity, media and commodity consumption‖ are maintained 
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(Vetrovec 2001:575)
27

. These connections ―affect migrants as never before with regard to 

practices of constructing, maintaining and negotiating collective identities‖ (ibid.) As 

mentioned, migration often creates ―[a] transnational identity […] whereby the migrant is tied 

to both the new and the old place of living― (Hedberg 2004: 33). These transnational 

identities can be conceptualised in line with, ―in-betweenness‖ of migrant identities, which 

will be explained in the sub-section below.  

 

Transnational communities can be formed via the activation of all agency components. 

Whereas iterational dimension of agency directed at preserving cultural and structural ties 

with the place of origin by means of resorting to transnational activity, the projective element 

of agency may play a role, specifically via the so called ‗myth of return‘. In the latter sense, 

immigrants are interested in keeping links and ties with the origin both culturally and 

materially, i.e. by investing in the place of origin, building a family house etc., with the desire 

of future return. The practical evaluative dimension of agency, on the other hand, dominates 

in transnational economic activities of migrants, who face obstacles in economic integration 

into the host society. 

 

Last but not the least few words need to be said about the factor of generation. Many scholars 

differentiate between migrant-generations regarding transnational attachments and activities, 

arguing that transnationalism is more prevalent for the first generation (Levitt & Jaworsky 

2007).  These decline with subsequent generation, as do links to the country of origin and 

intention of return (ibid: 133).  However, even though transnationalism is not central to the 

lives of the second and later generations of immigrants, these generations can ―choose‖ to be 

transnationally active at some point in their lives, since necessary skills and networks are 

available: ―the same children who never go back to their ancestral homes are frequently 

raised in households where people, values, goods, and claims from somewhere else are 

present on a daily basis (Pries 2004)‖ (ibid: 134). They are therefore potential dwellers of 

fluid transnational spaces. 

 

                                                 
27

 Whereas these transnational communities may be viewed negatively, with the assumption that they 

may undermine integration in the receiving context, they are also viewed positively as elements of a 

democratic society (Vetrovec 2001). 
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2.4.3 Identification, Belonging and Migrant Communities 

 

Castles and Miller (1998) argue that ―[m]ost minorities are formed by a combination of 

other-definition and self-definition‖ (ibid: 46).  This is in line with a critical realist 

perspective, which recognises the emergent properties of cultural entities. Since ‗identity‘ or 

the process of ‗identification‘ belongs to the cultural domain that possesses emergent 

properties (causal powers) in its own right, it may partake, under favourable conditions, in 

causative mechanisms related to migrant community building. In this sense ethnic identity, 

which can be defined ―as an identity distinguished from other social identities by a belief in a 

common origin, descent, history and culture‖ (Vermeulen & Govers 1997:6) can be linked 

causally to processes of ethnic community formation at the place of immigration (Castles & 

Miller 1998; Vasta 2004; Fenton 2003).  

 

Identity in general, may be conceptualised, following Lange and Westin (1981) as an act of 

conscious ―reflection over the self, over his/her position in society and over relations to other 

human beings ― (ibid. 1981:432 in Hedberg 2004: 31). While it ―provides a sense of 

belonging between people and is the basis for commonalities, [it] can also be formed through 

the process of differentiation‖ (Vasta 2004: 5).  In this sense identity in general and ethnic 

identity in particular is not a property of a thing, rather it is an ―aspect of a relationship‖ 

(Eriksen 2002; Hall 1989; Comarrof 1996).  As Hall (2000) argues, ―it is only through the 

relation to the Other, the relation to what it is not, to precisely what it lacks, to what has been 

called its constitutive outside that the ‗positive‘ meaning of any term - and thus its ‗identity‘ - 

can be constructed […]‖ (ibid: 17). And in this sense ―[every] identity has at its ‗margin‘, an 

excess, something more‖ (ibid: 18). The construction of identity for oneself, therefore, also 

involves the construction of identity for the ‗Other‘. In this sense the process of identity 

construction takes place within specific power relations between the self and the ‗Other‘ 

(ibid). This process unfolds furthermore within specific historical and structural conditions, in 

which the ‗Other‘ too is not constant but changing. It is important to highlight that the term 

‗identity‘ does not denote a naturally given, unchanging essence. In Hall‘s words:  

 

[…]directly contrary to what appears to be its settled semantic career, […] 

identity does not signal that stable core of the self, unfolding from the 

beginning to end through all vicissitudes of history without change; the bit of 
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the self which remains always-already ‗the same‘, identical to itself across 

time. Nor -if we translate this essentializing conception to the stage of 

cultural identity- is it that ‗collective or true self hiding inside the many 

other, more superficial or artificially imposed ―selves‖ which a people with 

as shared history and ancestry hold in common‘ (Hall 1990) and which can 

stabilize, fix or guarantee an unchanging ‗oneness‘ or cultural belongingness 

underlying all the other superficial differences (Hall 2000:17).  

 

Hall stresses so the unstable, changing and fragmented nature of identity: ―Identities are […] 

points of temporary attachment to the subject positions which discursive practices construct 

for us‖ (Hall 2000: 19).  It can thus be argued that ―[w]e have now to reconceptualise identity 

as a process of identification, […]. It is something that happens over time, that is never 

absolutely stable, that is subject to the play of history and play of difference‖ (Hall 1989: 15). 

The notion of ―identification‖, therefore, may help so as to overcome the ―reifying 

connotations‖ the former. Brubaker and Cooper (2000) argue in this sense: 

 

As a processual, active term, derived from a verb, ‗identification‘ lacks the 

reifying connotations of ‗identity‘. It invites us to specify the agents that do 

the identifying. And it does not presuppose that such identifying (even by 

powerful agents, such as the state
28

) will necessarily result in the internal 

sameness, the distinctiveness, the bounded groupness that political 

entrepreneurs may seek to achieve. Identification – of oneself and of others – 

is intrinsic to social life; ‗identity‘ in the strong sense is not (ibid: 14).  

 

Moreover the term identification may be better suited to emphasise the situational and 

contextual character of the process: 

 

In modern settings, which multiply interactions with others not personally 

known, such occasions for identification are particularly abundant. They 

include innumerable situations of everyday life as well as more formal and 

official contexts. How one identifies oneself – and how one is identified by 

others – may vary greatly form context to context; self- and other-

identification are fundamentally situational and contextual (ibid). 

 

                                                 
28

 According to the authors, the state is a powerful identifier ―because it has the material and symbolic 

resources to impose the categories‖ (Brubaker and Cooper 2000:16). Yet, regardless of its power it 

―does not monopolize the production and diffusion of identifications and categories; and those that it 

does not produce may be contested‖ (ibid). This according to the authors is best demonstrated when 

the new social movements are regarded. 
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Ethnic communities, Anderson (1991) argues, are imagined communities in the sense that the 

members imagine a union with co-members without actually knowing them. This 

imagination produces ethnic identities, or identification with particular ethnic groups or 

ethnically defined nations. At the same time ―invention‖ of histories, myths and symbols are 

central to this imagination (Hobsbawm 1992) and, as such, these may a play a part in 

culturally imbued/ ethnic migration processes.  ―[A]spects of identification [can be] seen as 

an underlying reason for the migration decision‖ (Hedberg 2004:32). Ethnic affinity may in 

this sense be a migration ―naturalising‖ factor (see Morawska 2007). Yet, it is argued that 

even ―ethnic return migrants‖ (see Brubaker 1998; Münz & Ohlinger 1998; Thränhardt 2001) 

have experienced a sense of betrayal by the imagined ethnic affinity, when these arrived at 

the destination ―and instead felt a sense of belonging to the country of out-migration […]‖ 

(Hedberg 2004: 33). The case of this study too, can be regarded as such an example, since, as 

will be argued, the officially constructed ethnic affinity between Turkish nationals and 

Turkish Cypriots and the, on the one hand by oppositional political agents (Erhürman 2006) 

and on the other hand within daily encounters, socially constructed ethnic difference between 

the two have come into conflict (Navaro-Yashin 2006). This is an unambiguous indication of 

the non-essential character of ethnic identity, which in turn explains the formation of separate 

ethnic communities by immigrants in the receiving context.  

 

Turning attention to migrant communities, it can be argued that these involve such 

identification processes, through which emerges  ―some degree of collective consciousness 

(or feeling of being a community) based on a belief in shared language, traditions, religion, 

history and experiences‖ (Castles and Miller, 1998:30). In other words it is the ethnic 

community rather than the receiving society as a whole, which functions as ―a source of 

social identity, shared meanings and mutual cooperation‖ (Vasta 2004: 2). Identification with 

the immigrant ethnic community may provide people with a sense of being and belonging, 

which counteracts some of the alienating effects of the act of migration, and the sense of loss 

of home. Yet, migrant identities are, according to Krzyzanowski and Wodak (2007) even 

more complicated and ‗special‘, and cannot be explained just with the notions used for 

explaining non-migrant identities; then, migration implies, mobility, instability and a constant 

search for belonging and recognition (ibid: 97-98). Therefore, according to the authors, 
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migrant identities may be conceptualised differently:   

 

One possible solution to the problem of approaching migrant identities might 

[..] consist of rethinking the concept of identity in general. Here, we propose, 

taking up Anne-Marie Fortier‘s approach, to treat ‗identity as threshold … a 

location that by definition frames the passage from one space to another‘ and 

to look at migrant identities ‗as transition, always producing itself through 

the combined process of being and becoming‘ (2000: 2) within ‗identity 

spaces in between‘ (Krzyzanowski, 2007) or as ‗passages‘ (Probyn, 1996) 

(ibid: 98). 

 

Moreover, they underline, the interaction between ―objective (legal, socio-political) 

thresholds and attributed membership categories, and subjective experiences and self-

assessments […]‖ often produce conflicting and contradicting identities for migrants, and so 

―determine a self-fulfilling prophecy of staying ‗in between‟ (ibid: 98). These ―identity 

spaces in between‖ (ibid.) had been identified in the previous subsection as pertaining to 

migrant transnationalism. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH, CONCEPTUALISATION OF THE STUDY 

AND RESEARCH METHODS 

 

 

It must be recognised that research findings produced through the employment of particular 

research methods, are to a great extent affected by the latter.  The methods in turn are 

dependent on initial epistemological and methodological standpoints.  Then, along with 

theories, methodologies prescribe the researcher what to look for.  Yet this aspect can 

sometimes be overlooked, especially when researchers are concerned about combining 

research methods so as to achieve greater in-depth knowledge, as well as greater 

―objectivity‖, validity and generalizability of their research findings.  Doing so, their efforts 

may be at the danger of leading to what can be termed an ―opportunistic eclecticism‖, where 

―the problem of consistency between ontology and epistemology [of methodological 

approaches] and combining qualitative and quantitative methods remains largely unresolved‖ 

(Iosifides, 2011: 35).  In order to resolve these fallacies and to achieve awareness, self-

critique and reflexivity, which is defined according to Calás and Smircich (1992) as an 

assessment of ―the relationship between ‗knowledge‘ and the ways of ‗doing knowledge‘‖ 

(ibid: 240), considerations relating to methodology and methods need to be made explicit, 

discussed and optimised.  Therefore, the general epistemological and methodological 

orientation as well as the specific research methods employed in this thesis will be critically 

evaluated in the following.   

 

3.1 Methodological Considerations 

 

The following subsections will present a brief critical overview of positivism on the one 

hand, interpretivism and social constructivism on the other hand, which are generally 

assumed to be two main methodological frameworks in social research.  I will then argue for 

a critical realist methodology in order to move beyond the dualism of the former.  
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3.1.1 Positivism, Interpretivism and Social Constructionism 

 

Positivism is, according to Neuman (1994), ―the approach of the natural sciences‖ (ibid: 57-

58) and it is adopted by social researchers, with the assumption that ―there is only one logic 

of science, to which any intellectual activity aspiring to the title of ‗science‘ must conform‖ 

(Keat & Urry 1975: 25 in ibid.).  Regarding the discipline of sociology, positivist 

methodology was introduced by August Comte and elaborated especially by Emile Durkheim 

in his canonical work ―The Rules of the Sociological Method‖.  There are many versions of 

positivism like naturalism, behaviourism and logical empiricism (ibid: 58; Hammersley & 

Atkinson: 5).  Generally speaking, positivist social science can be associated with the idea of 

the existence of „social facts―, which need to be gathered and systematised by the researcher 

(Alvesson & Sköldberg 2009:17).  Metaphorically speaking, ―[t]he researcher, as it were, 

collects the crops of the earth which are already there, and then prepares them into a tasty 

dish‖ (ibid).  The hallmark of positivism is then the supposition that data are observable, or 

even measurable (ibid).  These are, then, like in empiricism, ―sense data‖ or ―publicly 

observable‖ data, on which all observers agree (Hammersley and Atkinson 2007: 6).  The 

underlying assumption here is that ―the social reality is patterned and has order‖; and that 

rational human beings are likely (probabilistically speaking) to act in certain ways when they 

are under the influence of certain social forces (Neuman 1994: 59).  Moreover, positivism 

argues for a ―value-free‖ sociology, in which the researcher must be ―objective‖: 

 

Science is a special, distinctive part of society that should be free of values.  

It operates independently of the social and cultural forces affecting other 

human activity.  It involves the rigorous application of rationality and 

systematic observation in a manner that transcends personal prejudices, 

biases, and values.  A researcher must accept and internalize the[se] norms in 

order to be accepted as a legitimate member of the scientific community 

(Neuman 1994: 61).   

 

Positivism, especially logical empiricism has a ―successionist/regularity view of causation‖, 

which means that social causation is a ―constant conjunction of discrete events‖ (Iosifides 

2011: 92). Here, empirically observed regularities are taken to be causally related, so that if B 

always follows A, it is regarded as latter‘s cause (ibid.). Looking for empirically observable 

‗patterns‘, positivist researchers usually prefer quantitative rather than qualitative techniques 
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to collect sense data.  In this respect, survey research, with a relatively large sample is often 

favoured (Neuman 1994: 225).  Special attention is paid to ―eliminate the effects of the 

observer‖ through the standardisation of procedures so that ―replication by others‖ to test the 

reliability of the findings is possible  (Hammersley & Atkinson 2007: 6; Neuman 1994: 60).  

The findings are then analysed using statistical methods. 

 

The interpretative social science in sociology, on the other hand, can be traced to the ideas of 

Max Weber (Neuman 1994: 61), whose major methodological argument is that sociology 

must be directed towards ―interpretative understanding‖ (Verstehen) of society and social 

action. In this line of thought interpretative researchers endeavour an analysis of ‗meaning‘ 

and its ‗social construction‘.  Moreover, interpretivism -especially symbolic interactionism, 

phenomenology and hermeneutics- holds that ―the social world cannot be understood in 

terms of simple causal relationships or by the subsumption of social events under universal 

laws.  This is because human actions are based upon, or infused by, social or cultural 

meanings: that is, by intentions, motives, beliefs, rules, discourses, and values‖ (Hammersley 

& Atkinson 2007: 7).  As interpretation is central to human action, one cannot, unlike 

positivists, expect to discover laws of behaviour.   

 

Whereas positivists assume that there is a shared meaning system, interpretative researchers 

hold that there is no ‗one universal way‘ to experience social reality (Neuman 1994: 63).  

This is because social life is not ―independent of human consciousness‖ it is rather ―what 

people perceive it to be‖ (ibid: 62). Moreover, ―an interpretative orientation assumes that 

multiple interpretations of human experience, or realities, are possible‖ (ibid: 63).  In contrast 

to the positivist prescription of value-free research, interpretivism is not concerned about 

being value-free; then, given that everything is imbued with meaning and values, this is, for 

interpretivists, not possible (ibid: 66).  Therefore ―[t]he interpretive researcher urges making 

all values explicit and does not assume that any values are superior to others‖ (ibid.).  

Accordingly, interpretive researchers opt for qualitative methods so as to provide an in-depth 

understanding of a social setting; and meanings, values and ideas people have about it. 

 

One particular type of interpretivism is social constructivism, which holds that the so-called 
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―facts‖ are not naturally given, but socially constructed (Alvesson and Sköldberg 2009: 23).  

For constructionists, research focus should be on how ‗social construction‘ takes place; and 

care should be given so as not to fall prey to essentialism and reification, which they argue is 

performed especially by positivists (ibid.).  In practice social constructionism is quite varied 

(ibid: 23-35), however main premises of this approach can be found in Peter Berger and 

Thomas Luckmann‘s (1966) ―The social Construction of Reality‖.  According to them,   

 

[c]ommon-sense ‗knowledge‘ rather than ‗ideas‘ must be the central focus 

for the sociology of knowledge.  It is precisely this ‗knowledge‘ that 

constitutes the fabric of meanings without which no society could exist.  The 

sociology of knowledge, therefore, must concern itself with the social 

construction of reality (ibid: 27 cited in Alvesson & Sköldberg 2009: 25). 

 

As critics of positivism rightly argue, „all facts are theory-laden―, so that theory is causally 

related to what is observed or measured as well as how it is observed and measured 

(Alvesson and Sköldberg 2009: 17).   Other critics, in particular historical relativists, have 

argued that all knowledge is conditioned by social and historical contexts (ibid.).  Moreover 

in ignoring everything other than sense data, positivism commits the so–called epistemic 

fallacy of confusing ontology with epistemology, in which ―what exists is defined as what 

can be known, and what can be known is defined as how the mind knows via sense 

experience‖ (Cruickshank 2003a:10 in Iosifides 2011: 92; emphasis in original). Related to 

that, it also commits the ―fallacy of actualism‖ where social reality is ―reduced to the levels 

of the empirical and he actual‖ i.e. to the levels of observable phenomena and events 

(Iosifides 2011: 92). Critics have thus argued for the need of ―transcendence‖, in other words, 

the need for scientific research to reveal more fundamental layers, ―underlying patterns or 

deep structures‖ behind what is immediately empirically observable (ibid: 18; Iosifides 

2011).  According to the critics, especially post-positivists, structuralists, dialecticians and 

critical realists:  

 

The positivists‘ reduction to that which is observable (or even stronger, 

measurable) in reality is […] not very justified.  If there are hidden patterns, 

underlying rule formations, which govern the observed parts of reality, and 

whose exploration can contribute to explaining these observed parts, then this 

seems to be a legitimate area for research (Alvesson ad Sköldberg 2009: 19). 
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Interpretivists in general and social constructionists in particular have had their share of 

important critiques.  One of the most important criticisms is directed towards their conception 

that ―since social reality is a social construction, the only thing worth investigating is how 

this construction is carried out‖ (ibid: 37; emphasis added). In so doing, interpretivists tend 

to, as Bourdieu suggested, ―[…] stop where the real fun begins, instead of posing questions 

such as: ‗Why do people construct society in the way they do?‘ and ‗How do these 

constructions function, as patterns of social reality, once they have been constructed‘?‖ (ibid: 

37). 

 

Furthermore, many versions of the interpretive approach are marked by an individualist 

ontology, whose ―basic feature lies in ascribing explanatory primacy to individuals and their 

actions in relation to social phenomena and forms‖ (Iosifides 2011: 77). Structure is reduced 

thereby to ―patterns of aggregate behaviour that are stable over time‖ (Porpora, 1998: 340).  

It is therefore, critics argue, a ―reductionist project‖ confining social reality to individual‘s 

actions and behaviours (Iosifides 2011: 78).  This results in ―voluntarism, meaning and 

interpretative reductionism, a depthless ontology and explanatory limitations as regards 

structural contexts and factors‖ (ibid: 79).  The interpretative approach thus has ―anti-

theoretical tendencies‖ (Alvesson & Sköldberg 2009: 37).   Another discernible weakness is 

its ‗antirealism‘ and ‗nominalism‘, ―according to which reality is amorphous, without 

qualities, and is only provided with arbitrary patterns by the researcher‖ (ibid.).  Moreover, 

this line of thinking entails  ―the undermining of rational judgement of different truth claims‖ 

and so committing ―the genetic fallacy‖ (Iosifides 2011: 55), which can be explained as 

below: 

 

The genetic fallacy occurs with truth-relativism, because as truth-relativism 

reduces truth into a framework, the origin of a belief (in such a framework), 

rather than its relationship to an external referent, is held to determine its 

truth.  A logical fallacy therefore occurs because it is impossible for the 

origin of a belief to determine its truth or falsity (Cruickshank 2003a: 18 in 

Iosifides: 2011: 56).   

 

This logical fallacy, according to Iosifides, prevents interpretivist approaches to achieve 

anything more than mere description, and prevents any type of causal analysis as well as 

―limiting the critical potential of social sciences‖ (ibid:  56).  Furthermore as critics point out, 
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most interpretivist approaches run the danger of being  ―self-destructive‖ (Alvesson & 

Sköldberg: 37-38), then if the reality is socially constructed, so are the arguments of the 

researchers who say so.   As Cruickshank (2011) argues:  

 

The problem with social constructionism‘s negative approach is that a 

consistent application of it would entail silence.  To be sure, social 

constructionists fight shy of ‗privileging‘ their view as the truth when it 

comes to the application of knowledge – thus they do not put forward policy 

solutions or argue for socialism. Nonetheless, any attempt to develop 

knowledge in the first place is pointless if one assumes that all knowledge is 

a symptom of an underlying discourse or metaphysic. Even if one does not 

seek to ‗privilege‘ one‘s knowledge by saying it is true and other views are 

false, the very act of undertaking research to develop knowledge will, ex 

hypothesi, entail the reproduction of some underlying nefarious discourse or 

metaphysic, unless, that is, one can step outside such discursive and 

metaphysical systems. Indeed, the very recognition that discursive or 

metaphysical systems are actually nefarious requires one to step outside their 

purview and see them from the ‗outside‘ (ibid: 14, emphasis in original). 

 

A similar type of self-destructive tendency can be found in social constructionists‘ criticism 

of essentialism, then by trying to ―intuit hidden constructions‖ constructionists themselves 

―adhere to such an essence, one that is marred by real existence and is not just constructed 

but is ‗out there‘‖ and this is the ―construction‖ itself, which is argued to be in the core of 

what happens (Alvesson & Sköldberg 2009: 38).  Last but not in the least, one can object to 

constructionists and interpretive social scientists, with the argument that social phenomena, 

even if they are socially constructed can be real and objectively existing, or at least they have 

consequences for real social life.  In this sense, Searle (1998) has argued that one can speak 

of ―an objective reality that is what it is only because we think it is what it is‖ (ibid: 113 cited 

in Alvesson & Sköldberg 2009: 39).  

 

3.1.2 Beyond Positivism and Interpretivism – A Critical Realist Approach 

 

As was already mentioned this study will be organised according to some of the main 

principles of critical realism.  Here, critical realism is appreciated, as Sayer (2000) puts it, an 

alternative to ―law-finding science of society modelled on natural science methodology and 

the anti-naturalist or interpretivist reductions of social science to the interpretation of 
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meaning‖ (ibid: 2-3). This orientation is further understood, put in the most basic sense, as a 

theoretical and a methodological framework, which attempts to arrive, as close as is possible 

to, always fallible, social reality, which is assumed to be existent irrespective of 

consciousness or knowledge of it on the one hand; and on the other hand, is multi-layered and 

more complex than the immediately discernible empirical phenomena (see Sayer 2000; 

Danermark et al. 2002; Elder-Vass 2008a; Iosifides 2011). Critical realism acknowledges that 

―knowledge of real objects is always conceptually mediated but nevertheless this does not 

prevent the acquisition of, more or less, valid, although fallible, knowledge about the 

intransitive realm‖
29

 (Bhaskar 1998b in Iosifides 2011: 49)
30

.  With this claim, critical realism 

declares that it offers ―a third way‖ between empiricism and positivism on the one had and 

relativism and interpretivism (and various versions of these) discussed above on the other, 

though at the same time it is ―wary of naïve supporters of realism who assume that it will 

indeed guarantee the production of true knowledge, when the independence of the world 

from our knowledge and entrapment of knowledge within discourse imply the impossibility if 

any such guarantees‖ (Sayer 2000: 2).   

 

Critical realism has much in common with critical theory.  The latter, in the widest sense, 

attempts to uncover what lies behind everyday common sense, through criticizing dominant 

societal norms and values instead of merely understanding them.   

 

In general, CSS [Critical Social Science including Critical Realism] defines 

social science as a critical process of inquiry that goes beyond surface 

illusions to uncover the real structures in the material world in order to help 

                                                 
29

 The distinction between transitive and intransitive dimensions of knowledge is fundamental to 

Bhaskar‘s philosophy of critical realism (Sayer 2000).).  Whereas ―[t]he theories and discourse as 

media and resources of science are part of its transitive dimension […]‖ the ―objects of study (or other 

kinds of propositional knowledge) in the sense of things we study  - physical processes and social 

phenomena – form the intransitive dimension of science‖ (Sayer 2000: 10). This intransitive realm, 

according to critical realists, consists of social processes and phenomena, which are existent without 

the social researchers‘ knowledge of them, and is so central to the approach (Iosifides 2011: 48-51). 

 
30

 According to Sayer (2000) it is  important to highlight an important distinction between literary 

realism and critical realism, in this respect: especially the fact that the latter acknowledges rather than 

ignores unlike the former the ―conceptually-mediated or theory –laden character of experience‖ (Sayer 

2000: 11). 
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people change conditions and build a better world for themselves (Neuman 

1994: 67 emphasis in original).   

 

Therefore the critical realist approach does not depart from a positivist position, seeking for 

universal laws or truths, but criticises it, like the interpretivists, because it does not take 

people‘s meanings, social contexts and history into consideration (see Sayer 2000).  

Moreover, a critical-realist perspective is critical of positivism, for its emphasis on an 

―unchanging‖ order, for being an ―antihumanist‖ and status-quo-preserving type of science 

(ibid: 66). The critical approach instead,  

 

[…] sees social reality as constantly evolving over time, misleading on its 

surface, and generated by unobservable and enduring structures.  CSS 

[Critical Social Science] assumes that change is always happening and is 

rooted in the tensions, conflicts, or contradictions within the historically 

evolving organization of social relations or institutions.  CSS focuses on 

change and conflict, especially paradoxes or conflicts that are inherent in the 

very organization of social relations.  Such paradoxes or inner conflicts 

reveal much about the true nature of social reality (ibid: 67). 

 

Critical realism is also critical of interpretivist approaches, which, in some extreme forms, 

deny the existence of a social reality outside of discourse (ibid.; Iosifides 2011; Cruickshank 

2011).  In this sense critical theory holds that social research should not be directed at 

empirical observation of the surface phenomena, nor should it be directed at understanding 

and explaining social phenomena. Disapproving the relativism inherent in interpretivism, 

critical theory expresses not only that research is value laden, but also, in direct contrast to 

interpretivists‘ subjective and relativist understanding, that these values can be good or bad.  

This latter point is also related to critical theory‘s emphasis on the desire to cause social 

change (Neuman 1994; Alvesson & Sköldberg 2009).
31

    

 

Critical realism as a version of critical theory, is ‗critical‘ with the aim of practicing ―social 

criticism‖ and showing the ―fallibility of social knowledge […] mainly by engaging in 

‗explanatory critiques‘ […] proving certain ideas or beliefs to be false […] proving certain 

                                                 
31

 This is also in line with Marx‘s argument: ―The philosophers have only interpreted the world, in 

various ways; the point is to change it‖ (Marx, 1845: in 

http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1845/theses/theses.htm018). 
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social relations to be exploitative and asymmetric, and, in many instances, proving the 

necessity of holding false ideas for the reproduction of exploitative or oppressive social 

relations‖ (Iosifides 2011: 45-46).  Its realism, on the other hand, relates to the assumption of 

the existence of an ‗objective reality‘ independent of the mind (ibid: 45). 

 

Critical realism originates from and is especially influential in Britain and has roots in the 

philosophical ideas developed by Roy Bhaskar
32

 and the sociological theory of 

morphogenesis of Margaret Archer (esp. 1995; 1996; 2000; 2003). Like critical theory, it has 

been greatly influenced by Marxism, especially agreeing on the value-laden character of 

theory and research, and arguing that these should be oriented towards changing the word 

(Alvesson and Sköldberg 2009: 39).  Likewise one of the main arguments of critical realism 

is that ―analysis of underlying mechanisms and structures behind phenomena is what it takes 

to create theories that are not just concentrates of data― (ibid.).  Thus, critical realists offer 

this system of thinking and research as an alternative to positivism and interpretivism, 

including social constructionism, in its extreme forms.  In this sense Iosifides (2011) leaning 

on Hartwig 2007, argues that ―critical realism is a philosophical movement aiming to guide 

substantive social science theorising and research practice and to offer a viable alternative to 

both positivism-empiricism and to various versions of idealism/ neo-idealism, relativism and 

linguistic and/or discursive reductionism, such as certain forms if social constructionism, 

post-structuralism and interpretivism, in social theory and research‖ (ibid: 45).   

 

One of the basic assumptions of critical realism, and a ―defining feature‖ is the ―mind 

independence of the world‖ (Sayer 2000: 2) that is, ―[s]ocial reality entities may exist 

independently of our knowledge and identification of them‖ (Iosifides 2011: 47).  Thus social 

reality does not consist of empirical reality only.  Indeed ―in everyday social interaction it is 

very usual to become aware of the discrepancies, or even contradictions, existing between 

                                                 
32

 It must be noted that the critical realist approach adopted in this thesis does not conform to all ideas 

of Bhaskar‘s philosophy. Then as Elder-Vass (2008a) argues, the tradition of critical realism following 

Bhaskar‘s philosophy is not uniform but can be crudely divided into three categories – those following 

Bhaskar‘s early work termed scientific realism, his later work of dialectical critical realism and his 

recent work of more spiritual kind (ibid: 456).  The arguments developed in this thesis can be regarded 

as representing the first category, which, according to Elder-Vass is in the majority. Moreover, this 

thesis is interested in the sociological applications of this philosophy, so that the Bhaskar‘s philosophy 

itself does not need to be further discussed.   
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surface appearances and depth realities related to relationships, processes and phenomena‖ 

(Iosifides 2011: 53).  Yet, at this point it must be noted, as does Iosifides that ― [t]his is not to 

suggest that appearances are less real than depth realities, since, for critical realism, the 

former are also a part of reality‖ (ibid: 53).  In this regard, critical realism argues that the 

social world is multi-layered and makes an analytic distinction between the three domains of 

reality, the empirical (observable experiences of phenomena), the actual (events and 

occurrences which may or may not be observed) and the real (mechanisms that are causative 

of events and other surface phenomena which pre-exist the scientist) (Elder-Vass 2008a: 458; 

Iosifides 2011: 53-54).  According to Elder-Vass (2008a) the empirical, the actual and the 

real are interrelated in that the empirical constitutes a subset of the actual, and the actual in 

turn constitutes a subset of the real (ibid: 458). 

    

The mechanisms, which belong to the dimension of the real have emergent properties, that is 

they are able to exert causal powers and when a variety of mechanisms interact, these cause 

events (ibid.).  Given critical realism‘s claim to explain rather than merely describe and 

interpret phenomena, critical realists especially seek to uncover the last of these domains –the 

real- (Alvesson & Sköldberg 2009: 40), as well as to discover the linkages of these three 

domains of social reality.  Then as Iosifides puts it social explanation is not possible ―without 

effectively linking the three domains of reality with each other‖ (Iosifides, 2011: 54). As 

Danermark et al. (2002) argue, instead of concentrating solely on the empirical domain, as 

does positivism, critical realism endeavours ―to investigate and identify relationships and 

non-relationships, respectively, between what we experience, what actually happens, and the 

underlying mechanisms that produce the events in the world‖ (Danermark et al. 2002:21).   

 

The three domains of reality is one of the two dimensions of the depth ontology that critical 

realism postulates (Elder-Vass 2008a, Priestley 2011).  The second dimension to this depth 

ontology is the conceptualisation of reality as multi-layered, or in other words ―stratified into 

an ontological hierarchy of entities, in which higher level entities have emergent properties- 

properties not possessed by the lower level entities that are their parts‖ (Eldervass 2008a: 

462)
33

.   This idea can be better understood in the example put forward by Priestley (2011): 

                                                 
33

 According to Elder-Vass (2004) stratification refers to ―the division of the world into emergent 
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[…] for example, a school is stratified, comprising individuals, social 

groupings (such as departments) and the school as a whole.  In turn, the 

school may be seen as a sub-stratum of the wider educational system, and in 

turn the whole of society.  [….]  Each successive stratum possesses 

properties not possessed by the individual entities that come together to form 

the emergent whole.  Thus, for example, a social group such as a school 

department will possess certain emergent properties (for example certain 

forms of power/social influence) not possessed by the individuals within the 

group, by dint of the relationships that bind it together (ibid: 10-11).
34

   

 

Arguing that reality is complex and emergent, the ―depth ontology‖ of critical realism 

differentiates between ―materially real, ideally real, artefactually real and socially real 

entities‖ (Iosifides 2011: 54).  Moreover, leaning on Lincoln and Guba (2000), it can be 

argued that the realism referred to here is ―historical realism,‖ which can be defined as a 

―virtual reality shaped by social, political […], and gender values; crystallized over time‖ 

(ibid: 165: cited in Cupchik 2001: 2).   

 

It must be stressed that a critical realist approach does not deny the significance of meaning, 

on the contrary, it appreciates the ―double hermeneutics‖ of social sciences, that is, that social 

science must interpret other‘s interpretations since these are inseparable from the objects 

under study (Danermark et al. 2002).  ―The ‗double hermeneutics‘ feature of social science 

inquiry is inevitable because a basic characteristic of social reality differentiates it 

significantly from the natural one – that is, the concept-dependence of social practices, 

phenomena and processes‖ (Iosifides 2011: 57).   However, unlike interpretivist, and 

constructivist approaches, critical realism treats ―meaning‖ cautiously, by placing it ―within 

embedded, relational systems and social structures‖ (ibid.).  As Danermark et al.  (2002) put 

it: 

 

                                                                                                                                           
explanatory levels‖ (ibid: 2). 

 
34

 Applying these notions to migrant networks, these can be conceptualized as having emergent 

properties, which the individual migrants comprising it do not possess. Therefore the migrant network 

is capable of producing further migration even if individual migrants interacting within it do not intend 

to promote, or even resist to the immigration of other co-nationals (see Bakewell 2010).   
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The fact that social phenomena are concept-dependent should under no 

circumstances be seen as if the social world only exists as mental 

constructions in peoples minds […] The social structures, that are reproduced 

or transformed when members of society act in accordance with their 

concepts of reality, are real.  They contain powers and mechanisms which 

operate independently of the intentions of the actions here and now 

(Danermark et al.  2002: 34).
35

   

 

Therefore, a researcher adopting a critical realist approach is interested in understanding the 

meanings attached to the social world by the actors, but apart from that s/he is also interested 

in societal structures and cultural contexts, which make possible a particular way of 

understanding of the social world.  Yet, s/he prioritises practical action over discourse and 

language or, in other words ―doings over meanings‖ so as to be able to causally explain social 

phenomena, since as Iosifides (2011) puts it: 

 

[…] social practices, characterised by tacit and implicit rules and 

understandings, are dialectically linked with social meanings and discourses.  

The latter have always to become embedded in concrete material social 

practices in order to exert a causal influence and the former always supersede 

initial meanings, discourses, expectations and beliefs due to their emergent 

character; in other words, due to the unintended consequences of coordinated 

social action […] (ibid: 59-60).
36

    

 

Moreover, a critical realist approach highlights causal explanation as the central role of social 

science (Hedberg 2004; Alvesson & Sköldberg 2009). Yet doing so it handles the notion of 

causality with caution.  In contrast to a positivist empirical approach it does not treat 

causation as ―regularities between discrete, observable, empirical events‖ by for instance 

interpreting correlations between variables as causality (Iosifides 2011: 62).  Rather critical 

                                                 
35

 To further elucidate this point, Pharo (2007) can be cited: ―Consider for example, the case of racist 

stigmatization.  Of course, the association of migrants and foreigners with wicked and dreadful 

characteristics is clearly a type of social construction that we find in many societies.  But, […] the 

reciprocal acts of rejection or aggression, the political instrumentalization of foreigners, the numerous 

ordinary decisions associated with in-group/out-group perceptions and relations, the secessionist 

consequences of exclusive forms of self-esteem, are not at all social constructions‖ (Pharo 2007: 487 

in Iosifides 2011: 61).   

 
36

 Iosifides (2011) notes further that through this methodology the major weakness of social 

constructionism can be avoided and it becomes possible to conceptualise a social world which has 

―real causal properties outside or beyond discursive constructions of it‖ (ibid: 60).    
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realist approach seeks causality in the ―interaction between underlying causal mechanism
37

, 

which may or may not produce empirical events or regularities of empirical events‖(ibid: 63).  

Furthermore, critical realism does not seek universal, law-like causal relationships between 

phenomena in a deterministic sense (Sayer 2000). It holds rather that ―[c]ausal powers, when 

exercised, are tendencies, and their empirical actualisation and manifestation depend upon 

other contingent factors‖ (Iosifides 2011: 64;  Alvesson & Sköldberg 2009: 42; Sayer 2000).  

In this sense the critical realist approach is anti-determinist and anti- essentialist
38

 and it 

recognises semi-regularities which can be defined as ―the occasional, but less than universal, 

actualisation of a mechanism or tendency over [a] definite region of time-space‖ (Bhaskar 

and Lawson 1998: 13 in Alvesson & Sköldberg 2009: 42).  Furthermore, an important claim 

of critical realism is that it endeavours to avoid both methodological individualism and 

sociological holism by paying due attention to both structure and agency in the explanation of 

social phenomena. As Porpora puts it:  

 

In contrast with methodological individualism, people do not act apart from 

or outside of cultural and social structural contexts, and in contrast with 

sociological holism, the causal focus is on individual people enmeshed in a 

nexus of human relations, not on parts of a social system connected by 

functional relationships (Porpora 2013: 29).  

 

Lastly, a devotion to reflexivity requires the sparing of a few paragraphs to the criticisms and 

‗weaknesses‘ of critical realist though, which the author of this thesis too has to acknowledge 

from the onset. The first and the most important criticism directed towards critical realism is 

that it holds a ―strong claim‖ of comprehending and explaining ―social reality‖. Alvesson and 

Sköldberg argue in this sense that the so-called objective structures and categories, that 

critical realists claim to exist objectively, may to some degree represent the subjective 

                                                 
37

 A mechanism is defined in critical realism as something, which can be causally related to the 

happening of something else (Elder-Vass 2008a; 2008b).  

 
38

 Sayer (2000) argues in this respect:, that in critical realism ―[t]here are four barriers to determinism.  

Firstly, whether causal powers –such as the ability to bear children- exist depends on the contingent 

presence of certain structures or objects.  Secondly, whether these powers are ever exercised is 

contingent, not pre-determined.  Thirdly, if and when they are ever exercised, their consequences will 

depend on mediation –or naturalisation- by other contingent phenomena.  A fourth possibility is that 

natural and social causal powers themselves (and note merely whether and in what circumstances they 

are exercised) can be changed‖ (2000: 95). 
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ideologies and views of the researcher, rather than being objective categories (Alvesson & 

Sköldberg 2009:  44).  Critical realists would argue, I reckon, that this is rather an unrealistic, 

interpretivist point of view, and that structures and categories do indeed exert real effects on 

real lives.  Although it can be argued that different researchers may define poverty 

differently, if one argues that it does only exist in the minds of the researcher s/he will be 

denying the real sufferings of real people.  Moreover, that research can be, and is value-laden, 

is not, as was argued, contradictory to critical realism. Furthermore, Alvesson and Sköldberg 

(2009), accuse critical realists of making ―exaggerated claims‖: ―In reading critical realism 

one is struck by the confidence with which its proponents use the concept of objective reality, 

as a point of departure and reference for the knowledge that is produced‖ (ibid: 44-45).  Yet, 

although I value this criticism highly, I believe that it must be highlighted that critical realists 

speak of the ―fallibility of knowledge‖, meaning the truth-claims made can always, through 

further research, wholly or in part, be refuted.  Cruickshank (2011) argues in this sense, 

comparing positivism, constructionism and critical realism that, „[o]f the three positions, 

critical realism is the stronger – or perhaps it is better to say it is the less weak – because it 

recognizes that knowledge is fallible and thus open to revision and replacement through 

empirical research― (ibid: 4 emphasis added).  He argues moreover that the recognition of this 

fallibility of knowledge, and therefore the method of criticism, rather than ontological 

presumptions, should be emphasised, to overcome the weaknesses that critical realism too 

entails. 

 

Such an approach could put the recognition of fallibilism to work by 

holding that all theories and methods were akin to tools to solve 

explanatory problems, and better tools would be found by criticism.  As 

there can be no justification of knowledge by turning to a source of 

knowledge and as knowledge is fallible, it follows that knowledge will 

grow through the revision and replacement of fallible knowledge claims 

driven by criticism.  When a theory or empirical explanation offers a 

solution to a preceding explanatory problem we should seek to find 

problems with that putative solution until a new theoretical or empirical 

tool is required.  Thus it is problems that are the drivers of knowledge 

rather than ontological definitions.  Instead of looking back to a source of 

knowledge to justify or de-justify knowledge we should look forward (in 

every sense) to problems (ibid: 18). 

 

This last point, I believe, cannot be emphasised enough. Through the placing of criticism at a 
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central position, critical realism, unlike constructivism, allows the prioritization of own 

research findings, though recognising that this is so until through justified and powerful 

critique, it is modified/replaced.  Criticism, in form of self-criticism and reflexivity, must be 

viewed as a powerful tool throughout the research process itself; and can be utilised to adjust 

and modify own concepts and ideas when need be.   

 

3.2 Conceptualisation of the Study  

 

In the following the conceptualisation of this case study – the purposes and assumptions, 

research questions and research plan– will be outlined and described. Though, before 

proceeding to it, a brief overview of the stand of existing research on the subject of 

immigrants from Turkey in North Cyprus is given below. 

 

3.2.1 Stand of Existing Research  

 

There exist only few studies, which focus explicitly on the subject of migration and 

immigrants from Turkey in North Cyprus.  Yet it is possible to divide the existing small body 

of literature, which has some relevance to the subject, into two categories.  The first category 

comprises studies on the subject of ―Turkish Cypriot Identity‖, which has become a popular 

research topic since the last decade.  Studies on the images of Turkish immigrants in the 

Turkish Cypriot community can also be put into this category since these discuss the subject 

in relation to Turkish Cypriots‘ identity building processes and therefore, take the Turkish 

Cypriots‘ views as the point of reference.  The second category, on the other hand, contains 

studies that directly focus on immigration and immigrants from Turkey and are fewer in 

number.   

 

The literature on Turkish Cypriot identity ranges from seeing Turkish Cypriot identity, in a 

primordialist vein, as directly linked to Turkish history and culture where ―Cypriotness‖ is a 

mere geographical belonging (Nesim 1990) and where Greek Cypriot identity is its direct 

opposite/ the ―other‖ (Volkan 1979; 1998); to literature which argues that Turkish Cypriots 

have increasingly been constructing their identities as mirror images of immigrants from 
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Turkey since the arrival of this group after the 1974 division of Cyprus (Erhürman 2006, 

Ramm 2006, Navaro-Yashin 2006; ġahin 2008; Hamit 2008).  The studies belonging to the 

latter cluster, which are explicitly or implicitly constructivist, focus on the changing character 

of Turkish Cypriots self-identifications and identification of Turkish nationals (Erhürman 

2006; Ramm 2006; Vural & Rüstemli 2006; ġahin 2008; Hamit 2008).   

 

Navaro-Yashin‘s (2006) article on the images of Turkish migrants in northern Cyprus shows 

the discrepancy between official and unofficial (everyday) discourses on ethnicity.  Focusing 

on the way Turkish Cypriots perceive difference between themselves and the immigrants, 

despite nationalist elites‘ discourses, she shows that the immigrants are ―othered‖ by using 

―symbols of lifestyle, class and culture‖ (Ibid: 92).  Navaro-Yashin suggests that the negative 

images of the immigrants are especially related to the unequal relations at the macro-level, 

i.e. relations of domination between Turkey and North Cyprus.  On the other hand, Hatay 

(2008) discusses the issue of immigrants‘ negative images as ―xenophobia‖ on the part of 

Turkish Cypriots.  He argues that Turkish Cypriots‘ representations of the ―others‖ which do 

not conform with their imagination of the modern, are rather orientalising. ġahin (2008) 

argues that the images of Turkish nationals are discursively formed and points out to the 

central role, played therein, by the mass media.  Vural and Rüstemli (2006) on the other hand 

discuss the othering of the Turkish nationals with the concept of ‗identity fluctuations,‘ 

highlighting the flexible and contextual character of the notion of identity.  Ramm (2006), 

Erhürman (2006) and Hamit (2008) similarly discuss Turkish Cypriots‘ identity discourses, 

in relation to the ‗othering‘ of Turkish immigrants. What all these different studies and 

articles have in common is that they analyse the changes in Turkish Cypriot‘s identity 

perceptions in a historical context, especially stressing the changes that took place after the 

immigrants from Turkey became a demographic factor in the northern part of Cyprus. In so 

doing they touch upon the identity dimension of the theme of immigration, and do so almost 

exclusively from the Turkish Cypriots‘ side excluding immigrants‘ experiences and 

perspectives.  

 

Scholarly research with an explicit focus on immigrants from Turkey in North Cyprus is 

rather scant.  It was Mete Hatay (2005), who conducted the first study on the immigrants 
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from Turkey and presented a research report for the International Peace Research Institute, 

Oslo (PRIO).  In this study, Hatay concentrates on ―political integration‖ of Turkish 

immigrants in North Cyprus.  Contrary to mainstream assumptions (especially held by the 

political left in Cyprus), Hatay argues, immigrants from Turkey do not support the dominant 

right-wing party (National Unity Party (UBP)) but also opposition parties (although mostly 

right-wing) and especially those parties that were founded by the immigrants themselves 

(Turkish Unity Party (TBP) and New Birth Party (YDP)).  He argues further, that the 

immigrants‘ voting patterns were especially determined by the political parties‘ promises 

concerning alleviation of social and economic problems of the group, instead of by broader 

political ideology or opinions on the Cyprus Problem, which are important for the native 

population. Hatay (2007) on the other hand, focuses on demographic issues, among others, 

the numbers of indigenous Turkish Cypriot population and that of immigrants from Turkey, 

which is one of the most contested political issues in Cyprus.  He endeavours to deconstruct 

the claims that TRNC citizens of Turkish immigrant origin have become the majority. Hatay 

and Bryant (2008a) on the other hand present in-depth interviews with immigrants, most of 

whom were from Turkey, living in the old-city of Nicosia.  They focusing on immigrants‘ 

experiences of discrimination regarding their relations with authorities and their social and 

cultural life; as well as their sense of belonging and identity.  

 

So far, the most extensive study on immigration from Turkey to North Cyprus was carried 

out by two scholars from Turkey - Hatice KurtuluĢ and Semra Purkis.  Their project report, 

other articles and recently published book on the subject provide valuable insights and data 

(ibid: 2009; 2008; 2009; 2010 and 2014).  An important contribution of their work to the 

analysis of migrations from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus can be are the typologies 

they construct. The scholars put the immigrations from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus 

taking place since 1975 in three chronological categories – i.e. ―waves of migration‖.  They 

describe and analyse the characteristics of each wave of migration especially focusing on the 

factors leading to their initiation.  Moreover, the authors analyse each of these waves 

especially in regards to the lived experiences of the immigrants involved, focusing on the 

discrimination and othering the latter. 
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As important and valuable as these insights are, the present thesis will argue against the 

scholars‘ conceptualization of the first migration wave from Turkey as a case of labour 

migration.  It will be argued that the authors fail to conceptualise migration as a multi-

dimensional and multi-factorial social phenomenon; and consequently, unjustly disregard the 

importance of cultural factors and the central role of the then hegemonic Turkish nationalism 

in the facilitation of this migration. 

 

3.2.2 Purposes and Assumptions of This Study 

 

This thesis aims at being exploratory, as well as descriptive and explanatory.  As was stressed 

in the introductory chapter, research on migration and immigrants from Turkey to North 

Cyprus is rather scant, thus many issues are still out there to be explored before being 

described and explained.  Therefore, this thesis aims at exploring issues and matters that have 

not yet been studied regarding migrations from Turkey to North Cyprus in the first wave.  

This will also mean that, through this research study, some novel questions, rather than 

answers, will also be produced, which in turn, will call for further research.  As such, this 

thesis also aspires to be constructive in providing a ―sense of direction for future research‖ 

(Neuman 1994: 19).  The second aim of this study is description, in which it aims at 

answering the ―how‖ questions (ibid).  In this respect contexts and events in the macro- level, 

meso-level and micro-level will be described and analysed.  The goal here, in other words, is 

the description of processes, mechanisms and relationships so as to lay the necessary 

information for further analysis.  

 

Alongside the explorative and the descriptive tasks, this thesis takes on a third task of 

explanation, via focusing on the ―why‖ questions (ibid).  This necessitates, most importantly 

that links between the information and theory are established. This must comprise not only an 

interpretive analysis of the data collected in the ethnographic field study, but at the same 

time, a construction of linkages between empirical events (data from the field) and wider 

societal structures (theoretical knowledge) through abstract thinking (Iosifides 2011; Sayer 

1992). This process may lead to immediate theoretical modifications, when possible 

(adoption of an alternative theory), or at least to bringing weaknesses to light so that these 
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can be further discussed in future endeavours of theory building. 

 

Despite being the necessary starting points to arrive at theories and concepts, ―assumptions‖ 

often remain unexpressed and even unthought-of. Neuman (1994) rightly points out in this 

sense that ―one way for a researcher to deepen her understanding of a concept is to identify 

the assumptions on which it is based‖(ibid: 37).  Having argued for a critical realist 

framework for the conceptualisation of the subject of migration in general and of the case 

study that will follow in particular, I reckon it valuable to make the basic assumptions 

adopted for the rest of this study: 

 

- It is assumed that there are deeper lying causative mechanisms than immediately observable 

empirical phenomena as well as individuals‘ interpretations and meanings in relation to 

phenomena.  Although the latter are not less valuable, the identification of all of these 

dimensions is necessary for satisfactory causal analysis. 

 

- It is assumed that ―people always act out of structural and cultural circumstances, which 

their very actions then proceed to modify and sustain‖(Porpora 2013: 28). Moreover, 

―[s]tructural and cultural properties objectively shape the situations that agents confront 

involuntarily and possess generative powers of constraint and enablement in relation to them‖ 

(Archer 2007: 28 in Iosifides 2011: 211). These assumptions necessitate the identification of 

agential, structural as well as cultural factors related to events and phenomena, so as to be 

able to identify and explain generative mechanisms related to them. 

 

- The identification of the above mentioned dimensions of agency, culture and structure 

necessitates intensive research, through which in-depth knowledge about these are collected.    

 

- The knowledge produced through every research is fallible and can be revised or even 

replaced through criticism.  Yet this does not necessitate refrainment from knowledge 

production then ―what is distinctive about fallibilism is that although it recognises that we 

can never be absolutely certain about the validity of any knowledge claim, unlike scepticism 

and relativism, it does not deny that we can be justifiably certain about many things, even at 
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the risk of subsequently discovering that we were wrong (Hammersley 2009: 7-8 in Iosifides 

2011: 220).  

 

3.2.3 Research Question and Plan of the Study 

 

As was already mentioned, this thesis endeavours to find answers to the question ―how can 

the multi-dimensionality of migration be conceptualised?” using the empirical example of 

first migration wave from Trabzon and Mersin to Bahçeli village. This general research 

question lays focus on two aspects: firstly, on the motivations and other causal factors in the 

initiation of this migration movement and secondly, on the effects of the persistence of 

migration, or in other words on the continued presence of immigrants in the receiving 

society. In regards to the case of Bahçeli village, the first part of analysis aims at the 

exploration and analysis of causal mechanisms leading to the initiation and occurrence of 

immigration from Trabzon and Mersin to Bahçeli village. It also focuses on the multiplicity 

of the factors involved in these mechanisms at various levels of aggregation like structural, 

cultural and agential factors at micro-, meso- and macro-levels. The second part of the 

analysis will be directed at generative mechanisms leading to ethnic community formation 

and preservation by the immigrants in Bahçeli village. This part of analysis is also organised 

with a multi-dimensional focus, with the incorporation of multiple levels– macro, meso and 

micro-levels- and multiple factors -structural, cultural and agential. The distinction between 

the levels of analysis is especially important due to the, according to critical realism, 

stratified nature of social reality and due to the notion of emergence: it is expected that 

entities in higher levels of aggregation entail emergent properties not possessed by their parts 

in lower levels of aggregation.  This also implies that the causal powers to be identified in 

each of the levels of aggregation may indeed be different. Figure 2 below depicts the design 

for analysis. 
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Figure 2: Plan of the Study 

 

This plan for analysis is a heuristic tool that helps conduct a thorough, non-reductionist and 

non-determinist analysis.  It must not be derived from this study plan, that the causal 

influence of each level of aggregation has exact same influence in the causation of this 

particular case of migration.  Similarly it is not expected that structural, cultural, and agential 

factors have exact same weight in the causation of immigration and in the formation of 

immigrant communities. The method of retroduction is here of crucial value, since it involves 

the differentiation between internal and necessary conditions from external and contingent 

ones. Thus retroductive logic allows arriving at an explanation, which does not comprise a 

list of all possible factors involved, but makes nuanced claims about each.  
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3.3 Research Strategy and Methods  

 

As has been stated, in the endeavour to answer the research question presented above, that is, 

to explain migration from a multi-dimensional perspective, in regards to its causes and 

consequences at various levels of aggregation, a critical realist approach was adopted. It must 

be underlined in this regard that the methods, which were utilised for data collection, were 

not arbitrarily chosen. Rather the choice of methods were made with due care, in order to 

ensure that these were compatible with the main epistemological and methodological 

assumptions made explicit above.  This process of choosing entailed, on the one hand, the 

identification of particular research methods and on the other hand their utilization in 

appropriate (thus sometimes slightly adjusted) ways.  These issues will be described briefly 

in the following.     

 

Given the basic assumption of critical realism about the nature of social reality, more 

precisely, that social reality is complex, multi-layered and multi-dimensional, scholars who 

undertake critical realist research, advocate the use of mixed methods (Bakewell 2010).  

―Mixed methods‖ or ―triangulation‖ in social sciences enable ―look[ing] at something from 

different angles or viewpoints‖ by ―[…] using different types of measures, or data collection 

techniques, in order to examine the same variable‖ (Neumann 1994: 141).  This underlies a 

further assumption that ―[a]s the diversity of indicators gets greater, our confidence in 

measurement grows, because getting identical measurements from highly diverse methods 

implies greater validity than if a single or similar methods had been used‖ (ibid). It is argued 

moreover that triangulation optimally involves the mixing of qualitative and quantitative 

methods.  Yet, availability of time and other resources to do research are not without their 

limits, so that, the triangulation within this thesis comprises participant observation, oral 

history interviews and in-depth interviews, alongside analysis of secondary (non-statistical) 

sources.  This seems like a one sided inclination towards qualitative methods, so that 

weaknesses associated with these, especially regarding their limited representability and 

generalizability, can also be argued to be present here.  Yet these must not be viewed as fatal 

weaknesses, then as Iosifides (2011) convincingly argues, qualitative methods are most 

suitable to carry out critical realist research that claims to be able to produce knowledge 
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about beyond surface phenomena:  

 

[There is an] unfortunate connection, on the one hand, between quantitative 

methods with positivism and, on the other hand, between qualitative methods 

with various versions of interpretivism, constructivism and relativism.  

Regarding the latter, this connection is so strong that it became almost 

definitional for qualitative research in general (see Porter 2007: 80).  I strongly 

challenge this connection […] and demonstrate that the inherent strengths of 

qualitative methods can be fully implemented and appreciated when these 

methods are designed and applied within a critical realist meta-theoretical 

framework.  Within realist frameworks, qualitative methods can become 

powerful means to investigate social reality in all its complexity and 

ontological depth and to enhance the causal- explanatory as well as 

emancipatory potential of social science research methods and social inquiry in 

general (Iosifides 2011: 1). 

 

Therefore it must be stated that the choice of qualitative methods were in a sense 

preconditioned, on the one hand, by the nature of the research question which demanded a 

thorough and in-depth research; and on the other hand, by the practical and especially 

political difficulties associated with a larger-scale survey research, if it was to be 

representative of the whole of the immigrant population arriving within the first wave in the 

northern part of Cyprus.  Moreover, and linked to the latter, the unavailability of any reliable 

statistical data pertaining to first wave immigrants from Turkey has rendered the option of a 

secondary research impossible.  On the positive side, the time intensive methods used here 

have enabled an in-depth observation and study of the complex themes and questions as well 

as the constantly raising new ones. As Iosifides (2003) notes reflecting on the research 

methods he had employed in his labour migration study in Athens: 

 

[…] I wanted to explore the different meanings of the immigration experience 

to different immigrant groups and to answer questions about the ―why‖ and 

―how‖ of functioning of specific phenomena occurring in the labour and 

housing markets related to their socio-economic and spatial features and 

organization.  The data I wanted to collect had mainly to do with information 

about processes, meanings, mechanisms and structures of inclusion and 

exclusion and the best possible way for achieving this was the application of a 

set of different, interrelated and complementary qualitative methods (ibid: 

437). 

 

The present thesis too is concerned about the ―why‖ and ―how‖ questions in relation to 



 

86 

migration and migrant community formation, which are also related to processes of and 

structures of discrimination, exclusion as well as to processes of identification involving 

meanings and feelings.  Qualitative methods serve these purposes well, then as Iosifides 

(2011) states comparing qualitative and quantitative research methods in migration research:  

 

Contrary to variable-oriented quantitative research, qualitative methods are 

case- and process-oriented, focusing on holistic and depth understanding of 

actor‘s meanings, representations, practices, actions, experiences and relations 

(Miles and Huberman 1994, Maxwell 2004).  The potential role of qualitative 

inquiry to critically investigating and understanding aspects of social 

phenomena related to migratory movements and analysing in detail their 

complexity is great given the uncritical, empiricist inclinations of much 

quantitative work in the field (ibid: 35).   

 

I must state once again, that I endeavoured, in the design and the carrying out of the research, 

to apply the main principles of a critical realist methodology.  A variety of qualitative 

methods, mainly participant observation, oral history interviews, informal interviews and 

critical in-depth interviews were employed so as to gather necessary detail-rich information.  

Secondary sources, on the other hand, in form of data collected and analyses on related 

subjects by other researchers have been utilized as another epistemological method so as to 

achieve access to other kinds of data especially on the macro-level historical context.  It also 

served for comparing and contrasting of the concepts of this thesis and the findings from the 

fieldwork with others‘ conceptualisations and findings. 

 

This thesis is designed as a case study of migration and migrants‘ community formation, 

focusing on the case of Bahçeli village.  As such it aims at exploring, describing and 

explaining, in so far this case is representative of, the first wave of migration from Turkey to 

the northern part of Cyprus, as well as the consequences thereof relating to immigrants‘ 

community formations.  Neuman (1994) states that a researcher using a case study approach 

―gathers a large amount of information on one or a few cases, goes into greater depth, and 

gets more detail in the cases that she examines‖ (ibid: 321).  According to Robson (2002) 

―case study is a strategy for doing research which involves an empirical investigation of a 

particular contemporary phenomenon within its real life contest using multiple sources of 

evidence‖ (ibid: 178). Therefore case studies, with their ―in-depth, multi-aspect and holistic‖ 
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orientation towards research (Iosifides 2011: 202) capture and produce a richer array of data, 

which are ―contextual‖ and ―authentic‖ (Bhattacherjee 2012: 93).  Moreover, case studies are 

suitable for theory testing as well as theory building, where constructs emerge from data 

along research process (ibid.) This approach allows at the same time a significant degree of 

modification regarding research question(s), along the process of research, when data and 

information point to a need.  Last but not the least, case study allows analysis at multiple 

levels of aggregation (ibid.). These strengths seem very much in line with the objectives, (and 

strengths) of critical realist approach, so that case study approach is sufficiently justified as a 

research strategy. Iosifides (2011) argues in this sense that ―[w]hen case study research is 

conducted assuming realist principles it can be a powerful strategy that seriously challenges 

the positivist, variable –oriented quantitative methods […]‖ (ibid: 203). According to 

Iosifides, the identification of complex causal mechanisms within a case study can be argued 

to have ―wider implications‖ which go beyond the specific case being studied. He argues 

leaning on Yin 1989 that, 

 

case studies, like experiments, are generalizable to the theoretical propositions 

and not to populations or universes. In this sense, the case study, like the 

experiment, does not represent a ―sample‖, and the investigator‘s goal is to 

expand and generalises theories (analytical generalisation) and not to enumerate 

frequencies (statistical generalisation) (Yin 1989: 21 in Iosifides 2011: 203).  

 

In the light of the above-presented arguments it does not seem unjustified to claim that, this 

case study will have some theoretical implications.  Studying immigration from Turkey in the 

case of Bahçeli village in detail and in the light of the theoretical framework developed in the 

previous chapter, will shed light on the strengths and weaknesses of the theoretical 

conceptualisation employed and may so reveal important points of consideration for general 

migration theory. 

 

Yet, I am also aware of the implications of studying only one geographical case of 

immigration, i.e. the Bahçeli village, for the generalizability of the findings to the immigrant 

population as a whole. In this regard it must be stressed that this study does not aim at 

accounting for all immigrations from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus after the division 

of the island in 1974.  Most importantly, as was mentioned, immigrations from Turkey to 
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North Cyprus can be put into a typology of three phases – i.e. ―three waves of migration‖ 

(KurtuluĢ and Purkis 2000).  Temporally, the case of Bahçeli village fits into the initial wave, 

taking place between 1975-1980.  Therefore it is assumed that it has different qualities when 

compared to the second and the third waves (see KurtuluĢ and Purkis 2008; 2009; 2010; 

2014).   On the other hand, however, the case of Bahçeli village can be considered to be, 

more or less, typical of the immigration within the first wave.  This is so since immigration to 

Bahçeli comprises rural settlement, spatially segregated settlement and communal settlement 

of the immigrants, as was usual within the framework of the first migration wave, though 

there were some exceptions to these regularities (in the sense that there was some urban 

settlement and some mixed settlement of immigrants) (see KurtuluĢ and Purkis 2009). In this 

sense, it can be argued that, even if there can be some divergence in details, considering 

general trends, the case under study can be regarded as fairly representative for the first wave 

of immigration from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus.   

 

The main methods of research employed in this study were participant observation, informal 

conversations and in-depth interviews and oral history interviews. The fieldwork of this study 

consisted of gathering oral history data from some of the important politicians, bureaucrats 

and government officials of the period on the one hand and from the first generation 

immigrants from Trabzon (Araklı- Ayvadere) and Mersin (Gülnar) who were settled in 

Bahçeli within the first wave of immigrations from Turkey and from their descendants on the 

other hand. Expert interviews were carried out in Kyrenia, Nicosia, Famagusta and Ankara. 

Data collection from the immigrants was to a great extent carried out in Bahçeli, especially 

during the phase of participant observation.  Most, but not all, of informal interviews were 

also conducted in the village. Yet in-depth interviews were also carried out in other places 

especially in Kyrenia, since persons who were initially settled in the village but now live 

elsewhere were also included in the sample. Field research was conducted in two parts: The 

first part comprised of participant observation and informal interviews and was conducted 

most intensively between December 2010 to April 2011. Some single visits were made to the 

village in summer 2012 and in 2013.  The second part of the field research comprised critical 

in-depth interviews, which were conducted between April 2014 to August 2014 with Bahçeli 

villagers as well as with those who have moved out of the village.  The oral history 
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interviews with the experts on the other hand have been conducted in the third phase of 

research during September 2014 and December 2014. I will describe these in more detail 

below. 

 

3.3.1 Participant Observation and Informal Conversations  

 

According to Dewalt and Dewalt  (2002) ―participant observation is a method in which a 

researcher takes part in the daily activities, rituals, interactions and events of a group of 

people as one of the means of learning the explicit and tacit aspects of their life routines and 

their culture‖ (ibid: 1). As such it is one of the main ethnographic research strategies. 

According to the authors, participant observation gives the researcher opportunity to a 

―holistic understanding‖ of the phenomena under study (ibid: 92).  It allows the ―intense 

engagement and immersion of the researcher(s) within social situations, groups, processes 

and relations, the active interaction between the researcher and research participants in 

various ways and the researcher‘s participation in ‘naturally situated‘ social activities and 

practices, in various degrees‖ (Iosifides 2011: 185).  Most importantly, as Iosifides argues, 

participant observation is not limited to ―investigating ‗culture‘ alone‖ (ibid.).  Critical realist 

research may profit from participant observation research, since these have the potential to 

produce ―rich, detailed and nuanced data about a vast array of phenomena – social meanings 

and perspectives, social relations, practises, experiences, contextual influences and so 

on[…]‖ (ibid.). 

 

I carried out participant observation during relatively early stages of my research where I was 

not yet decided, or convinced, about the theoretical and methodological framework I was 

going to employ.  I knew however, from relatively early on, that the kind of data I needed to 

extract was in-depth data, since I was interested in investigating issues which could not be 

immediately discernible through formal interviews, since these issues had to do with self-, 

and other-representations, feelings of belonging, interaction among the members of the 

immigrant community and daily routines of community construction which might have gone 

unnoticed in formal interviews. Moreover, after I had decided on my research topic and that I 

was going to conduct a study mostly at a rural site (since this had been obvious regarding the 
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fact that the first wave of immigrants were predominantly settled in villages), participant 

observation seemed like an appropriate method of data collection. I wanted to get acquainted 

with the field in the best possible way, and as intensely as possible.  Thus participant 

observation, or my version of it, seemed to be the most suitable method of inquiry.  It was 

also in line with my aspiration of exploration.  

 

As Iosifides 2011 argues ―ethnography-participant observation may be viewed as an 

‗umbrella method‘ in which various techniques of collecting data and gathering information 

are employed‖ (ibid: 185). My version of participant observation, involved daylong visits to 

the village and participation in daily activities of the villagers, comprising most importantly 

visits to neighbours and having informal conversations with them. In these daily visits I also 

participated in numerous less ordinary activities attended by my host family, like weddings 

and other ceremonies. Members of this family and especially D. had been the primary 

gatekeepers granting me access to the field, introducing me to various persons, arranging for 

me meetings with less approachable persons and attending some of these with me.  In this 

manner I visited Bahçeli between December 2010 and April 2011. Within this time period of 

5 months, I was in the village 3-4 days each weak. In 2012 and 2013 I continued my contacts 

with the villagers through occasional visits. 

 

In retrospect, I think that the participant observation part of my research can be best defined 

as explorative. It has helped me understand much about the community relations within the 

village setting I was interested in discovering, including patriarchal relations within 

(extended) families, other sorts of power relations among the villagers (i.e. between 

immigrants from Trabzon and from Mersin, and within each community), and relations with 

the native population. I could observe both harmony and conflict in daily routines.  

 

Doing participant observation was also associated with various problems, among which, 

those related to gender relations and gendered organisation of social spaces predominated.  

Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) argue in this respect that gender is often an element, which 

affects the way men and women have access to fieldwork; that is, being a woman or a man 

would allow differential access to settings, activities and situations, enabling some as well as 
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being a restrictive force in others  (ibid: 74).  I did have a similar experience during the field 

research in the village.  Being a woman I found it rather difficult, especially in the beginning, 

to approach men and even when I did, I noticed that they would rather not have prolonged 

conversations with me, and they would prefer other people to be around when they would.  

On the other hand, I probably had easier access (than a male researcher) to settings and 

situations where mostly women were present. This was definitely an overall advantage for 

rural research, since it was more usual to find more all-women spaces and activities in the 

daily life of the village. 

 

Yet gender, being the main factor that organised social spaces was a factor that restricted my 

ability to construct a representative research sample that I intended to do. This was for the 

most part, related to fact that men, especially those of working age, were usually not in the 

village, but at their work places elsewhere, usually in Kyrenia.  Even retirees were more often 

than not outside the village during day-time, mostly in the larger neighbouring village of 

Esentepe, where they frequented the coffee-houses.  Bahçeli, during this period, did not have 

a functioning coffee-house itself. The same was true for the second generation, who 

increasingly moved out of the village. Thus participant observation in the village as a data 

collection strategy had a significant weakness related to limiting my sample to women who 

did not work outside the village and largely to first generation. 

 

The data collection method that I have mostly used in the framework of the participant 

observation was ―informal conversations‖ and ―informal interviewing‖  (Hammersley and 

Atkinson, 2007: 108).  In so doing, I introduced myself to the villagers and told them that I 

wanted to have chats with them about their stories of immigration to the village, their daily 

lives in the village and so on.  I always revealed that my intention was to do a study, a thesis 

research on migration from Turkey. I as have already mentioned my gatekeepers allowed me 

increased access to people, since they had good relations with other villagers and were 

generally trusted. The villagers I talked to for the first time usually expected me to ask them 

questions because they expected to be interviewed. However, at this stage of my research I 

wanted to refrain from such a strategy, since I wanted discover my respondents‘ own 

priorities and themes.  Thus I wanted to let them take the lead.  I limited my questions to their 



 

92 

memories of immigration, i.e. those of leaving their place of origin and settling in Bahçeli 

village. After such an initial topic people generally were interested in opening further 

conversation subjects on their own.  Yet, in general, I found it rather hard to talk about such 

themes like ethnic relations with the host population, relations with political parties etc. This 

was because, during participant observation, I was treated mostly like a guest to whom 

people were most interested in revealing their cultural stuff like their food, some customs and 

traditions from their place of origin. They were also mostly careful, refraining from situations 

and opinions of conflict, since they viewed me as belonging to the dominant ethic group. 

 

Only later after few encounters I was able to ask some targeted questions. Yet even then there 

were significant difficulties.  These were firstly, related to the method of inquiry itself and to 

the value it attached to ‗natural settings‘.  In this respect, I had to put less value on the 

‗natural setting‘, since it was otherwise rather hard to bring up topics – i.e. those topics which 

had to do with political matters in general – which were not necessarily the part of daily life.  

However, at this point, having been convinced of a critical realist methodology and thus the 

theory-dominant character of research, I was more willing to risk these distortions.  Most 

importantly I was convinced that I could not reach men and the second generation through 

the strategy of participant observation only. It was at this stage that I decided to opt for more 

in-depth interviews with a targeted sample, than I initially planned.   

 

3.3.2 Critical In-depth Interviews  

 

The second part of the field research comprised semi-structured in-depth interviews, which 

were conducted between February to August 2014 with the villagers or ex-villagers either in 

Bahçeli or elsewhere.  In so doing some assumptions and adaptations were made regarding 

critical realist precepts. From the viewpoint of critical realist research, in-depth interviews do 

not only provide data on individual interviewees‘ subjective meanings, understandings and 

dispositions.  As Iosifides (2011) puts it,  

 

along with the aim of understanding participants‘ perspectives from the ‗inside‘, 

realist social researchers view interview data as evidence pointing to ‗extra-

interview realities‘ (Wengraf 2001: 6).  In other word depth interviews can also 

be viewed as means for gathering critical information about the social world 
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(ibid: 179).   

 

In this sense critical realism does not only seek to discover surface patterns deduced from 

subjective interpretations of the informants; then although these are deemed important they 

are not the sole determinants of social reality. Instead it argues that since the agential 

perspectives, meanings and actions are embedded in wider extra-subjective social processes, 

in other words, since these are conditioned by structural and cultural contexts, the data 

generated here can be used, through the methods of retroduction and theoretical abstraction, 

to make deeper-lying causative mechanisms discernible (Iosifides 2011: 179).   According to 

Wengraf (2001: 6-15) knowledge acquired from in-depth interviewing can be classified as 

pertaining to ―discourses, objective referents and subjectivity‖ (ibid: 6-15 in Iosifides 2011: 

179).  Thus by taking into account the referent as well as the discourses and subjectivity 

(ibid.), the researcher can aim at gathering information on the extra-subjective domain, which 

can then be compared and contrasted with data from other sources. 

 

The in-depth interview method that critical realists endorse, holds that assumptions and 

theories about processes and phenomena under examination need to be in constant dialectical 

interaction with the interview data (Iosifides 2011: 180).  This necessitates the adoption of a 

‗theory-driven approach‖ put forward by Pawson and Tilley (1997). They argue ―[…] on the 

realistic model, the researchers‘ theory is the subject matter of the interview, and the subject 

(stakeholder) is there to confirm, to falsify and, above all, to refine that theory (ibid: 155 in 

Iosifides 2011: 180). Iosifides (2011) further argues in this regard that what needs to be 

acknowledged is the ―centrality of theoretical abstractions about causal mechanisms‖ as well 

as the fact that there is an inherent difference between social agents‘ accounts and theoretical 

explanations of phenomena. Then, 

  

[a]lthough agential reasons participate in the causal complexity of the social 

world, they do not fully explain social action, processes and phenomena. For 

social reality is characterised by stratification, ontological depth and emergence, 

and social action occurs within contexts and circumstances that are only partially 

acknowledged and is strongly influenced by past and present unintended 

consequences (ibid: 180). 

 

At the same time, another important advantage of the method of in-depth interviewing is its 
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flexibility, which enables the modification of the line of inquiry so as to investigate novel 

issues and explanations which emerge in the process of research (ibid).
39

  

 

qualitative methods can be adapted more easily to pursue alternative lines of 

inquiry in the search for reproductive explanations . It is obviously far easier to 

change the line of inquiry as potential explanations emerge during the course of 

a series of conversational interviews, as the interviewer is not committed to the 

measurement of predetermined variables (McEvoy and Richards 2006: 75 in 

Iosifides 2011: 179-180).  

 

Regarding my own fieldwork for instance, I chose to pay more attention to material processes 

of boundary maintenance (i.e. the processes of ethic business niche building, transnationalism 

etc.) so as to account for immigrants‘ community formation, rather than focusing most 

strongly on discursive issues i.e. of self-identification. This has been made possible through 

the flexibility of qualitative methods I endorsed including in-depth interviewing.   

 

Moreover, qualitative in-depth interviews (semi-structured/ open) can be advantageous in 

asking ―tough‖ questions. In this regard, I can note that, in my fieldwork experienced the 

issue that when I asked my informants about why they chose to migrate to Cyprus, they could 

not/did not directly answer.
40

  In the course of the interviews I asked my respondents to tell 

me about their migration experience and I often returned to this question in different ways, 

asking how their lives were prior to migration, what they expected from coming to live in 

Cyprus, if they knew Cyprus before, if they knew people who had migrated before, who‘s 

decision it was to emigrate and if they tried to resist that decision etc.  In my opinion, these 

questions –helped in ―building up a picture of the migration decision from a variety of 

angles‖, by acquiring not only the subjective explanation of the action but also the so-called 

―practical-consciousness‖ of the interviewees on this action (Halfacree and Boyle 1993: 336-

338 in Iosifides, 2011: 36).  Besides, the critical interview method also enabled me to 

differentiate between ―reasons‖ and ―rationalisations‖ (Iosifides 2011).  For instance, my 

                                                 
39

 It must be noted that this is also in line with abductive logic endorsed by critical realist thinking. 
40

 In fact I believe that they sometimes found such a question insulting due to their past experience and 

encounters with native Cypriots who had judged their migration decision.  This was particularly 

apparent when they told me about how their place of origin was in fact better, more beautiful, and so 

on. I was also told, more than few times, that they reckoned the people who did not migrate and stayed 

in the place of origin were better off than themselves.   
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questions relating to ‗self-identification‘ of migrants revealed that these saw themselves as 

‗Cypriots‘ mostly on ―practical‖ rather than ―ideational‖ grounds. And more often than not, 

the reasons they provided were rationalisations  (Chapter 7). 

 

The process of interviewing is not only flexible and dynamic in itself but also in its 

interaction with theory building.  Iosifides (2011) notes on this issue that ―theoretical 

abstraction about possible generative mechanisms emerged during the research process can 

be explored further by in-depth interviewing either participants that have already been 

interviewed previously and new ones‖ (ibid: 180).  Accordingly, I sometimes referred to my 

interviewees more than once to clear some topics and to talk about others, which were 

omitted before. Sometimes these revealed contradictory results, which for me further 

indicated the very complex character of social reality. 

 

It must also be noted that though this method of research, compared to participant 

observation, mitigated the effects of gender to a certain extent, I still had difficulties with the 

interviews with men in the village.  Therefore many of the interviews I conducted with men 

in the village were in the form of group interviews, and most of the time women (especially 

wives) were around, occasionally taking part in conversations.  Where I could converse with 

men alone, was their work places. 

 

As was mentioned the interviews were semi structured to open in style. A guiding-

questionnaire was worked out which endeavoured to cover the themes outlined in theory. The 

actual questions were asked in a flexible manner, not abiding by the particular wording in the 

questionnaire (Appendix A). Main themes covered were the following: 

 

i. Decision of migration, reasons, motivations etc.  

ii. Migrants‘ experience of migration, i.e. the event of migration, circumstances, 

feelings and emotions, disappointments etc. 

iii. Migrants‘ experiences of life and work in early years of settlement 

iv. Migrants‘ experiences of interaction with indigenous population  

v. Migrants‘ experiences of discrimination if there was any 
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vi. Migrants‘ transnational activities 

vii. Migrants‘ identity perceptions for themselves and their community and their 

perceptions about the native population  

 

Semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted with 33 persons with immigration 

backgrounds (pioneer migrants and their offspring).  Some of the interviews, six to be 

precise, involved two or more persons. The opportunity to such interviews arose 

spontaneously. Three of these interviews presented the possibility of insightful discussions 

focusing on a few themes.  One such interview was with two men and a woman TM5 (44) , 

TM6 (37) and TW7 (44), who are regarded as second generation Trabzon immigrants. The 

discussion especially focused on issues of identification and cultural/social divergence and 

convergence between the immigrants and the host population.  The other one included two 

women, who are married to two brothers also from Trabzon TW10 (48, 1. Generation, 

Trabzon), TW11 (42, 2. Generation Trabzon). These interviewees reflected on their 

migration experiences as well as discussing issues such as discrimination and identification. 

The third focus group interview was with three men MM1 (67, 1. Generation, Mersin), MM3 

(51, 1. Generation, Mersin), TM4 (34, 2. Generation Trabzon) and a one man joining later 

TM1 (58, 1. Generation Trabzon), who discussed matters related to immigrants‘ 

incorporation in the Turkish Cypriot society, their discrimination and self- identification.  

TM1 was later interviewed separately as well. Apart from these interviews, one interview 

was conducted with three elderly women, who were among the pioneer migrants from 

Trabzon TW2 (>85), TW3 (>85) and TW5 (65), who were gathered together at the time of 

the interview. In this TW2 was the leading respondent.  A separate interview was conducted 

with TW5 later and an informal interview was conducted with TW3 during the participant 

observation phase of field research. A fifth interview, was with the first generation Trabzon 

immigrants TW1 (62) before her sister in law TW9 (52) who immigrated to Cyprus also 

from the Ayvadere village in year 1983 as a bride, joined in at a later point in the interview, 

and provided her opinions and experiences of immigration. This woman lived in a nearby 

village. Finally, the sixth one was originally designed as an interview with MW3 (48) who is 

an immigrant from Mersin (migrated in 1997 as a bride) yet as her daughter MW4 (19) 

joined the interview and shared her own experiences and interpretations. As MW4 was 17 at 
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the time, her own and her mothers consent was taken to include her views in my study.  

 

Sampling was done regarding age, sex, place of origin and time of arrival.  Regarding the 

place of origin more Trabzon immigrants were included in the sample than Mersin 

immigrants, 23:9 to be exact, though this ratio is not proportional to actual population ratios 

in the village, which was estimated, based on information from my respondents, to be 

5:1/6:1. 1 person included in the sample was neither from Trabzon nor from Mersin, but was 

married to a Mersin immigrant.  Different age groups were included in the sample with the 

primary concern to be able to differentiate between generations, that is the first generation, 

which had experienced the act of migration first hand, and the second generation which was 

born and/or brought up in Cyprus.   Regarding the fact that many migrants arrived in Cyprus 

at a young age as they had just started a family or were just starting their families, most of the 

second generation are born in the 1970‘s and 1980‘s. The former also includes interviewees 

who had arrived to Cyprus as infants or small children, and are included in the second group 

since they had been socialised in Cyprus for the most part of their childhood and adolescence. 

Most of the people belonging to the third generation has not yet, to a great extent reached 

adulthood, thus these are not included in the sample. Concerning Trabzon immigrants, 13 

persons (3 male, 10 female) belong to the first generation and 10 to the second generation (4 

male and 6 female). Females are over represented in the first generation because in 4 cases 

these were later-comers, who joined the immigrant community as brides.  Considering the 

Mersin immigrants on the other hand there were 6 persons from the first generation (3 male 

and 3 female, one female being a later-coming bride) and 3 from the second generation (1 

male, 2 female). The ages of all interviewees range between 19 and >85. The interviewees of 

the second generation also had some variety regarding their educational backgrounds ranging 

from primary school education to university education, whereas the first generation, on the 

contrary, is poorly educated. For of the interviewee profiles see appendix B. 

 

The interviews, except for 4, were, with the permission of the respondents, audio recorded. 

Of those 4 interviews, two could not be recorded due to technical difficulties and two could 

not be recorded because my informants MM1 and TW3  with both of whom I had already 

made two separate group interviews before did not wish to be recorded for a second time. In 
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these four cases interview notes were taken immediately after the interviews.  

 

The duration of the interviews were highly varied, and depended on the will of my 

interviewees. Longest interviews were close to 2 hours. Only few interviews, four to be 

exact, lasted less than thirty minutes, the shortest of which was 12 minutes, in which case my 

respondent had difficulty hearing and soon complained about being tired.  

 

The recorded interviews were transcribed to text and were analysed by labelling of data into 

categories deduced from theory on the one hand and into those themes emerging in the 

interview on the other hand. The migration decision and motivations, migration experiences, 

various experiences of discrimination, exclusion (political, economic, social and spatial 

types) as well as self-identification, identification/representation of the receiving population, 

transnationalism and future expectations including the myth of return were the basic 

categories arising from the interviews. The analytical tools of critical realism, i.e. abduction 

and ―retroduction‖ (Danermark et al 1997) were employed in the analysis, so as to be able to 

arrive at an explanation rather than just ―proving or disproving‖ of existing theory (Meyer & 

Lunnay 2013). According to Meyer and Lunnay (2013) the main difference of abduction 

from the most extensively used tool of deduction is that the former is directed at arriving art a 

possible explanation:  

 

abduction shows how something might be, whereas deduction proves that 

something must be a certain way (Habermas 1978). For example, when doing 

theory-driven research, the findings might or might not fit the mould of the 

theoretical frame. When using deductive inference, the theory is proved or 

disproved. However, findings that are outside of the initial theoretical premise 

may remain unanalysed. Fundamentally, abduction is a means of forming 

associations that enable the researcher to discern relations and connections that 

are not otherwise evident or obvious. This allows the researcher to formulate 

new ideas, think of something in a different context, and to 'see something else' 

(Danermark et al. 1997). The aim is to identify data that are beyond the initial 

theoretical premise (ibid: para. 2.5).  

 

Retroduction, on the other hand, is a method of differentiation between the internal and 

necessary relations from external and contingent ones (see Sayer 1992; Meyer & Lunnay 

2013).  In other words it ―is a method of conceptualizing which requires the researcher to 
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identify the circumstances without which something (the concept) cannot exist‖ (Meyer & 

Lunnay 2013). It is involves the "formulation of abstractions of various plausible explanatory 

mechanisms, placing these abstractions within certain theoretical and conceptual schemes and 

examining the truthfulness of alternative explanations in practice‖ (Iosifides 2011: 204). The 

usage of the these analysis methods will allow a viable explanation of the first wave of 

immigration from Trabzon and Mersin to Bahçeli, which represents, as was argued below a 

typical case within the broader frame of first wave of migration from Turkey to North 

Cyprus. 

 

3.3.3 Oral History Interviews  

 

The third important part of data collection comprised expert interviews conducted with, on 

the one hand, some key persons who were involved in policy making and/or implementation 

in the initial phase of Turkish Cypriot state-building and during the first migration wave from 

Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus; and on the other hand some members of opposition 

parties.  For this purpose oral history technique was used, and few open-ended questions 

were directed to the interviewees regarding the time period of the first immigration wave 

from Turkey only when there was need to cover more subjects than what the interviewee 

offered.  

 

A total of 12 interviews were conducted between September and December 2014. 10 of the 

12 interviews were conducted with Turkish Cypriot government officials and politicians of 

the period. Among these were former ministers, deputy ministers and departmental directors 

of the Ministry of Resettlement and Rehabilitation; and members of opposition parties.  2 of 

these persons can be classified as policy makers and were directly involved in the policy 

making as well as the management of the immigrant settlement. 4 interviewees can be 

classified as policy implementers, who had various mid- to high-ranking positions in the 

Ministry of  Resettlement and Rehabilitation. Another 4 people were members of opposition 

parties. One person was an opposition Member of Parliament around this time period, and 

three others were members of opposition parties but were not in the parliament. Two of these 

had high-ranking posts in the government later and especially during the Annan Plan period. 
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The last two interviewees can be regarded as representatives of the State of Turkey, one 

being a high-ranking bureaucrat at the time period under study and the other was an expert 

appointed to work in the northern part of Cyprus during the period of the first migration 

wave. Due to the nature of their positions in the period, both can be regarded as policy 

makers. So as to grant my informants the ethically due anonymity I will not state other details 

of their positions and will not expose other details directly related to their identities 

throughout this thesis.  

 

In 11 of the twelve interviews, the interviewees were asked to narrate their memories and 

experiences on the first migration wave from Turkey to northern Cyprus starting from the 

1974 division of the island. Although there was no strict questionnaire the interviewer paid 

attention to cover at least 6 issues within each interview:  

 

 

1. the purpose(s) of this migration policy  

2. The political and otherwise preparations for the initiation of the immigrant flows 

(preparations regarding the plan, settlement areas, migrant recruitment etc.) 

3. implementation of the migration plan and its management 

4. The hardship if any during the bringing and settlement of the immigrants 

5. Other details relating to the bringing and settlement of the immigrants  

6. Personal memories  

 

One of the interviews covered the Annan Plan period – especially 2002-2004 when the 

mentioned UN plan for a settlement of the Cyprus problem was negotiated inter-communally, 

debated, and was finally voted in a referendum in 2004- and focused on the paradigm change 

it brought to the perceptions of immigrants from Turkey in general political discourse. The 

following table indicates whether an informant is from Turkey or from northern Cyprus, and 

whether the person was involved in policy making, policy implementation or in the 

opposition politics.   
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Oral History Interviews 

 

 

*TCY: 

Turkish 

Cypriot / 

TR:  from 

Turkey 

 

 

 

3.4 

Reflexivity 

and 

Terminolo

gical 

Considera

tions 

 

Researchin

g and 

writing 

about a 

politically 

charged 

subject and 

at the same 

time, being 

a member 

of the 

―native‖ 

ethnic group and hence the ―dominant‖ group are probably the two most important issues to 

be noted regarding ethical issues. In this sense a brief look at the concept of reflexivity may 

thus be instrumental.  Reflexivity, according to Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) is an 

 

CODE 

 

TCY/ 

TR 

 

Position During 1. Migration Wave 

from Turkey to northern Cyprus 

 

Active During 

1.Wave 

 

Interview 

Date 

 

P1 

 

TCY 

 

Policy Maker: High-ranking 

government official/politician 

 

YES 

 

6.11.2014 

 

P2 

 

TCY 

 

Policy Maker: High-ranking 

government official/politician 

 

YES 

 

28.11.2014 

 

I1 

 

TCY 

 

Policy Implementer: Mid-ranking 

government official 

 

YES 

 

26.11.2014 

 

I2 

 

TCY 

 

Policy Implementer: Mid-ranking 

government official 

 

YES 

 

24.11.2014 

 

I3 

 

TCY 

 

 

Policy Implementer:  Mid-ranking 

government official  

 

YES 

 

27.10.2014 

 

I4 

 

TCY 

 

Policy Implementer: government 

official 

 

YES 

 

27.11.2014 

 

O1 

 

TCY 

 

Opposition MP 

 

YES  

 

28.11.2014 

 

O2 

 

TCY 

 

Opposition politician 

 

YES 

 

26.11.2014 

 

O3 

 

TCY 

 

Opposition politician 

 

NO 

 

13.11.2014 

 

O4 

 

TCY 

 

Opposition politician 

 

NO 

 

1.12.2014 

 

P3 

 

TR 

 

Policy Maker: Bureaucrat/politician 

 

YES 

 

12.11.2014 

 

P4 

 

TR 

 

Policy Maker: Government official  

 

YES  

 

17.12.2014 
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important aspect of social research (ibid: 15).  Its main idea is the continuous assessment of 

how knowledge is produced (Calas & Smircich, 1992:240); and continuous self-critique of 

the researcher during this process.  Self-critique is necessitated because of the recognition 

that the researcher herself is an essential part of the research (Hammersley & Atkinson 2007).  

Thus according to Hammersley and Atkinson, ―[t]he concept of reflexivity acknowledges that 

the orientations of the researchers will be shaped by their social-historical locations, 

including the values and interests that these locations confer upon them‖ (2007:15).  The 

authors argue moreover that social research has consequences: ―At the very least, the 

publication of research findings can shape the climate in which political and practical 

decisions are made, and it may even directly stimulate particular sorts of action‖ 

(Hammersley & Atkinson 2007:15).  Yet, this is not to imply that research should be directed 

towards certain political goals at all costs., through for example distortion of research 

findings. 
41

  

 

Therefore regarding the first issue mentioned above, that is the highly political character of 

the questions posed by the present research, it must be recognised that there may be political 

consequences of asking them.  Research results can be used for political purposes, which 

would not necessarily be in line with the ambitions of the researcher. Even though this can be 

quite intimidating, that the research results may yield some results can also be exciting. This 

is especially valid in the northern part of Cyprus, where current discourses on these subjects 

are still surrounded by myths. In this sense the researcher finds herself at ease with the idea 

that research on these topics can have a demystifying function. Indeed a demystified 

atmosphere is much needed in both political and social arenas so as to facilitate healthy 

discussions in these subjects. Last but not least, this research can raise further interest on the 

issues at hand, so that further research can be carried out which is much needed. 

 

The second issue raised above relates to the fact that the researcher is doing research on a 

subject, which defines the researcher as a member of the dominant group. In other words, 

being a non-migrant Turkish Cypriot, places me in a structurally and culturally defined 

                                                 
41

 On this point Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) state that research directed towards political or 

practical goals runs such a risk:  ―When we are engaged in political or practical action, the truth of 

what we say is not always our principal concern […]‖. 
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dominant position, which may in turn have an effect on the research process and even the 

research results to some extent. Firstly it might symbolically distance me from the immigrant 

subjects of research, and motivate them to present me a distorted image of themselves. This, I 

believe, was to some extent minimised through the ethnographic methods employed in the 

research. Participant observation allowed me a close and prolonged contact with the 

immigrant community in Bahçeli, which has also provided a lot of interaction to build mutual 

trust. At the same time I was also conscious that the above-mentioned background would also 

affect my own orientations.  It has been, for example, difficult for me to understand let alone 

empathise with some of the everyday discourses of the immigrants on native Cypriots.  

Moreover, there may be some prejudices and stereotypes that I may have internalized without 

being aware of. These issues were constantly present in a type of inner-dialogue, which was 

kept on-going throughout the research, so that a greater awareness of everyday issues and 

possible biases could be achieved.  

 

Related to the considerations outlined above, are considerations about some of the 

terminological problems encountered throughout this study.  Terms had to be used in order to 

refer to events and groups of people in this study, then it is well acknowledged that 

―signifiers‖ are needed to make sense of phenomena and to explain them.  Given this 

significance of discourse one of the problems within this thesis related to the choosing of 

terms to use, to refer to and to categorise people and events. Most of the available terms had 

political connotations and belonged to conflicting discourses. Categorising people as 

migrants and non-migrants or as Türkiyeli and as ―native [Cypriots]‖ for instance were 

extremely difficult decisions. Most of the time, during my field research, I tried to omit using 

any word for categorisation. My strategy was to let the participants take the lead. I would 

then use the terms they had used to refer to their community. This proved to be a successful 

strategy and allowed me to be flexible. I could and did contextually alter the words I was 

using. I used a variety of signifiers like ‗people from Turkey‘, ‗people from Karadeniz or 

Trabzon or Ayvadere and/or Aho or Mersin‘, ‗immigrant‘, ‗northern immigrant‘ (Türkiyeli, 

Karadenizli, Ayvadereli Aholu, Mersinli, Göçmen, Kuzey göçmeni) to refer to the immigrants; 

‗Cypriot‘, ‗Turkish Cypriot‘, ‗native/indigenous‘, ‗southern immigrant‘ (Kıbrıslı, Kıbrıslı 

Türk, Yerli, Güney Göçmeni) to refer to non-immigrant Turkish Cypriots. The decision was 
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spontaneous and contextual, and allowed me to refrain from essentialising. Yet this was also 

not without difficulties. The excerpt below is from an in-depth interview with two Bahçeli 

villagers. It illustrates the difficulties referred to above: 

 

TM6: ―Well I cannot say that I am a native Cypriot, however, I am a Cypriot 

[originating] from Turkey. 

TM5: ―Cypriot with roots from Turkey‖  

TM6: ―Well I‘d say you don‘t have to go into explaining the roots‖. 

TM5: ―You may say ‗I‘m a new Cypriot‘‖. 

TM6: ―I am not a new Cypriot brother, I am a Cypriot. No need to complicate 

the matters, I am a Cypriot. There is Cypriot versus people from Turkey.  That 

differentiation is over and done with.  There is no one here who doesn‘t embrace 

Cyprus anymore. The biggest supporter of Kemalism as well as the most 

religious person in the world would tell you that.  I went to Karpasia and there I 

found out, that for instance, to a large extent, RTP ([leftist political party] 

consists there of people from Turkey […]‖ […]. 

TM5: ―This kind of, contradicts what you just said. We are now Cypriots not 

‗people from Turkey‘ any more.  

TM6: ―But with roots from Turkey‖ 

TM5: ―See you just agreed!‖ 

TM6: ―Well brother, you originate from Turkey [your roots are from Turkey]. 

You cannot object to that‖. 

Researcher: ―We are having difficulty with these terms, aren‘t we?‖ 

TM5: ―Yes that‘s right. 

TM6: “It depends on how you understand what I am saying. Not only what I say 

but also what you understand is different. Now the issue is this: there are 

Cypriots who came from Britain, there are people who were British but stayed in 

Cyprus. […] There are those who came with us and there are immigrants who 

arrived in 1992. They too are Cypriots like I am, There is no difference. But they 

came for other reasons I didn‘t come because of that‖.  

TM5: ―I don‘t accept them [as Cypriots]‖. 

TM6: ―Well I was born here anyway, but I were talking about you. Why don‘t 

you accept them?. 

TM5: I don‘t accept those Cypriots who arrived in 92. They are not [Cypriots]. 

They came for political reasons.  

TM6: ―What‘s the difference? They will also start talking about these things in 

20 years just like we do. Even if you don‘t accept them now, you have to accept 

them then.‖   

(Interview with: TM5, 44, male, 2. G. Trabzon & TM6, 38; male, 2. G. 

Trabzon.)
42

 

                                                 
42

 “TM6: ―Ha öz Kıbrıslıyım demiyorum. Ama ben Türkiyeli bir Kıbrıslıyım.‖ 

TM5: ―Türkiye kökenli Kıbrıslı.‖ 

TM6: ―Ya o kadar kökenine kadar anlatmaya gerek yok.‖  

TM5: ―Yeni Kıbrıslıyım diyeceksin.‖  
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These issues were present both throughout the process of field research as well as during 

writing. In writing this thesis, I was many times compelled to choose from some sets of 

words to describe the people and events I was referring to, most of which had intense 

political connotations. The choosing of these terms therefore could not be done arbitrarily 

and involved much thinking. My main strategy was to discard terms with greatest political 

burden, and to use those which appeared to be more ‗natural‘. The term ―settler‖ for instance, 

is an important example. ―Settler‖ is used in much international literature to refer to 

immigrants from Turkey in the northern part of Cyprus. This term defines the immigrants as 

agents from Turkey, which is seen as the ―coloniser‖ of the northern third of the island of 

Cyprus (Bryant & Yakinthou 2012). Immigrants defined as ―settlers‖ within the political 

discourse of Cyprus problem, are constructed as obstacles to a peaceful solution and their 

similarities with immigrants throughout the globe are ignored (see Hatay 2005; 2007; 

KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2009; 2014). For these reasons this term was discarded from the 

beginning. I chose to refer to this group as ‗immigrants‘, for the obvious reason that they 

immigrated to the island from their original homes in Turkey.  

 

A migrant according to the UN-definition refers to people with a different country of origin, 

who come to live in a host country for more than one year (King 2012). Yet, in this study 

                                                                                                                                           
TM6: ―Ben yeni Kıbrıslı değilim, ben Kıbrıslıyım kardeĢim. Altı üstü yok bunun, ben Kıbrıslıyım [...] 

Türkiyeli Kıbrıslı kavramı yok, o iĢ kapandı. Burada Kıbrıs‘ı benimsemeyen insan kalmadı. Bugün en 

büyük Atatürkçüsü de aynı Ģeyi söyler sana, en dincisi de onu söyler sana. […]. Ben Karpaz‘a gittim. 

Karpaz‘da bir Ģey öğrendim ben. Mesela CTP‘nin örgüt yapılanması çoğunlukla Türkiyeli. [...]‖ 

TM5: ―Az önce söylediğinle bu biraz ters düĢtü. Türkiyeli değil Kıbrıslı artık.‖  

TM6: ―Türkiye kökenli‖  

TM5: ―Bak kabul ettin!‖ 

TM6: ―Türkiye kökenlisin kardeĢim, itiraz edemezsin ki buna.‖  

Araştırmacı:  ―Zorluk çekiyoruz ama bu terimlerle, değil mi?‖ 

TM5: ―Evet, doğru.‖  

TM6: ―Benim söylediklerimi nasıl algıladığın önemli. Benim nasıl söylemem de farklı senin algılaman 

da farklı. ġimdi burada bir olay var: Ġngiltere‘den gelen Kıbrıslılar da var. Zamanında Ġngiliz olup da 

Kıbrıs‘ta kalanlar var. [...] bizimle beraber gelmiĢ olanlar var. 92‘de gelenler de var. Onlar da benim 

gibi Kıbrıslı. Bir Ģey fark etmiyor ki. Ama onlar baĢka sebeplerden dolayı geldiler. Ben onun için 

gelmedim.‖  

TM5: ―Ben onları kabul etmiyorum.‖  

TM6: ―Ben burada doğdum da zaten senin için söylüyorum. Neden kabul etmiyorsun?‖  

TM5: “O 92‘de gelen Kıbrıslıları ben kabul etmiyorum. Onlar yok. Onlar siyaset için geldi.‖ 

TM6: ―Ne fark eder? Onlar da 20 sene sonra bizim konuĢtuklarımızı konuĢacaklar. ġimdi kabul 

etmesen 20 sene sonra kabul edeceksin.‖  
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with ―immigrants‖ I do not only refer to people who moved to the island from Turkey but 

also to their children.  Thus whereas the first group satisfies the criteria of the UN definition 

the second group does not. Still it was necessary for analytical purposes to include the second 

group in the study and define them over the immigration experience of their parents, to point 

out to the processes of discrimination and exclusion, which exceeded the boundaries of 

generation. Yet due to similar reasons, the two groups also needed to be told apart in some 

contexts, so that, I differentiated between first and second-generation immigrants when need 

be.   Although I am aware of the political and ethical problems in using the phrase ―second 

generation‖ to refer to the children of immigrants who themselves do not necessarily have 

migration in their biographies (see Thomassen 2010) I did use it for analytical reasons. It 

must also be noted that the second generation I refer to included some persons who were born 

in Turkey, whereas others were born in the island. The main criterion for categorisation was 

the amount of socialisation time spent in the country of origin. Those immigrants who came 

to the island in young ages such as 13-14 and did not attend school but were married at this 

age to construct their own families in Cyprus were regarded as first generation immigrants.   

 

Some of the other terminological decisions are presented in the following: I chose throughout 

this thesis to use the term ―immigrants from Turkey‖ instead of ―Turkish immigrants‖ to 

signify that there are persons in this group who are ethnically not Turkish, like Alawites, 

Kurds, Gypsies and others. In this sense it does not reify ethnicity but denotes the country of 

origin. When there was need to further specify I used immigrants from Trabzon/ Mersin 

(and/or elsewhere). I also use the word ―Türkiyeli‖ to refer to the immigrant communities, as 

this too signifies country of origin rather than ethnicity/nationality; and also because it is used 

in the vernacular (both by the indigenous population and by the immigrants). This was a 

purely analytical decision, as I am wholly aware that the word ―Türkiyeli‖ is also politically 

and ethically charged: Using the term ―Türkiyeli‖ has the unfortunate consequence of tying 

the immigrants too rigidly to their places of origin and denying them of becoming Cypriots 

even though the people I studied were all citizens of the Turkish Republic of Northern 

Cyprus, among which are many who were born and raised in Cyprus and were legally as well 

as emotionally attached to the island more than (if at all) they were attached to Turkey.  Yet a 

better term to suit the aims of the analysis which focuses on ―immigrant communities‖ was 
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not found, then as was revealed, immigrant communities are constructed on the basis of the 

place of origin, and usually that of parents, rather than on the basis of citizenship (see Kaya 

2012; Castles & Miller 1998).  

 

To refer to the other group, I used the phrase ―indigenous or native Turkish Cypriots‖. This 

was especially because the term ―non-migrant population‖ could not be used since many 

Turkish Cypriots (around 40% of the population) were also displaced between the years 

1963-1974, so that such a term would not have included these refugees. Yet, at the same time 

care was taken to discard extremely primordialist terms such as ―people with roots from 

Turkey‖ (Türkiye kökenli),  and ―genuine Cypriot‖ (gerçek Kıbrıslı). As primordialist and 

essentialist as these terms sound, due to which I refrained from using them, they proved 

sometimes to be the better accepted terms among the immigrants themselves.  

 

All in all, it must be underlined that terminological categorisations and definitions were 

extremely complicated. In the fieldwork, it usually required a great deal understanding and 

tolerance to deal with these terms, especially on the part of the participants, for which I am 

truly grateful. And in the presentation of the findings the usage of terms involves risks for the 

author, in that through the use of the selected vocabulary she may be attributing, to the people 

she describes, such qualities that may not be present in reality.  This is surely not intended.    
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

THE CASE 

 

 

This thesis chose Bahçeli village as its empirical case. Yet so as to focus on this micro case, 

the broader context of the first migration wave from Turkey to North Cyprus needs to be 

examined. This is endeavoured by the present chapter, which will briefly describe, in the 

following subsections, the broader case of the first migration wave and the case of 

immigration to Bahçeli village respectively.  In so doing a macro-micro link will be sketched 

out between the two events on the basis of oral history interviews with policy makers, state 

officials and opposition politicians of the period as well as with pioneer migrants who were 

resettled in Bahçeli.  

 

4.1 The First Migration Wave from Turkey to North Cyprus  

 

Recent literature suggests that the immigration movements from Turkey to North Cyprus can 

be best analysed in three different waves occurring at different time intervals and under 

different causal conditions and contingencies (KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2009; 2014)
 
. The first 

wave, which is also the subject of the present thesis, stands out in being planned and 

facilitated by the states of Turkey and North Cyprus. It took place between the years 1975 

and 1979/early 1980 and involved to a great extent immigrant families stemming from 

economically disadvantaged rural regions in Turkey as well as an urban working-class 

population who were attracted to the island due to the material benefits offered (interviews 

with P1, P2, P4, I1, I2, I3, I4).
43

  Given that the first migration wave to northern Cyprus 

                                                 
43

 The second and the third waves of immigrations from Turkey to northern Cyprus, can be argued to 

be caused by different sets of causal mechanisms. Regarding the structural contexts of these later 

waves, socio-economic factors stand out. For instance KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2009; 2014) point out to 

the adoption of rural restructuring policies and other neo-liberal politics in Turkey, which had led to a 

significant increase of surplus labour accumulating especially in the agricultural sector. In the 

receiving context on the other hand, one can identify a significant demand for cheap migrant labour as 

the most important immigration generating mechanism such as neoliberal privatisations in the 1990s, 

the bifurcation of the labour market and the creation of a migrant economy and increased capital 

accumulation in the construction sector especially due to changes in property laws in the late 1990‘s 
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comprised around 40.000 to 50.000 persons according to the oral history interviews 

conducted (with P1, P2, I3, P4) the Cyprus ranks the second (after Germany which received 

689.602 immigrant labourers), among immigrant receiving countries within Europe 

considering years 1961-1974. Indeed the northern part of Cyprus had accommodated more 

immigrants than i.e. Australia (4.928), Belgium (15.448), Holland (24.041), Switzerland 

(6.562), England (2.090); Austria (35.102) and others (11.579); and close to when not even 

greater than France (50.931) until that date (Yasa & Bozkurt 1974:50).  

 

It is important to highlight that the first migratory wave from Turkey to North Cyprus took 

place in an immediately post-war context: The inter-ethnic clashes between Greek and 

Turkish Cypriots were brought to an end with two military interventions by the Turkish 

military in July and August 1974. These interventions, celebrated as ―peace operations‖ by 

the Turkish Cypriot state and condemned as acts of ―military invasion‖ by Greek Cypriots, 

had left the island divided in two parts along the so called Green Line, putting the northern 

part politically under the control of the then founded Turkish Federated State of Cyprus 

(TFSC). The division of the island was not only geographical but also ―ethic‖ after the two 

communities became refugees in southern and northern parts according to their ethic 

identities. As Greek Cypriots, who had been the majority ethnic group in the island left to the 

South, some of their houses and other properties in the northern part of the island were 

                                                                                                                                           
(which had lead to a boom in this sector especially at the eve of the ‗Annan Plan‘ referendum in 2003) 

(see also ibid.). In this sense especially the third wave of labour immigration to northern Cyprus must 

be explained as a part of a global trend. As Iosifides (2011) puts it ―[d]uring the last two decades, 

migratory movements have been taking place within a specific contextual and structural environment: 

that of globalisation and, more specifically, that of neoliberal globalisation (Overbeek 2002). […] 

neoliberal globalisation entails the emergence of structural and systemic properties, the most 

significant of which is the expansion and deepening of market relations (Overbeek, 2002, 

Hatziprokopiou, 2006)‖ (ibid: 40). Additionally, other important contributing mechanisms can be 

found at the meso-level comprising migrant networks formed due to the previous migratory wave and 

the creation of institutions and organisations for labour recruitment, as well as at the macro-level, 

within the migration system that emerged due to past social interaction. In this sense, contrary to the 

first wave, systems theories, with their strong emphasis on the perpetuation of migration i.e. the 

migrant network theory; the institutional theory and migration systems theory can be of primary 

explanatory value for the latter waves. It is also important to note that the immigrants of the second 

and the third waves generally (with some exceptions) did not receive many of the privileges of the first 

wave immigrants from the Turkish Cypriot State. Accordingly, as Hatay (2007) argues, immigration 

from Turkey since the 1980‘s cannot be understood as an official policy of the Turkish Cypriot state 

(ibid: 3).    
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resettled by Turkish Cypriots moving from the south as refugees; and the rest remained 

unoccupied.  Against this background, starting from May 1975, first wave immigrants were 

either brought to the island within the framework of the workforce agreement ―the protocol-

immigrants‖ or immigrated on their own accounts after becoming aware of the benefits 

offered; and were mostly settled by the authorities in villages evacuated by the Greek 

Cypriots in the northern part, one exception being the Varosha (Maraş) region of Famagusta 

(Mağusa) (interviews with P1, P2, P4, I1, I2).  

 

The newly formed Turkish Cypriot state had resorted to Turkey for financial aid and 

expertise in the resettlement of the Turkish Cypriot refugees in the northern part of the island 

as well as for the bringing of immigrants from Turkey. I1 recalls:  

 

Meanwhile we had asked Turkey for help, I mean, during the three month-period 

between August and December […] 74.  Teams from the General Directorate for 

Land and Resettlement started coming over to Cyprus. They looked into the 

work that we were doing.  The Turkish Embassy was helping us. Anyway, it was 

those people who came [from Turkey as experts], who had later constituted the 

Aid Committee [of the Turkish Embassy].  […] They assigned some people to 

work with us, […].  These people were those who had done field work, who had 

performed resettlement project applications in the General Directorate of Land 

and Resettlement [in Turkey].  […] They came as a team and I took them around 

for about 4-5 days.  We found a minibus and I was the driver. We would prepare 

sandwiches, water and so on, and went out to show them the empty villages. 

There were professors among them, […] doctors and so on.
44

  

 

 

The Governments of Turkey and TFSC cooperated in planning and executing the recruitment 

of the immigrants from Turkey to repopulate the villages that were not ―preferred by Turkish 

Cypriots for settlement‖ (interview with I1). An Agricultural Workforce Agreement (Tarım 

                                                 
44

 Bu arada biz Türkiye‘den yardım istedik, yani bu Ağustos ve Aralık arası, o üç aylık dönemde [...] 

74. Türkiye‘den de bu defa Toprak Ġskân Genel Müdürlüğü‘nden buraya ekipler gelmeye baĢladı. 

Onlar bizim bu yaptığımız çalıĢmaları incelediler, Toprak Ġskân Genel Müdürlüğü‘nden gelen 

yetkililer. Elçilik de, bu arada, Türk Elçiliği de bize yardım ediyor. Zaten iĢte ondan sonra o gelenler 

yardım heyetini oluĢturdu, adı yardım heyeti oldu. [...] Bize birkaç kiĢi verdiler, [...]. Bunlar Toprak 

Ġskân Genel Müdürlüğü‘nde arazide çalıĢmıĢ, bu iĢleri uygulamıĢ kiĢilerdi. [...]Onlar bir ekip halinde 

geldiler buraya, ben bunları gezdirdim aĢağı yukarı bir 4-5 gün. Bir minibüs bulduk, minibüsü de ben 

kullanırdım. Böyle sandviçler hazırladık, suyumuz vesaire, çıkıp boĢ köyleri bunlara gösterdik. 

Profesörler vardı [...] doktor vesaire. 
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İşgücü Protokolü) was signed in February 1975 so as to officially initiate the bringing of the 

immigrants (KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2009; 2014; interviews with P1, P4). P4, a Turkish official 

(settlement expert) involved in the planning, bringing and settlement of immigrants from 

Turkey to North Cyprus, narrated this as follows:  

 

Turkey constructed a team, which consisted of experts. This team went to 

Cyprus and saw the prospective sites for resettlement and their conditions. 

There, it had long meetings with [Turkish] Cypriot  authorities. I was in that 

team too and in the end, the first tentative plan was created.  I mean that project 

was jointly prepared by the [Turkish] Cypriot authorities and experts from 

[Turkey], and the basic criteria were determined. Thereafter, a group of 

[Turkish] Cypriot authorities, that is, a delegation [from Cyprus] came over and 

had meetings with the political cadres in Turkey. This was the political 

dimension and if my memory doesn‘t fail me, a protocol was made with the 

name ―Agricultural Workforce Agreement‖; ―Agreement about the Agricultural 

Workforce which will be Sent to Cyprus‖. The first draft of a program was 

prepared, and it was decided to send a 30 thousand-person agricultural 

workforce from Turkey to Cyprus. The execution of the program started in the 

first couple of months in 1975. First groups of immigrants were being sent to 

Cyprus in ferrys from the Mersin harbour, accompanied by executives assigned 

to this task. Once again, as far as I can remember, the first group of immigrants 

were lodged in the Eastern Mediterranean University […], and the first 

resettlement was done in the village of Bahçeköy [Bahçeli].
45

    

 

Although an official document relating to this agreement remained hidden for many years, 

Cenk Mutluyakalı, a renowned Turkish Cypriot journalist, managed to obtain and publish the 

official ‗Regulations and Guidelines‘ (yönetmelik) of the protocol  titled ―The Guidelines for 

the Filling of the Labour Shortage in the Turkish Part of Cyprus with the Labourforce 

                                                 
45

  ―[...] Türkiye‘den bu iĢin uzmanı olan kiĢilerden bir heyet oluĢturuldu. Bunlar Kıbrıs‘a gitti. 

Kıbrıs‘ta muhtemel iskan sahalarını gördüler oradaki Ģartları gördüler. Orada, Kıbrıs‘taki bu iĢin 

yetkili insanlarıyla uzun uzun görüĢmeler yaptılar. Bunların içinde ben de vardım ve neticede ilk 

model orada oluĢturuldu. Yani Kıbrıs‘taki yetkililer ile [Türkiye‘den] giden uzmanların müĢtereken 

çalıĢmaları sonucunda bir model oluĢturuldu, kriterler tespit edildi. Ondan sonra Kıbrıs‘taki yetkili 

kiĢiler [… Kıbrıs‘tan] bir heyet geldi ve buradaki siyasi kadrolarla müĢterek görüĢmeleri oldu. ĠĢin 

siyasi cephesini oluĢturdular ve yine hatırladığıma göre bir protokol tanzim edildi, adı da aĢağı yukarı 

Ģuydu ―Tarım IĢ Gücü Protokolü‖. ―Kıbrıs‘a götürülecek tarım iĢ gücü protokolü‖. Bir program taslağı 

hazırlandı ve yine ilk kararlara göre 30 bin civarında, Türkiye‘den tarım iĢgücünün Kıbrıs‘a 

götürülmesine karar verildi. 1975 yılının ilk aylarında uygulamaya geçildi, Mersin limanından 

feribotlar(la) göçmen kafileleri Kıbrıs‘a yine Türkiye‘den görevlendirilen iskan müdürlerinin 

nezaretinde götürülmeye baĢlandı. Yine hatırladığım kadarıyla ilk kafile, demin adını andığımız Doğu 

Akdeniz Üniversitesi‘nde misafir edildi, Bahçeköy‘e [Bahçeli] ilk iskan uygulaması yapıldı. 
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Coming from Turkey on Demand of Turkish Federated State of Cyprus‖
46

 in year 2011 

(Mutluyakalı 2011). According to this document, the regulations for the immigration of the 

workforce from Turkey dates to 2.5.1975 and so roughly coincides with the arrival of the first 

immigrant groups.
47

 This suggests that these regulations may have been finalized ex-post or 

at least almost simultaneously as the actual bringing of first groups of immigrants to the 

island pointing out to the immense speed with which the programme was planned and 

implemented.
48

  

 

These regulations and guidelines for the choosing, bringing and settlement of the first wave 

immigrants was prepared conjointly by a team of housing and settlement experts 

commissioned for this purpose by the Embassy of Turkey in North Cyprus within the 

framework of the newly constructed Aid Committee of the Turkish Embassy in Nicosia (TC 

Yardim Heyeti)
49

, the key actor in the economic restructuring in the northern part of Cyprus 

                                                 
46

 ―Kıbrıs Türk Federe Devletinin Ġstemi Üzerine, Kıbrıs‘ın Türk Bölgesindeki ĠĢgücü Açığının 

Türkiye‘den Gelecek ĠĢgücü Ġle Kapatılmasına ĠliĢkin Yönetmelik‖. 

 
47

 The first group of Trabzon immigrants in Bahçeli have reported to have  arrived in May 1975. 

 
48

 This may also suggest that the related labour migration agreement was a retrospective attempt to 

make the immigrations official, like was the Resettlement, Land Distribution and Equal Property Law 

4177 (1977) (Iskan Topraklandırma ve Eşdeğer Mal Yasası) which attempted to, among other things, 

form a legal basis for property and land allocations to the immigrants (both from Turkey and from the 

southern part of Cyprus), most of which was already implemented by the year of 1977 in which the 

law was passed.  

 
49

 The Aid Committee of the Turkish Embassy is in fact the key agent of economic restructuring taking 

place in North Cyprus after the division. P4 narrates the construction of the Turkish Aid Committee 

after the division of the island as follows: ―[…] after the military operation there was a need for 

assistance and financial aid from Turkey. These [aids] were supposed to be channelled into a variety of 

fields. This financial and professional aid was to go into infrastructure development, agricultural 

sector; housing and resettlement; and social issues. The exact fields where there was need for 

assistance and financial aid had to be determined, aid demanded; and the supplied resources  needed to 

be channelled into appropriate projects. At first, it was planned for the Turkish Embassy to take on 

these tasks, but the structure of the Embassy was not very suitable to undertake these tasks which 

mostly involved technical matters. Therefore it was decided to construct such a committee under the 

chairmanship of the Ambassador, and to assign experts from Turkey to manage each sector. This was 

how the Turkish Aid Committee came into being. It consisted of 4 sections, one of those was the 

[section of] Social Affairs, Resettlement and Rehabilitation‖. (―[...] Ģimdi harekattan sonra Türkiye‘nin 

yardımları söz konusuydu. Bu yardımlar çeĢitli sahalarda oluĢacaktı, kanalize edilecekti. Alt yapı 

olacaktı, tarım sektörü olacaktı, iskan olacaktı, sosyal konularda olacaktı. Bunların saptanması, 

bunların talep edilmesi Türkiye‘den, ve bu [...] sağlanan kaynakların, projelerine uygun olarak 

uygulamaya sevk edilmesi, kanalize edilmesi söz konusuydu. Bunun Büyükelçilik içinde yürütülmesi 
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(interview with P1), together with a team of Turkish Cypriot officials. These policy makers 

specified the criteria for choosing potential immigrants, the geographical areas from which 

these immigrants were to be chosen, and other details regarding the movement.  Details about 

these plans and preparations may be found in the document published by Mutluyakalı (2001) 

mentioned above. Whereas the document states that potential migrant families have to have 

Turkish citizenship and speak Turkish as mother tongue to be eligible for the movement 

(ibid.), it further specifies that the following population groups were to be given priority 

when choosing immigrants: 

 

Turkish Cypriots who had previously migrated to Turkey, who have Cypriot 

origins, who have Turkish citizenship or who still work and live in Turkey; 

farmers and agricultural labourers; qualified workers who can be employed in 

the industry, business and other service branches; artisans, craftspersons, 

businesspersons and capital owners; experts and technicians in a variety of 

occupational fields; unskilled workers (ibid, translated by AT).
50

 

 

Moreover, the document states that families from places of origin, which had social, 

geographical and climate conditions similar to that in North Cyprus, families from places 

with population and housing problems, and those families with poor economic conditions 

were to be given priority as potential immigrants:  

 

Areas where the population has a higher social integration potential; areas with 

population that have the skills and know-how suitable for employment in 

Cyprus; areas with a high population density and housing problems; coastal 

regions; mountainous and forest regions; regions with climate conditions that 

are similar to Cyprus [are to be given  priority]. […] Regarding the agricultural 

labour force, non-sedentary nomads, villages which will be affected by dam 

projects; villages which are located within areas that are defined as forests 

according to 6831 Article 13/B of Forest Law;  villages with a high rate of 

                                                                                                                                           
düĢünüldü önce. Ama Büyükelçiliğin formasyonu, yapısı bu konulara pek uygun olmadığı için, yani 

teknik konular olduğu için bunlar çoğunlukla, o zaman böyle bir heyetin Büyükelçinin yine 

baĢkanlığında oluĢmasına ve bu sektörlerin yürütücüsü olarak da Türkiye‘den ilgili uzmanların 

görevlendirmesine karar verildi. O Ģekilde yârdim heyeti oluĢtu. 4 tane seksiyondan oluĢmuĢtu. ĠĢte 

bunlardan biri de Sosyal ĠĢler ve Ġskan, Rehabilitasyon[du]‖). 

 
50

 Daha evvel Türkiye‘ye göç etmiĢ bulunan Kıbrıs kökenli, T.C. uyruklu veya halen Türkiye‘de 

ikamet eden ve çalıĢan Kıbrıslı Türkler; çiftçiler ve tarım isçileri; sanayi, turizm ve diğer hizmet 

dallarında çalıĢacak kalifiye isçiler; esnaf, zanaatkarlar, sermaye ve iĢletme sahipleri; çeĢitli meslek 

dallarındaki uzman ve teknisyenler; vasıfsız iĢçiler (ibid.) 
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landless population; villages that are located at historical and touristic sites. 

[…] Regarding families: those families which do not have enough land of 

value or  occupations and properties that bring sufficient income will be given 

priority (ibid, translated by AT).
51

 

 

The above quoted official from Turkey who was involved in the planning and execution of 

first migration wave, also recalls that some criteria were taken into consideration in the 

choosing of the immigrants‘ origins. Most important of these, he recalls was the criterion of 

similarity: It was planned to bring immigrants to the island from such regions that had 

relatively similar climate conditions and hence similar agricultural conditions and practices. 

He explains: 

 

We can roughly place the villages in the northern part of Cyprus, which were 

emptied by Greek Cypriots, in three main groups. [In other words] even though 

each and every village had specific characteristics, we can speak of three main 

categories I think. One of these is the region of Morphou. As you know this is 

a region in which there is citrus production. The second region is the region of 

Famagusta including Rizokarpaso. This region is rather different, with more 

irrigated farming and fruit farming.  The third region is Mesaoria and Nicosia 

region. This region is rather characterised by dry farming. Taking these into 

consideration, people who could easily adapt to the conditions in Cyprus, that 

is, people who had know-how in these types of agriculture were preferred [as 

migrants]. Because, within this planned migration, there was no demand for 

other occupational groups, the immigrants were planned to be employed in the 

agricultural sector. Therefore for the Morphou region workers were brought 

from Mersin and Antalya regions, who had the necessary agricultural know-

how. For the Famagusta region and for Rizokarpaso workers were brought 

from the Black Sea region. For the Mesaoria region, on the other hand, Central 

Anatolians were considered more suitable (P4).
52

     

                                                 
51

 Sosyal uyum yeteneği yüksek olan nüfusun yaĢadığı bölgeler; Kıbrıs‘taki istihdam dallarına  yatkın 

bilgi ve beceriye sahip nüfusun yaĢadığı bölgeler; nüfus yoğunluğu fazla ve iskan sorunu büyük olan 

bölgeler; deniz yakını, dağlık ve ormanlık bölgeler, iklimi Kıbrıs‘a benzer bölgeler‖[ önceliklidir]. 

[…]Tarım kesiminden gidecek iĢgücü için köyler açısından yerleĢik durumda olmayan göçebelere, 

yapılan veya yapılması planlanan barajlardan göl sahası içinde kalan veya kalacak köylere, 6831 sayılı 

Orman Yasasının 13/B maddesi kapsamına giren orman içi köylere, topraksız  nüfusun yoğun olduğu 

köylere, tarihi ve turistik değere sahip yerler üzerinde kurulmuĢ köylere öncelik verilir. […] Aileler 

açısından: Topraksız yahut yeterli toprağı olmayan ailelere, yeterli gelir getiren bir iĢe veya mülke 

sahip bulunmayanlara, öncelik verilir (ibid).   

 
52

 Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta Rumların boĢalttığı köyleri kaba taslak üç bölgede düĢünebiliriz. Her bir köyün 

kendine göre apayrı özellikleri olmakla birlikte, yani genel olarak topladığımızda üç bölgeye 

ayırabiliriz tahminim. Bunun birincisi Omorfo bölgesi. Burası biliyorsunuz, narenciye ağırlıklı bir 

bölge. Ġkinci bölge Dipkarpaz‘ı da içine alan Magosa bölgesi. Burada da değiĢik, daha ziyade sulu 

tarım ve meyveciliğe dayanan, mevzi de olsa bir bölge. Üçüncü bölge olarak da Meserya ve LefkoĢa 
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Yet as another interviewee involved in the policy making and planning of the immigrant 

settlement in the island commented, it was not possible to limit the potential immigrants to 

those regions, which had populations with appropriate know-how for the agricultural types 

present in Cyprus. Therefore people were mostly chosen on the basis of another criterion, i.e. 

on the basis of their ‗precariousness‘ and their need for relocation and resettlement.   In other 

words such a strategy to choose the immigrants from economically less developed regions in 

Turkey that were at the risk of environmental hazards was selected so as to increase the 

success of persuading potential immigrants for the movement (interview with P4). This was 

especially so when the first criterion could not be fulfilled (interview with P3): ―Like I‘ve 

already said, it is difficult to make it 100%, there is no ready workforce there which had been 

trained exactly in that particular sector, which at the same time is landless and unemployed. 

You cannot find such persons so easily.‖
53

 The same interviewee (P3) also explained: 

 

The issue that needs to be taken into consideration in my opinion was this:  

You need to bring people from those places in Turkey which are similar to 

Cyprus in terms of climate conditions. Mersin for instance. But, people in 

Mersin have jobs, have fields of their own, have houses of their own. You see, 

Mersin is not one of the poorest parts of Turkey. Why should people from 

Mersin leave [their lives behind] and come here?  I mean, this was a very hard 

job, people from Turkey who had desired to come here are from places the 

geographical conditions and climate of which may not be very similar. Do you 

understand what I mean?
54

   

                                                                                                                                           
bölgesini düĢünebiliriz. Burası da yine Kıbrıs‘ın iklim koĢullarına dikkat edersek kuru tarıma dayalı bir 

bölge. […]. Bunlar göz  önüne alınarak Türkiye‘de bu bölgelere uyum sağlayabilecek nitelikte, o tür 

tarımı bilen [göçmenler düĢünüldü]. Çünkü zaten tarım dıĢında o planlı göçte baĢka meslek gruplarıyla 

ilgili bir talep yoktu Kıbrıs‘tan, sadece tarımda istihdam edilecek insanlardı bunlar. Dolayısıyla 

Güzelyurt bölgesi için Mersin bölgesinden ve Antalya bölgesinden, oradaki bu ziraat çeĢidini bilen 

insanları göçmenler getirildi. Diğer Magosa bölgesi için ve Dipkarpaz için Karadeniz bölgesinden 

insanlar getirildiler. Mesarya bölgesi için ise Ġç Anadolu daha çok düĢünüldü. 

 
53

 ―Dedim ya, tam %100 de sağlamak zor, orada hazır bir [...] iĢ gücü yok, tam bu sahada eğitilmiĢ 

filan ki Ģu sırada çeĢitli nedenlerle topraksız ve iĢsiz kalmıĢ. Yani böyle insanlar ısmarlama 

bulunmuyor.‖ 

 
54

 Bir de Ģunu düĢünmek lazım, Ģimdi orada benim anladığım sorun Ģuydu: Buranın iklimine uygun bir 

iklimde Türkiye‘den çalıĢanları getireceksiniz. Kim orada, diyelim ki Mersin. Peki, Mersin‘de adamın 

isi var, tarlası var, evi var. Yani Mersin Türkiye‘nin en yoksul yerlerinden biri değil. Niye bıraksın da 

gelsin adam buraya? Yani o kadar zor bir iĢ ki bu, yani Türkiye‘den buraya gelecek insan, gelmek 

isteyebilecek insanların bulundukları iklim Ģartları, coğrafya belki buranın Ģartlarına uygun değil. 

Anlatabiliyor muyum? 
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Therefore the second criterion was more often than not the determining factor regarding the 

choosing of the protocol immigrants. According to P4 those groups of people in Turkey, 

especially from the Karadeniz region, who had little alternatives to migration to make a 

living, were given priority for this migratory movement: 

 

First of all, the people from the selected places had settlement/housing 

problems. These people had to wait their turns so as to be resettled, so to 

speak. Some of them lived in forest areas. Some lived in places affected by 

natural disasters and some of them were landless or had very little 

[agricultural] land and it was extremely hard to provide them with land and to 

rehabilitate them in those places in Turkey. Projects were prepared to solve 

these issues in Turkey, and these people were being relocated but they 

comprised such a large group that a certain amount of time was needed to 

completely relocate them. Most of the people in this situation were from the 

Karadeniz region.
55

 

 

Yet many of the potential immigrants from the poorest regions in Turkey could not be 

persuaded to move to North Cyprus either, so that none of the villages in Turkey could be 

brought to the island as a whole (interview with P4). At the same time as the choosing of 

potential immigrants, many preparations were being made in the places of destination. 

Whereas the choosing of immigrants was mainly Turkish officials‘ responsibility, the 

preparations in the villages of destination were being made especially by Turkish Cypriot 

officials. A Turkish Cypriot government official who was involved in the settlement of the 

immigrants during the first migratory wave narrated the following: 

 

The protocol was prepared by the authorities in Turkey and here [in Cyprus]. 

There were surely some political figures with which Mr. DenktaĢ had 

meetings.   Turkey made the decisions regarding which people to send but we 
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 Bir kere bu seçilen yerlerdeki insanların zaten Türkiye‘de de bir iskan sorunu vardı çoğunun. Ġskan 

edilebilmek için bunlar sıra bekleme durumundaydılar tabiri caizse. ġöyle ki, bir kısmı Türkiye‘de 

orman içi bölgelerinde yaĢıyorlardı, bir kısmı afet maruz bölgelerin içinde yaĢıyorlardı, bir kısmı da 

Türkiye‘de topraksız, az topraklı statüde insanlardı [ve] Türkiye‘de yaĢadıkları bölgede onların 

topraklandırılmaları ve rehabilite edilmeleri çok zordu. Bunlarla ilgili projeler hazırlandı Türkiye‘de. 

Bunların iskânları yapılıyordu ama o kadar büyük bir rakamdı ki bu bunların kısa sürede tamamını 

gerçekleĢtirmek için belli bir zamana ihtiyaç vardı. Böyle bir durumda olan insanlardı bunların büyük 

bölümü. Karadeniz bölgesinden gelenler özelikle. 
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made the decisions regarding the villages [to be repopulated] here. I mean, not 

me, those above us, it was a process at the level of ministers. The decisions 

were made by highest-ranking administrators […].We would first determine 

which villages were empty, the houses of which were emptied when the Greek 

Cypriots left.  I was a member of one of those teams, which were in the field 

doing that kind of work before I joined the resettlement commission. We 

would go to the villages and make an inventory of the houses. […] We would 

note the conditions of the furniture in the houses, the number of rooms, the 

general state of the houses, whether they were good for settlement, the 

availability of electric power […] and running water.  When there was no 

connection [to the electricity network and water supply] these would be 

connected. Those were the first steps of work. There were inventory lists in the 

end. Those would be sent to the persons in charge. It was pre-determined how 

large the population of a village would be. Then there was the task of 

numbering the houses that were to be distributed. You can still see the numbers 

on the houses in some villages  […] (I4).
56

 

 

 

The resettlement of Turkish Cypriot refugees had already started but was not finalised before 

the arrival of immigrants from Turkey.  At the same time, most of the initial Turkish Cypriot 

refugees did not comply with the resettlement plans prepared by the Turkish Cypriot 

government officials but tried to secure for themselves and for their relatives ―better‖ sites of 

settlement (I1). Many of the Turkish Cypriot refugees, even those who lived in the villages in 

the south, preferred to be settled in or close to the cities in the north (I4) .  The emerging 

political system of patronage (Lacher & Kaymak 2005; Bryant & Yakinthou 2012) allowed 

many to do so.
 57

 The post-1974 period was, in part, a time where many southern refugees 

sought a betterment of their living conditions and sometimes of their village communities 
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 O protokole TC ve buradaki yöneticiler oturup kararlaĢtırırlardı. DenktaĢ Bey‘in herhalde bu konuda 

siyasi toplantı yaptığı birileri vardı. [Gelecek olan göçmenlere] TC karar verirdi ama buradaki köylere 

de biz karar verirdik. Tabi ben değil, bizim üstlerimiz, bakanlar düzeyinde olan Ģeylerdi. [...]. 

Öncelikle, boĢ olan köyleri, Rumlar gittikten sonra evleri boĢalan köyleri [belirlerdik]...  iskân 

komisyonuna girmeden önce ben de o ekiplerin içerisindeydim. Gider o köylerde evlerin envanterlerini 

yapardık. Neydi bu envanterler? […] Evin içindeki eĢya durumundan tut da, oda sayısı, evin genel 

konumu, yerleĢim durumundaki yeterliliğine,  elektriğine, […] suyuna bakardık. Olmayan bağlanırdı. 

Öncelikle onlar yapılırdı. Haliyle bunlar bir envanter haline gelirdi. Gelen envarterler daha sonra 

yukarı giderdi herhalde.  O köyün nüfusu kaç olacak belliydi. YerleĢilecek olan evlerin 

numaralandırması vardı, o numaralandırmalar belliydi. Bazı köylerde halen gittiğinizde numaralar 

vardır, iskânın yaptığı o numaralar vardır üzerinde [...]. 

 
57

 This is also a very much criticized point in the domestic politics in the northern part of Cyprus. The 

opposition regards that the resettlement and property distribution matters involved much corruption 

and were done rather arbitrarily, instead of within a clearly defined set of rules giving the same rights 

to all involved persons (interviews with O2; O3; O4).  

 



 

118 

through migration and resettlement.  I1 recalls in this regard that ―[…] of course, in the 

meanwhile, the influential people in the villages, the teachers, the mukhtar were complaining 

to DenktaĢ all the time, saying ‗we don‘t like this village, we like that village‘. Some would 

be resettled here and others would be resettled there‖.
58

 I1‘s lengthy narration of the 

difficulties during the resettlement of the Turkish Cypriot refugees are further illustrative: 

 

Cypriot refugees [Turkish Cypriot refugees] chose places close to the centres 

and those places which were more fertile. […] The farmers, shepherds, 

searched for suitable places, large fields. You cannot create those exact 

conditions [they had in the southern part of Cyprus] over here. […] There were 

teachers, members of the police force, doctors, football players, artisans, 

tradespeople; all of these people had their own interests and desires to think 

about. Therefore we had a lot of difficulties. When we brought people to a 

village, some liked it, some didn‘t, it wasn‘t very successful. […] Moreover 

the resettlement project we prepared, for which we worked day and night 

including the weekend, and as I said it was a 5-6 hundred page project 

proposal, could not be really put into application.  In the meanwhile, the 

Cypriots preferred villages and areas which were close to towns. We had a lot 

of difficulties in Nicosia, […] as you can guess [many people] preferred to be 

resettled in Nicosia.
59

 

 

In the meanwhile, in May 1975, immigrants from Turkey started to arrive in the island 

(interviews with 1. generation immigrants). With the exception of the Varosha region of 

Famagusta, these immigrants were settled in evacuated Greek Cypriot villages in the north. 

The incoming migrants from Turkey were usually resettled in villages with relatively less 

favourable conditions, which were relatively more distant and less developed, than those 

reserved for the indigenous population, although some of the former arrived earlier than the 

Turkish Cypriot refugees from the south. As I2 stated: 
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 ―[…] Tabi bu arada köyün ileri gelenleri, öğretmenleri, muhtarlar devamlı DenktaĢ Bey‘in 

kapısında, iĢte ‗Biz köyü beğenmedik, o köydür‘. Bir kısmı oraya yerleĢir, bir kısmı buraya.‖ 
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 Bizim Kıbrıslı göçmen, merkezlere yakın yerleri tercih etti ve bir de verimlilik de tabii. [...] ġimdi 

çiftçi, çoban kendine göre bir arazi arar, geniĢ yer arar. Tam o Ģartları burada yaratamazsınız. [...] ĠĢte 

öğretmendir, polistir, doktordur, futbolcudur, zanaatkârdır, esnaftır, herkes kendi açısından 

değerlendirir ve ister, onun için çok zorluk çektik Ģu köye götürdüğümüzde, bir kısmı beğendi, bir 

kısmı beğenmedi, pek tutmadı. [...] Ondan sonra da, o yapılan o çalıĢma [iskan çalıĢması] ki 

Cumartesi, Pazar, gece gündüz yapılan bir çalıĢmaydı, dediğim gibi böyle 5-6 yüz sayfalık bir 

önergeydi ve emek sarf edilerek hazırlanan bir Ģeydi, pek o tatbik edilmedi. Bu arada da Kıbrıslı 

kasabalara yakın köyleri, yerleri tercih etti. Burada LefkoĢa‘da çok sıkıntı çektik [... çok kiĢi] 

LefkoĢa‘yı isterdi malum. 
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Some of the immigrants from Turkey came before the refugees from the south 

had arrived. But where the latter was going to be resettled was already 

determined in advance, their places were reserved. We did not bring the 

immigrants [from Turkey] to those places. Mostly, we relocated them in those 

remote places and in villages no one preferred.
60

 

 

Moreover, The main pattern of settlement was that persons coming from the same village/ 

region (sometimes few neighbouring villages) from Turkey would be resettled together in an 

empty Greek Cypriot village in the northern part of Cyprus.
61

 Another important pattern 

regarding the resettlement of the immigrants, relates to the fact that the immigrants were 

generally resettled separately from the indigenous Turkish Cypriot population (majority of 

which were refugees from the southern part of Cyprus and were also being resettled, in the 

northern part almost simultaneously as the immigrants from Turkey) (interviews with P1, P2, 

P3, P4, I1, I2).  Only in a minority of cases were the immigrants from Turkey resettled 

together with Turkish Cypriot refugees.
62

  

 

The above mentioned reservation of less favourable places for the communal resettlement of 

the immigrants from Turkey was not done by Turkish Cypriot officials in secrecy from 

Turkey. It was rather a policy, which was at least known and accepted by the latter party, 

who also played a central role in this policy making. As the interview with I1 revealed (also 

the interview with P2), Turkish Cypriots had asked for help from Turkey on financial as well 

as technical matters relating to resettlement from the very beginning and Turkish Cypriot 

officials had shown the empty villages available for resettlement to the officials sent from 

Turkey prior to the start of the actual bringing of the immigrants. ―We brought them to these 

villages and showed them, and this was what I said to them then: ―These villages are empty 
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 Türkiye‘den gelen göçmenlerin bir kısmı güneyden gelenlerden önce geldi. Güneyden gelenlerin hep 

Ģeyleri belliydi, nereye yerleĢecekleri, onlara rezerv yapılmıĢtı. Oralara yerleĢtirme olmadı, 

Türkiye‘den gelenler[i]. Daha fazla kuytu yerlerde, kimsenin yerleĢmek istemediği köyler boĢ kalmıĢtı 

ve özellikle bazı yerlerin, köyün belli bölgeleri. 
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 KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2014) report in this regard that first wave immigrants were settled in this 

manner in 26 villages and one urban neighbourhood in Famagusta (ibid: 50). 
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 KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2009) report the numbers of  to be 25 and 5 for segregated and mixed 

settlements respectively.    
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because [Turkish] Cypriots didn‘t like them. Moreover these are villages which were losing 

population before [the partition] anyway‖ (I1).
63

  

 

The original plans notwithstanding, as was revealed through the oral history interview with 

P4 who was one of the experts from Turkey involved in the settlement of immigrants, the 

official plan for immigration and settlement was not wholly respected during the execution 

phase (also interviews with P1, P2, I2, I4). Therefore especially after the initial groups were 

resettled in the island, there have been considerable deviations from the foreseen plan. This is 

reckoned by P4 to be a rather negative aspect relating to the immense speed of the whole 

migration and settlement operation.  

 

[…] it was not possible to execute this plan in such a short time. As I said, it is 

not furniture that you are moving around. These are human beings. It was not 

possible to persuade them, make them accept and ensure that they [had a high 

chance of ] integration into the society of destination within a few days only. 

[The consideration of these issues] would take a while and required patience. 

But, to begin with,  the political leadership in Turkey didn‘t attach much 

importance to these issues and didn‘t really pay much attention to the opinions 

of the experts and the technical committee and allowed everyone who wanted 

to go to Cyprus participate in the migration movement. They were only 

concerned with the formation of a population as fast as possible, however that 

formation might be [didn‘t interest them].  [They did not consider] for 

instance, whether these people could adapt and whether the local population 

would embrace them. Although they had discussed these issues at length, in 

my opinion they did not make the right decision and as I said before, this, until 

the end of 1975 smoothly-running, planed migration was transformed into an 

unplanned and uncoordinated movement, where everyone, who wished to, 

could take his/her suitcase and migrate.
64 65

  

                                                 
63

 ―Bu köyleri bunlara götürdük, gösterdik ve benim o zaman söylediğim de Ģuydu ‗Bu köyler 

Kıbrıslıların beğenmediği için boĢ olan köylerdir. Bir de bunlar Rum zamanında da nüfusları 

azalıyordu.‘‖ 
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 […] böyle bir uygulamanın bu kadar süratli yapılması mümkün değildi. Dediğim gibi eĢya 

taĢımıyorsunuz yani. Ġnsan faktörü bu. Onları ikna etmek onları razı edebilmek ve götürdüğünüz yerde 

yerel nüfusla entegrasyonunu sağlamak öyle gün meselesi değil belli bir süre alacak, sabır isteyen bir 

konuydu. Fakat baĢta Türkiye‘deki siyasi kadro bunu pek fazla önemsemedi, yani teknik ekibin, 

uzmanların bu konudaki görüĢlerini fazla riayet etmediler ve planlı göç yerine kapıları tamamen açıp 

bavulunu alan kiĢinin Kıbrıs‘a gidebilmesine olanak sağladılar. Yani Bir an evvel orada bir nüfus 

teĢekkül etsin ama ne olursa olsun. Yani ilerde bunlar oraya uyum sağlayabilir mi oradaki yerel halk 

bunları benimseyebilir mi? Bu konuları uzun uzun tartıĢmalarına rağmen doğru bir karar veremediler 

bana göre ve dediğim gibi, 1975'in sonlarına doğru, o çok güzel yürüyen aslında planlı programlı göç, 

bu defa plansız programsız, dileyenin bavulunu kapıp gittiği bir hareket haline dönüĢtü. 
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What P4 refers to above is indeed a striking aspect of the first migration wave from Turkey to 

the newly established TFSC. Indeed this operation of immigrant recruitment and resettlement 

stands out in being planned in compliance with a militarist and masculine rationality, so that 

its swift disintegration when put to practice seems to be a due to a contradiction inherent to 

that type of rationality. Whereas this ‗rational‘ thinking foresaw the systematic repopulation 

of acquired lands, it surely did not take the ‗less rational‘ factors of social reality, such as 

human intentions and emotions, into consideration.  

 

Hence, as P4 mentions, the first wave of migration comprises not only the immigration of 

within the protocol foreseen agricultural workforce, that was to be recruited directly by state 

officials. On the contrary, a large number of immigrants arrived on their own initiatives, 

though these were too settled in the islands‘ northern empty villages under the same 

conditions as the state-brought agricultural workforce.  It can thus be argued that the first 

wave of migration from Turkey to North Cyprus comprises two main groups (alongside two 

smaller groups of soldiers and technical personnel): those brought within the framework of 

the Agricultural Workforce Agreement (protocol immigrants) and those immigrants who 

arrived on their own initiatives (extra-protocol immigrants).
66

 According to the above 

respondent P4, whereas the protocol immigrants amount to 30-35 thousand, another 15-20 
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 Not everyone involved in the initial discussions about who to bring from Turkey as immigrants have 

the same oppinion. According to P3 the whole immigration program was a rather successful settlement 

operation (iskan faaliyeti), P1, P2, I4 made similar statements, and even P4 considered the whole 

immigration operation, despite pointing out to its shortcomings a successful event.   

 
66

 In addition to these two groups of immigrants, two additional though smaller immigrant groups 

within the first wave may be identified following Hatay (2005; 2007) and Canefe (2007). One of these, 

that is, the third group of immigrants, comprises Turkish soldiers who participated in the military 

interventions in July and August 1974 and their families (including wives, children, parents and 

siblings) (ibid; also expert interviews with P1, P2, I1, I3). Additionally, the families of the 498 soldiers 

who lost their lives during these interventions were offered the opportunity to settle and acquire 

property, citizenship and martyrs‘ allowances (see Hatay 2007: 32). Although the exact number of 

persons who settled as part of this policy is unknown, according to Hatay (2005), the Turkish Army 

Veterans Association with 1200 active members  may be indicative (ibid: 11; 2007: 3; 32).  According 

to ġahin et al. (2013) a significant number of these immigrants are married to Turkish Cypriots. (ibid: 

625). The fourth group of immigrants on the other hand, comprise white-collar workers, technical staff 

and semi-skilled to skilled labourers who were too offered houses and other property to stay in the 

island and to ―[…] assist the infrastructure of the Turkish Cypriot/Turkish-controlled areas of the 

island‖ (Hatay, 2005: 11-12; see also Canefe 2007: 282).  
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thousand people are extra-protocol immigrants, i.e. those coming to the island on their own 

initiatives.  

 

The protocol immigrants were recruited mainly via radio announcements and through 

contacts by officials from governorates and housing directorates – valilikler ve iskan 

müdürlükleri- in the provincial areas in which these villages were located (Hatay 2007; 

interview with P4). As these villagers did not have information on Cyprus, let alone the 

desire to be resettled there, some strategies were used so as to encourage the communities‘ 

immigration. P4 describes in this regard that some community leaders were chosen among 

the immigrants and brought to the island to be persuaded, before these were asked to 

convince their whole community, their families, friends and relatives, to take up the 

migration journey:  

 

Some people with leader qualities were chosen from those villages, which 

were going to be transferred to Cyprus. They were taken to Cyprus, towards 

the end of 1974, before the implementation of the resettlement plan started in 

1975.  They were taken to the places where they were planned to be resettled. 

Of course, there were some who liked it, and others who didn‘t, and they also 

saw some shortcomings and had some wishes and demands. They were also 

brought together with the authorities in Cyprus, and were given the chance to 

discuss and […] decide together with the authorities how those problems could 

be solved. When these people returned to Turkey and went to their villages in 

Turkey they were convinced to a large extent to participate in the migration, 

and so played an important role in the persuasion of the people in their 

villages. There were village headmen [mukhtar] and other influential persons 

like village masters [ağa] and from some villages even primary school teachers 

among these committees.
67
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 Bu Türkiye‘den götürülecek insanların yaĢadığı köylerdeki bir takım lider vasıflı insanlar seçildi ve 

bunlar önceden, uygulama baĢlamadan önce, 1974 yılının sonlarına doğru Kıbrıs‘a götürüldüler. 

Kıbrıs‘ta o iskân edilmeleri düĢünülen yerleri bunlar gezdi, gezdirildiler. Tabi beğenenler de oldu 

beğenmeyenler de oldu, ama, çeĢitli de problemler ileri sürdüler, çeĢitli istekler ileri sürdüler. O zaman 

Kıbrıs‘taki yetkililerle de bunlar temas ettirildi. O eksiklerin, o problemlerin nasıl giderileceği 

hususunda karĢılıklı görüĢ alıĢveriĢinde bulunuldu ve [...], bu problemlerin nasıl çözüleceği hususunda 

karĢılıklı mutabakata varıldı. Bunlar tekrar Türkiye‘ye döndüklerinde, köylerine geldiklerinde, büyük 

ölçüde ikna olmuĢ olarak geldiler; ve bu köylerindeki insanların ikna edilmesinde de tabi bunların rolü 

büyük oldu. Çünkü bunların içinde köyün muhtarları vardı, köyde iĢte ağa tabir edilen, sözü geçen 

insanlar vardı, hatta bazı köylerden köy ilkokul öğretmenleri dahil oldu bu Ģeylere, komitelere. 
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So as to encourage potential immigrants for the movement, they were promised relatively 

generous material benefits like luxurious houses, lands, orchards, salaries and subsistence 

assistance (interviews with 1. generation immigrants, see Chapter 5). Moreover potential 

immigrants were also given the security to be returned to Turkey if they did not wish to settle 

after initial migration (interview with P4). 

 

A rather high return rate, ranging from 25- 35%, was reported by my respondents (interviews 

with P3, P4, I1, I2)
68

.  It can be argued that it was partly this return migration which has 

created the opportunity for the settlement of further groups of immigrants in the island.  Thus 

the second group of immigrants, -the extra-protocol immigrants, i.e. the persons who had 

heard about the immigration opportunity to Cyprus and decided to participate in it on their 

own initiative especially in order to benefit from the incentives involved, filled the places that 

were made vacant by the returnees. Some of these immigrants were from villages, which 

were close to those, where announcements for the immigration program were being made 

whereas others came from cities like Mersin which were close to Cyprus (see KurtuluĢ and 

Purkis 2014: 69-76). According to KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2009) there was also significant 

amount of Alawite population among this second group of immigrants the majority of which 

chose emigration from Turkey due to political difficulties they were facing especially after a 

nationalist right-wing government came into power (Demirel‘s national front Government in 

March 1975). 

 

As was mentioned, in addition to various material incentives like empty Greek Cypriot 

houses and other properties, the first wave immigrants, who were settled in the TFSC were 

granted citizenship ―almost upon arrival‖  (Hatay 2005: 10-13; 2007: 3; interviews with the 

immigrants). In these years of nation-state formation, Turkish Cypriot officials did not 

consider immediate naturalisation of immigrants problematic, but rather to the benefit of 

Turkish Cypriots in general, since another one of the motivations for the political elite of the 

period in planning and facilitating this immigration was, as will be argued in detail, of 

political nature. In this sense these immigrants were not only brought to the island to build an 
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 KurtuluĢ and Purkis too report a high return rate of 20-25% (ibid: 69). 
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agricultural workforce but also to help achieve a nationalist ideal of a from Greek- Cypriots 

separate nation-state for Turkish Cypriots.  

 

Partly because of the high rate of return migrations, the exact number of the first wave 

immigrants from Turkey successfully settled in North Cyprus is unknown. Yet the most 

important reason for the unavailability of complete information is the politics of secrecy of 

the Turkish as well as the Turkish Cypriot authorities concerning the subject (Hatay 2005; 

2007; ġahin et al. 2013). Accordingly, estimations on the number of first wave immigrants 

are highly varied: KurtuluĢ and Purkis talk about 82.500 persons (and a 20-25% returnee 

rate); Hatay (2007) suggests, referring to a statement of the former Minister of Interior in 

2003 and his own calculations using 2006 census data, that the number of successfully settled 

first wave immigrants is around 15.000. Other researchers‘ estimations are within the 25.000- 

35.000 (see Morvaridi 1993: 220; Bryant and Yakinthou 2012: 27). Greek Cypriots on the 

other hand declare the number of immigrants a lot larger, ranging from 130,000-160,000 

(Hatay 2007: 4). The unofficial numbers given by my respondents (political actors and 

officials) also varied from 40 to 50 thousand (interviews with P1, P2, P4, I1, I4). It must also 

be stated that almost all of my respondents reckoned this settlement program to be rather 

successful, despite the rather high return rate in the initial years (P1, P3, P4, I1). I4‘s 

following statement may be illustrative:  

 

It is to 100% successful. I have never heard that an the whole of an incoming 

village [group of immigrants] had returned. In such a case it would have been 

unsuccessful. I mean, imagine I brought the Akcay village from the north 

(from Turkey) or from Ağırsu village, and they all went back after six months. 

There had been no such thing. Because, for them [the immigrants] too, this was 

a valuable place.  Those people came from mountain villages  and so on. 

Moreover, the one that came on their own initiative were unemployed people.
69
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 %100 baĢarılıdır. Hiç ben duymadım gelen bir köyün olduğu gibi geriye döndüğünü. Ancak o zaman 

olur. Yani getirdim ben (..) kuzeydeki Akçay köyünü. Veya Ağırsu köyünden geldiler yerleĢtiler ve altı 

ay sonra gittiler yok öyle bir Ģey. Çünkü Onlar için de kıymetli bir yerdi burası. O gelen insanlar dağ 

köyündendi vs. vs.. Sonra gönüllü gelenler iĢsiz güçsüz insanlardı. 
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This policy of systematic settlement of immigrants through allocation of property and 

citizenship was officially abandoned by late 1979/early 1980‘s (Interviews with P1, P2, P4).
70

 

Therefore it can be argued, as does Hatay (2007) that ―[i]mmigration after 1979 was no 

longer an official policy, but rather reflects persons who came to Cyprus on their own 

initiative‖ (ibid.),
71

 without receiving the privileges of the immigrants of the first wave.  This 

was also in line with the findings of the research. P1‘s narrative is explanatory: 

 

The process of bringing the immigrants continued until 1980, and we have 

given the immigrants the right to settlement. What does the right of settlement 

mean? Like I just said, it refers to getting a house, land and credit. This 

procedure was stopped after the 80s. Immigrants coming to Cyprus after the 

80s are exempt from these rights.  Those came on their own initiatives. It may 

be the case that they could rent properties left in the national treasury and it 

may be the case that the changes in the settlement law granted them the right to 

own their lands later on, but the real policy of resettlement had granted the 

right to properties until 1980 to the beneficiaries defined by law.
72

 

 

 

According to Hatay (2007) this policy was brought to an end due to ―international pressure 

and internal opposition‖ in North Cyprus (Hatay 2007: 3; also Bryant and Yakinthou 2012). 
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 The allocation of property to immigrant Turkish nationals ceased after this date with an amendment 

to the ITEM Law number 4177 –Law for Housing, allocation of Land, and Property of Equal Value 

(Ġskân, Topraklandırma, ve EĢdeğer Mal Yasası) in 1982 (Hatay 2007:3). Yet as some of the expert 

interviews revealed there have been cases of property allocation to Turkish nationals who wished to 

settle in the northern part of Cyprus for some more years by the Turkish Cypriot government 

(interviews with P4, I4). The granting of citizenship too has become selective and based upon the 

fullfilement of citizenship law (in the TSFC Citizenship Lac Act No: 2/1975 those persons residing in 

TSFC territories over the period of one year were eligible to apply).  Yet, there exists –to date- a clause 

in the law which makes it possible for the Council of Ministers to grant citizenship to persons deemed 

to be to the benefit of the state (Hatay 2007: 3). It is especially this clause has been attracting a lot of 

criticism since it renders the allocation of citizenship a highly political issue and open to misuse by 

political actors.  
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 Although the official policy was abandoned, Hatay argues that naturalisations continued, especially 

during election years (2007:32), so that the critique towards right-wing governments‘ misuse of 

naturalizations as a means to gain votes for themselves continued.  
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 1980‘e kadar bu iĢlem [göçmen getirme] devam etti ve iskân hakkı tanındı bu insanlara. Ġskân hakkı 

ne demek? Az önce söylediğim ev alma, toprak alma, kredi alma. 80‘den sonra bu iĢlem durdu. 80‘den 

sonra gelen, Kıbrıs‘a gelen göçmenler bunun dıĢındadır. Kendi inisiyatiflerinle gelmiĢlerdir. Belki 

onlara da hazineye kalan mallardan kiralanmıĢ olabilir. Ve zamanla iskân yasasında getirdiğimiz 

değiĢikliklerle onlara da bir nevi toprak edinme hakkı tanınmıĢ olabilir ama esas iskân uygulaması, 

1980‘e kadar, yasa çerçevesinde hakiki hak sahiplerine verilmiĢtir. 
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Yet it can also be argued that it was stopped because the resources - i.e. empty houses and 

land - were to a large extent depleted by the end of 1979.   

 

4.2 The Village 

 

Bahçeli, as has already been stated, constituted the main site of the ethnographic field 

research.  The choosing of this village as the field research site was due to two important 

reasons.  Firstly, I wanted to work in an all-migrant village, which represents the typical 

settlement pattern for the first migration wave from Turkey to North Cyprus.  As was argued, 

Bahçeli can be considered a typical site of settlement since it displays three important 

qualities: it is obviously a rural site of settlement, it represents the dominant spatially 

segregated type of settlement comprising immigrants only and it represents the dominant 

mode of communal settlement for the incoming migrants. Moreover like all villages settled 

within the framework of this first wave of immigration, it includes a large number of  

―pioneer migrants‖ (see Bakewell et al. 2011). As it was deemed important to gather 

information from the pioneer migrants so as to be able to causally explain the movement, a 

village study in general was thought to be a good starting point of research.  Moreover, it was 

deemed important to gather information on the village seen not only as a geographical space 

but also as a community comprising particular social relations (see Vasta 2004) the account 

of which was reckoned to be significant in explaining migrant community formation. 

Secondly, having decided to work in an all-migrant village, my acquaintance with few 

persons from Bahçeli in particular was valued as an important opportunity, since it would, I 

considered, provide easier access to more people and provide a greater amount of mutual 

trust between the researcher and the community.  My experience has been very much in line 

with these initial expectations, in that my gatekeepers proved to be of very much help in 

providing me easy access to people, groups and also to those kinds of knowledge, which can 

be regarded as ―insider-information‖ that a researcher might not so easily obtain.   

 

Bahçeli is currently an all-migrant village with only few exceptions of indigenous Turkish 

Cypriot spouses and the vast majority of these migrants have arrived and settled in the village 

between 1975 and 1977.  It is a small village about 28 km away east from the nearest city of 

Kyrenia, situated at the northern skirts of the five finger mountains. It is reached by a 30-35 
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minute drive on a highway along the coastline.  This highway divides the mountain and the 

coastal sides of the village.  The old settlement area of the village is situated on the skirts of 

the Five Finger Mountains. The coastal side of the village mostly comprises newly built 

houses.  These so-called ―villas‖ are being built there since the 2000‘s and some are still 

under construction.   

 

Prior to the 1974 division of the island, Bahçeli had been a Greek Cypriot village known by 

the name ―Kalograia‖, which means ―nun‖ in Greek. In year 1975 it was populated by 590 

peoples of Greek Cypriot descent (prio-cyprus).
73

 Its economy depended on fruit farming and 

agriculture and its produce comprised mainly fruits especially apricots, carobs, olives, olive 

oil and crops and other fruits and vegetables (see link www.kalograiavillage.org). According 

to the accounts of some of the villagers there used to be a jam factory and an oil mill in the 

village when they had arrived, which they also used for a little after their settlement in the 

village.  The Greek Cypriot inhabitants of the village evacuated the village after the 1974 

military operation of Turkey and became internal refugees in the southern side of the island. 

This village was the first village where immigrants from Turkey were settled by the state 

(interviews with P1, P4, I1, I2, I4). 

 

Current population of Bahçeli originates from Turkey, from the Ayvadere village (Aho) of 

Trabzon‘s Araklı district and from the Gülnar district of Mersin. According to the 2011 

census, the village had a de jure population (based on the usual place of residence) of 388 

persons, 193 females and 195 males.
74

 The immigrants from Ayvadere all have close kinship 

ties with one another, thus it can be argued that the community character of their village in 

Turkey had been preserved upon immigration.  The Mersin immigrants constitute another 

sub-community, yet as this group of originally less than 10 families, most of which came 

together to form a group only prior to their departure from Turkey, they, unlike the Trabzon 
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 see link: http://www.prio-cyprus-displacement.net 
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see link: http://www.devplan.org/Frame-tr.html 
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immigrants, were not a community in a strict sense (and in the sense of Ayvadere 

immigrants) prior to their settlement in Cyprus.
75

 

 

Although both Trabzon and Mersin immigrants initially arrived in the framework of the 

special protocol, i.e. the agricultural workforce agreement (tarım işgücü protokolü), between 

TFSC and Turkey, and were assigned agricultural lands, gardens and some animals upon 

arrival, currently only few do stockbreeding, gardening or agriculture for income. Most 

families do grow fruits and vegetables for their own domestic consumption, and some 

families have a few animals the products of which are mostly for the use of the family or in 

some cases bring a little income. Most of the male inhabitants of the village work in freight 

and transport businesses, or did so at some points in their careers. Currently some of those 

employed in the transport sector are business owners, whereas others are bus drivers, taxi 

drivers or lorry drivers (tır-Ģoförü) (interviews with immigrants). Only few are employed in 

the public sector – though this is one of the largest employment sectors in North Cyprus 

especially for the indigenous population –  and those who are, work(ed) for the ministry of 

health and ministry of agriculture as blue-collar workers.   Women from the first generation 

usually work at home and attend their gardens and animals (if they have any) whereas their 

daughters do participate in the workforce especially in the private sector.  

 

The main highway to the village was built in 2004-2006, which has, the villagers often 

expressed, shortened the distance between the city and the village quite a lot.  Formerly, the 

road to Bahçeli was narrow and dangerous, making the distances longer (temporally), and the 

village more distant and isolated.  This spatial isolation was expressed by many of the 

villagers I spoke to especially in their narrations of the past. Currently not only the highway 

but also the private cars owned by many of the villagers have lessened this spatial isolation.  

 

Bahçeli like many old Greek Cypriot villages still bears many marks of war.  Some of the old 

houses are still empty and partly demolished (see Appendix C). Moreover the village has 

received little infrastructural investments. The villagers often expressed their feelings of 

                                                 
75

 There are also some kinship and place-of-origin (hemĢerilik) ties among these families since some of 

them originate from the same village –Ishaklar- in the Gülnar district of Mersin from a generation 

back.   
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being ignored by the state and by the municipal authority in  such matters, and regarded the 

services to the village as of low quality.  

 

The village had a primary school until 1994 (see Appendix C), when within the framework of 

the state‘s centralisation policy it was closed. This was regarded by many of the villagers as a 

further example of discrimination by the state. Although the village also has a  small village 

clinic, it is  not regularly visited by a doctor. It has a mosque which was converted from the 

former orthodox church named Agios Mamas Church (see Appendix C).  

 

In the recent years the village‘s demography has been changing.  Though the boom in the 

construction sector in the first half of 2000‘s had declined towards the end of the same 

decade, it had led to the temporary settlement of some labour immigrants especially from 

Mersin and Hatay in the village. These immigrants had rented houses and rooms from the 

villagers during their stay, yet most of them have left the village since the decline of the 

sector. On the other hand, the aforementioned new settlement area on the coastal side of the 

village is now home to some new immigrants from Europe (especially England), Israel and 

Russia. Yet most of the villagers, especially women, expressed that they had little to no face-

to-face contact with these people as the latter do not reside in the old village area.   

 

4.3 The Event of Immigration and Settlement to Bahçeli  

 

As mentioned above, Bahçeli was the first village to which immigrants were settled by 

Turkish and Turkish Cypriot governments within the framework of the agricultural labour 

recruitment agreement that initiated the first wave of immigration from Turkey. One of my 

informants, a high-ranking Turkish Cypriot government official/politician (P1), recalls this 

incidence as follows:  

 

The first village that we repopulated is Bahçeli village. And I have this 

memory: […] that day as the immigrants came to the new place, a new 

environment which was something they strange and unexpected for them, they 

were quite bewildered. […] And people started crying, ―we don‘t want to 

move into these houses‖ they said.  There was a great hesitance, and I cracked 

a joke to them all: ―For gods sake!‖ I said ―I am sure that the emigrants 

[refugees] who left this place are weeping in the south and so do the people we 
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want to settle here! Human psychology is really interesting [strange].
76

       

 

The above quoted memory is in fact from the first settlement ceremony that was organised in 

Kalograia, the name of which was also changed to Bahçeli, to welcome the immigrants. 

These ceremonies of settlement of the first groups of immigrants, as was narrated during the 

oral history interviews, were organised so as to be encouraging for the immigrants. As one of 

the Turkish Cypriot government officials recalls:  

 

When we went to Bahçeli, everyone including the Turkish Embassy 

representatives as well as DenktaĢ and his whole cabinet, were there. 

Everywhere was decorated with flags and all.  Speeches were given, the lots 

were drawn among them and people were allocated houses .  […] It was 

festive.  There were flags, decorations, drums and zurna. They tried to make 

it like a feast. Through the ceremony they tried to enhance the motivation of 

the new comers. The military personel, the Turkish Embasssy including the 

Embassador, all political leaders, DenktaĢ and so on (I4).
77

  

 

The political elite and state officials improvised and created these ―festivities‖ since, as they 

all asserted, the settlement of the immigrants proved to be much more complicated and a lot 

harder than was originally planned (as irrational elements that contradicted the masculine 

rationality).  General difficulties in the settlement of the immigrants in the places of 

destination were narrated by all who were involved in these processes. Below are the 

narratives of P4 and I1 who recalled the difficulties of settling the immigrants in Bahçeli: 

 

Yes there were zurna and drums, but before those instruments were played 

there we went through a lot of difficult moments. I had arrived to Cyprus just 

a day after the group of immigrants.  This immigrant group was first 

                                                 
76

 Ġlk taĢıdığımız köy Bahçeli köyüydü ve orada ben anılarımda Ģunu anlatıyorum: [...] o gün insanlar 

yeni bir ortama geldiği zaman, hiç beklemediği değiĢik bir ortama, adeta insanlarda bir ĢaĢkınlık 

yaĢanıyor. [...] Ve insanlar ağlamaya baĢladılar, ―Biz bu evlere girmeyiz‖ dediler. Büyük bir tereddüt 

geçiriyorlar ve ben böyle bir espri yaptım hepsine birden ‗Yahu‘ dedim ‗burayı terk eden göçmenler 

simdi güneyde eminim ağlıyor, buraya yerleĢtirmek istediğimiz insanlar da ağlıyor. Ne enteresandır bu 

halet-i ruhiyesi insanoğlunun‖ diye bir espri yaptığımı da hatırlıyorum. 

 
77

 [...] Bahçeliye gittiğimizde Büyükelçilikten tut, DenktaĢ ve tüm kabinesi hep orada hazır bulundu. 

Süslendi hep bayraklarla, mayraklarla. KonuĢmalar yapıldı, kuralar çekildi yerleĢtirdik. [...] O tören 

olayı vardı. Bayraklar, süslemeler, davullar, zurnalar. Bir düğün havası estirmeye çalıĢılırdı. Gelenlerin 

psikolojisini üst düzeyde tutmak için tören yapılırdı. Askeri zevat, elçi dahil elçilik, bütün büyükler, 

DenktaĢlar falan. 
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accommodated in the Eastern Meditterenean University, the buildings of 

which were converted into a guest house back then. I went to Cyprus a few 

days later, and we went to Famagusta with Mr. [X] and we were staying in 

Salamis Bay hotel if I recall correctly. At the same time we were regularly 

visiting the village to inspect the preparations on the one hand and on the 

other hand we were having meetings with the [immigrant] villagers in the 

guest house. Everything was going smoothly. But one day, not long but only 

a few days later, a village headman [mukhtar] together with some people 

came searching for us and found us. ―The deal is off‖ they said, the whole 

group I mean. I mean, they were 40 or 60 families, something like that. 

―What happened, why is the deal off?‖ Some of these men had gone and seen 

the village on their own, through their own means. Moreover a gossip was 

spread around, that Greek Cypriots, EOKA groups rather, were in the 

mountains and were planning a raid. Therefore, it was a life-threatening 

situation. […] they also had many other reasons. They said ―we back out!‖ 

All hell broke loose. We came to the guesthouse. Can you believe it? May be 

it took 12 hours. We started at 5 in the afternoon and discussed the matters 

with them until 5 in the morning.  We shouted, we talked nicely to one 

another. In the end we assured them once again, and said: ―we will make the 

draw, see your houses, think again, if you, in the end, want to quit, we will 

put you into the ships and send you back‖.  As I said, it took us hours. Later, 

the preparations took a couple of days, and there was a draw, and they were 

taken to the village with zurna and drums, like you said. I remember that 8-

10 families actually returned, but the majority agreed to stay (P4)
78

  

 

The first village we resettled is the Bahçeli [Bahçecik] village, which we 

transferred to Kalograia. […] Think about it, this was the first immigrant 

group. We took these people to the village, we founded the village 
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 Evet [...]. Davullu zurnalı yerleĢtirildi ama davul ve zurnalar çalınmadan önce de çok zor anlar 

yaĢandı. ġöyle ki, ben göç kafilesinden hemen bir gün sonra Kıbrıs‘a intikal ettim. Bu kafile Ģeye önce, 

Doğu Akdeniz Üniversitesine, ki o bir misafirhane haline getirilmiĢti oradaki binalar, oraya 

yerleĢtirildiler. […] ben birkaç gün sonra Kıbrıs‘a gittim, [X ile] beraber Magosa‘ya geçtik, Salamis 

Bay‘da galiba kalıyorduk. Bu arada da iĢte köye gidiyoruz, oradaki çalıĢmaları, hazırlıkları takip 

ediyoruz, bu taraftan misafirhanedeki köylülerle iĢte görüĢüyoruz falan. Her Ģey güzel gidiyordu. Fakat 

bir gün, bir köy muhtarıydı galiba, çok değil bir yada iki gün sonra yanında birkaç kiĢi ile gelip bizi 

buldular. ―Biz vazgeçtik‖ dediler. Yani bütün kafile. Yani 40 aile miydi, 60 aile miydi yani o civarda 

bir rakamdı. ―Ne oldu niye vazgeçtiniz?‖ Bu adamlar kendi imkânlarıyla, içlerinden birkaç tanesi gidip 

köyü gezmiĢler görmüĢler. Bir de dedikodu çıkmıĢ, iĢte Rumlar, EOKA çeteleri dağlarda 

konumlanmıĢ, bunlara baskın yapacaklarmıĢ, yani hayati tehlike de söz konusu […]Bir çok Ģeyler daha 

sebepler [var] kendilerine göre. ―Vazgeçtik!‖ dediler. Kıyamet kopmuĢ tabi. Biz […] geldik 

misafirhaneye. Ġnanır mısınız? Belki 12 saat.. Bir akĢam üzeri 5 te baĢladık, ertesi sabah 5‘e kadar 

bunlarla olayı tartıĢtık. Bazen bağırdık bazen güzel konuĢtuk karĢılıklı. Neticede bunlara tekrar garanti 

verdik, dedik ki: ―iĢte kuralarınızı çekelim, evlerinizi görün, tekrar düĢünün, eğer sonuç itibari ile 

vazgeçiyorsanız o zaman sizi gemiye bindirip göndereceğiz‖ dedik. Ama dediğim gibi saatlerce 

uğraĢtık. Birkaç gün de bunun hazırlığı yapıldı ve ondan sonra iĢte kuraları çekildi söylediğiniz davul 

zurna olayı ile bunlar köye götürüldü. Oradan da 8-10 ailenin geri döndüğünü hatırlıyorum ama büyük 

çoğunluğu kalmaya razı oldular. 
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cooperative. We assigned them a guide, we gave them everything including 

their bottled gas, because they were the first village.  Furniture like beds, 

mattresses, all the necessary things like fridges and all that; there were zurna 

and drums, the corps commander, the ambassador, the president, DenktaĢ, 

were all there. We took them there with such a ceremony. […] Since it was 

the first village there was a big ceremony.  Moreover, we changed the name 

of Kalograia as a courtesy; yet the name of the village in the lists taken to 

Turkey was written as Kalograia […].  The group of immigrants came, on the 

day of resettlement we took down the sign saying ―Kalograia‖, and put up a 

sign saying ―Bahçeli‖.  Well the people started saying […]―you deceived us, 

you brought us from one mountain to another mountain‖. We had a problem 

there. We named the village ―Bahçeli‖, because their village of origin was 

named ―Bahçeli‖. They said to us ―we want Kalograia‖. We said ―this is 

Kalograia‖.  ―This is a bone-dry place, it is in the mountains‖ [they said]. It 

was a problem. Well at the same time, meals were being prepared to be 

distributed; the head man [village leader] made a gesture with his eyebrows 

and they refused to get out. Half of them returned (I1).
79 80
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 ĠĢte ilk getirdiğimiz köydü Kalograia‘ya yerleĢtirdiğimiz Bahçeli Köyü‘dür. [...] DüĢünün orada ilk 

gelen kafiledir bu. Aldık bunları götürdük, köye kooperatifi açtık, rehber koyduk, gazına varıncaya 

kadar, çünkü ilk köy. EĢyalar, yani yataktır, Ģiltedir, gerekli eĢyalar, buzdolabıdır, bilmem ne, davul, 

zurna, Kolordu Komutanı orada, Elçi orada, CumhurbaĢkanı orada, DenktaĢ orada.  Böyle bir Ģeyle 

bunları götürdük. [...] Ama ilk olduğu için büyük bir kutlama. ġimdi biz bir jest olsun diye 

Kalograia‘nın ismini, listelerde Kalogrea gitti tabii o köylerin ismi, [...] Geldi bu ekip, o yerleĢme günü 

Kalograia‘yı tabelayı sildik, sildirdik iĢte ve oraya Bahçeli yazıldı.  ġimdi bunlar diyor ki [...] ―bizi 

aldattınız. Bir dağdan bir dağa getirdiniz‖. Orada bir sorun yaĢadık. Köyleri Bahçeli olduğu için biz 

köyün adını Bahçeli. ―Biz‖ dedi ―Kalograia‘yı istiyoruz‖. ―Kalograia burasıdır‖ diyoruz, ‗Burası dağ 

baĢı, kupkuru‘, yani bir sorun. Tabii kazan kaynar, yemek verilecek, adam kaĢını kaldırır, inmezler. 

Yarısı geri gitti. 
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 The main difficulty in the settlement of both Turkish Cypriot refugees and Turkish immigrants was 

regarded by those interviewees who were involved in these operations as being related to the 

conditions of the available resources. One of the main difficulties was identified as the fact that the 

houses and properties available for resettlement were not uniform but instead all had various qualities. 

P4‘s narration is illuminating: ―As I said, these people were persuaded but problems started as soon as 

they arrived in the island. It was not possible anyway not to have any problems, because resettlement 

projects elsewhere in the world have advantages. For instance, say you want to relocate like 100 

households from region A to another region.  You first prepare a construction plan of the relocation 

site. Houses are built there, those are standard houses, they are identical to one another. If you are 

going to distribute land, the parcelling is balanced, because you are doing it from the scratch. But here 

[in Cyprus] it wasn‘t like that. When you go to village A [in Cyprus], and if there are 40 houses there, 

all of those 40 houses have different qualities. There are good ones, bad ones, ok ones, ruined ones. If 

you‘re distributing fields, the fields are not identical. You want to give them orchards and fruit trees, 

those are all different from one another. First of all it is difficult to make the families accept this 

situation. There is only one thing that can be done, drawing lots. However, even though we persuaded 

them to accept the drawing of  lots, because, they too had seen that there was no other way of doing it, 

afterwards 10 out of those 40 families broke the deal. I mean, they didn‘t accept what they got. The 

person may be right from her/his own perspective but the implementer is also right. There is nothing 

else he can do.What can he do? He cannot create something else. He has no way of making things 

[equal], this is all, all that there is. Well there were many such problems‖.  (Tabi yani dediğim gibi, 
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It is probably not an exaggeration to argue that many of the immigrants experienced 

migration as a painful incidence. Fieldwork revealed that the immigration to Bahçeli, though 

it was voluntary in a strict sense, did not necessarily involve ready consent of all parties. It 

was especially women who found the immigration decision rather hard to make [see 5.3.1].
81

 

The following excerpt is from an interview in the village, with some of the eldest women 

who were among the pioneer migrants:  

 

TW2: ―[They told us:] ‗We will take you to a place, which is so much like 

paradise‘. So we packed up. We packed our beds, pots and pans, some food. I 

alone, filled a lorry with my stuff. There was a flat land in front of the market 

place.   

                                                                                                                                           
bunlar ikna edildi edilmesine ama daha adaya bastığı anda problemler baĢladı. Yani baĢlamaması da 

zaten mümkün değildi, çünkü dünyada yapılan, göç olayları sonucunda yapılan iskanlarda büyük 

avantajlar vardır. ġöyle ki: bir bölgeye, diyelim ki A bölgesinden, 100 hane götüreceksiniz, iskan 

edeceksiniz değil mi? O iskan edeceğiniz bölgenin bir kere imar planları yapılır.  Orada konutlar inĢa 

edilir. Hepsi tek tiptir, hepsi aynıdır. Orda arazi dağıtımı yapılacaksa o parselasyon yapılırken çok 

büyük ölçüde denge sağlama imkânınız vardır, çünkü tamamen temiz bir sahada çalıĢıyorsunuzdur.. 

Ama burada öyle değil ki. Burada A köyüne gidiyorsunuz 40 tane konut varsa 40 tane nitelikte konut 

var. Ġyisi var, kötüsü var, ortası var, yıkığı var.  Tarla vereceksiniz tarlalar ayni nitelikte değil. Bahçe 

vereceksiniz, meyve ağacı tahsis edeceksiniz hepsi farklı farklı nitelikte.  Bu 40 tane konuta 

getireceğiniz 40 aileyi bir kere bu farklılıklara ikna etmek son derece güç. Tabi burada yapılacak bir 

tek Ģey var, kura yöntemine baĢvurmak. Ama baĢlangıçta bu kurayı da razı etmekle birlikte, çünkü 

onlar da netice itibarıyla gördüler ki baĢka çare yok, razı olmalarına rağmen kura çekiminden sonra o 

40 tane kiĢinin 10 tanesi vazgeçmiĢtir. Yani kabul etmemiĢtir ona isabet edeni.   O da haklı yani, kendi 

açısından haklı; ama uygulayıcı da uygulamayı yapan kiĢi de haklı. Ne yapabilir? Yani, bir Ģeyi 

yaratamaz. Oradaki [... eĢitliği] sağlayacak bir imkan yok elinde, hepsi, mevcut olan bu. Böyle tabi 

güçlükler çok çok oldu). 
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 I was told by P4 that this problem had been anticipated. As P4 recalled, he had pointed out to the 

non-presence of women in the initial groups of potential immigrants: ―[...] one of the biggest 

shortcoming was that there were no women in these groups. As you know, this is one of our social 

weaknesses. This was even more prominent back then, like 30-40 years ago. This was, in my opinion, 

a great disadvantage. But I have to say one thing. I was the person making the suggestion back then, 

saying ‗No, these groups are incomplete. It is imperative that some women from the villages join these 

groups‘, but no women could be found to participate in the groups. There wasn‘t any women who were 

willing to join. This was an important shortcoming, and I believe, would these groups be [mixed 

gender], they would be more efficient; they would produce more realistic approaches. However, 

unfortunately, it wasn‘t like that‖. ([...] büyük bir eksiklik de o zaman mesela bu giden heyetler içinde 

hiç kadınlar yoktu.  Bu da genel bir sosyal hastalığımız biliyorsunuz. O yıllarda da, iĢte 30-40 yıl önce 

bunlar tabi daha da belirgin bir Ģekildeydi. Bu bence çok çok büyük eksiklikti. Ama Ģunu da hemen 

belirtmek isterim. Ben de çünkü bu öneride bulunan insan olarak o zaman ―Hayır, bu heyetler eksik, bu 

heyetlerin içine mutlaka o köyden bazı hanımlar da, kadınlar da katılmalıdır‖ dediğim zaman o 

heyetlere dahil olabilecek hiç kadın aday bulunamadı. Yani kadınların da hiç biri istemedi bunu. [...] 

Bu büyük noksanlıktı. Yani ben öyle inanıyorum ki, o heyetler böyle oluĢabilseydi çok daha yararlı 

olurdu, çok daha gerçekçi yaklaĢımlar ortaya çıkabilirdi. Ama iĢte bu gerçekleĢmedi maalesef).  
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TW5: “A plain, a big plain.‖ 

TW2: “Well the vehicles, were in a row, busses, trucks.‖  

TW5: “Like 5 service busses, 5 lorries, […] we said to ourselves the state 

came and collected us to go and fight in the war.‖ 

TW2: “We were crying and shouting. Well we were separated from our 

daughters from our nation, from our grand children.‖   

TW5: “We left our homes behind […].‖ 

TW2: ―[…] we got into the vehicles and drove to the sea.‖  

TW5: ―We arrived at this sea, do you understand, at Mersin […]‖. 

TW2: “We were afraid‖ 

Interviewer: ―What were you afraid of?‖ 

TW2: ―This was an alien place. It was a place of war.‖ 

TW5: ―There was a war, we were aliens.‖ 

TW2: ―We came and a ferry approached to welcome us. We thought that 

they were coming to kill us, but they wanted to welcome us. We crossed the 

sea, and there were thousands of them. They gave us food, meals of many 

different sorts‖. 

TW5: ―There were girls who did the cooking‖  

TW2: ―Our beds were ok.‖ 

TW5: ―Ok.‖ 

TW2: ―But we were crying. Crying. We were very upset. We stayed there 

for a week.‖ 

TW5: ―Didn‘t we stay longer?‖ 

TW2: ―No it was one week. After one week the vehicles arrived. There was 

also a vehicle with food, cooked food. We didn‘t have to cook. And so we 

came to this place. We came and we got scattered in the village. The houses 

had different numbers, the keys were numbered.[…] Many of the women 

said ‗I don‘t want to stay in this place‘. They brought us back to the school, 

served us a meal. We had the meal and were back on the way to Famagusta, 

to the guesthouse‖.  

TW5: ―They were begging us to stay.‖ 

TW2: ―They made bears dance, they were begging us so badly‖ 

(Interview with TW2, >85, female, 1. generation Trabzon & TW5, 65, 

female, 1.generation Trabzon).
82
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TW2: [Bize dediler ki:] ‗Sizi öyle bir yere götüreceğiz ki yalancı cennete‘. Tabi yükler tutuldu. 

Yükler dediğim de yatak, kap-kacak, yiyecek. Bir kamyon doldurdum, ben sade. Böyle çarĢı baĢında 

bir düzlük bir yer var.  

TW5: ova, büyük bir ova 

TW2: Evet, arabalar dizildi, diyelim otobüsler, kamyonlar 

TW5: servis otobüsleri 5 tane, 5 tane de kamyon dizildi, [...] dedik ki savaĢsın diye bizi gelip devlet 

topladı, oradan anladın mı... 

TW2: ağlamak kıyamet kopuyor. Tabi kızlarımızdan ayrıldık, milletimizden ayrıldık torunlarımızdan 

ayrıldık.  

TW5:  Evlerimizden, yuvamızdan ayrıldık [...] 

TW2: ―[...] Bindik arabalara. Ora benim bura senin. Dayadık denize‖.  

TW5: ―Geldik yani bu denize, anlar mısın? Mersine. [...]‖ 

TW2: ―Korkardık.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―niye korkuyorsunuz?‖ 
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On the other hand, first problems of spatial displacement were regarded by many of the 

officials and politicians I interviewed, as problems of initial adaptation resulting from first 

encounters with more modern living conditions. The narrative from a a mid-ranking 

government official (I4) quoted below is illustrative of the satirical description of the initial 

settlement of ‗unknowing‘ Turkish villagers to ‗technologically more advanced‘ living 

spaces: 

 

She was saying ―UĢi‖ which meant Mr. […].  I went there and asked ―what‘s 

going on there?‖ She says ―The stove here is making us cold‖. She meant that 

the oven was blowing cold air. ―How could the stove make you cold?‖ ―It is‖ 

she said. I went in her house, opened the fridge and it was working.  Well 

before they arrived we plugged in the appliances. We would make sure that 

everything functioned. After making the inventory […] we would  check the 

electric power and whether there was running water.  ―This is a fridge. The 

stove and the oven are over there‖ I said. She didn‘t know what an oven was 

either. […]. ―what is this good for?‖ she said. ―You put your meat and your 

water in here‖ I said. ―What do you normally do to have cold water back in 

your place?‖ I said. That was what came to my mind.  ―We place the bottle, 

the container under running water. It would be ice cold  before we drink it‖ 

she said. But it is 40 degrees hot here and it is not possible to do that here. So 

this is a refrigerator‖ I said and showed her. I opened the door of the fridge 

and showed her the ice. Found a bottle and filled it with water, and put it in 

there. There were such issues.
83

      

                                                                                                                                           
TW2: ―gelirdik burada yabancı. SavaĢ yemiĢ.‖  

TW5: ―savaĢ yemiĢ, yabancıyız [...]‖ 

TW2: ―Biz Ģimdi geldik, bir vapur da bizi karĢılıyor. Dedik ki geliyorlar bizi kesmeye, hâlbuki bizi 

karĢılıyorlar. Attık denizi karĢıya.[…]. Ama binlercesi. Bize yemekler çıktı, türlü türlü yemekler 

geldi.‖  

TW5: ―[...] AĢçı kızlar‖   

TW2: ―Yataklarımız yerlerimiz tamam.‖  

TW5: ―Tamam.‖  

TW2: ―Ama ağlıyoruz. Ağlıyoruz. Çok üzüldük. Burada kaldık bir hafta.‖  

TW5: ―Daha çok kalmadık mı?‖  

TW2: ―Yok, bir hafta. Bir hafta üstüne arabalarımız geldi. Yemek arabası da önümüzde. Yemek dolu, 

piĢmiĢ hazır yemek. Yemek piĢirmesi yok. Geldik dayadık buraya. [...] Bir geldik mi köyün içinde 

dağıldık. Numaraları çeĢitliydi evlerin numaraları, anahtar numaraları. [...] Kadınların birçoğu, ben 

deyim burada duracağım ben burayı istiyorum, durmam dedi. Tekrar, bir de bizi götürdüler okulda bize 

yemek yedirdiler. Yemeği yedik. Tekrar gerisin geri gidiyoruz. Gittik gene yurda…[...]Magosa‘ya… 

Gene yemekler devam. Gelip bize naz ediyorlar, diyorlar.‖ 

TW5: ―Yalvarıyorlar... Kalın diye‖ 

TW2: ―Ayı oynatıyorlar.  Kıyamet alamet‖  
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 Efendi, bay, adam manasında ―uĢi‖, uĢaklar der. Gittim ―ne var ne oluyor‖ dedim. ―Benim ocak 

üĢütiyi‖ dedi. Ocağı üĢütüyormuĢ. ―Allah allah ocak nasıl üĢütür‖ dedim. ―ÜĢütiyor da‖ dedi. Gittik 

baktık, açtı buzdolabını, buzdolabı çalıĢıyor. Tabi, bunlar geleceklerinde her Ģeyi çalıĢtırırdık biz. 
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Moreover the resettlement in Bahçeli revealed to be problematic in another respect not 

anticipated before.  Initially two main groups of immigrants were settled in the village. These 

came from two separate villages in the Araklı district of Trabzon, namely from Bahçecik 

(referred to as the Çebi group) and from Ayvadere (Aho). Yet these two communities came 

into conflict with each other soon after their settlement in the village. Few months later, the 

former group was relocated to another village in the Karpassia Peninsula whereas the latter 

group still inhabits the village today. P1, a high-ranking Turkish Cypriot government official, 

and policy maker, recalls this incident as follows: 

 

The first village that we resettled was Bahçeli, and I remember this: […] 

There were two groups from Anatolia which were resettled there […]. After a 

while these did not get along well with one another. They almost killed each 

other, and we relocated one of the groups to Rizokarpaso.
84

    

 

This incidence was another example of the contradiction which was inherent to the masculine 

rationality that was the basis for this migration program. Moreover it can also be interpreted 

as the re-emergence of the Ayvadere (Aho) community in Cyprus as a village community 

that remained intact, to a certain level, in spite of migration. This was due to the principles of 

communal settlement and segregated settlement from Turkish Cypriots which characterised 

the first migration wave. TM3‘s narration below makes this re-emergence discernible:  

 

[…] There used to be some disputes between us and the Çebi group from 

time to time.[…] Fights among the children. There was a kid of ours, 16-17 

years old. One of theirs beat him up, did something to him. Things escalated, 

there were fighting in the village. So DenktaĢ relocated this Çebi group to 

Rizokarpaso. […]. As these things happened they said to that group ―we will 

move you from there‖. I don‘t know if my father had an influence. […] Like 

                                                                                                                                           
Elektrik de dâhil bakar, çalıĢır vaziyete getirirdik. Bittikten sonra envanter […] o köyün elektriği, suyu 

da hallolurdu. ―Bu buzdolabıdır. Ocak, fırın buradadır‖ dedim. Fırın da bilmez ya. […] ―Neye yarar 

bu‖ dedi.  ―Buraya etini, suyunu koyarsın‖ dedim. ―Siz ne yapardınız orada suyunuzu nasıl 

soğuturdunuz?‖ dedim. Aklıma o geldi. ―Biz akan suyun içerisinde bırakırdık, lastiği, kabı. O orada 

buz gibi olur öyle içerdik‖ dedi. ―Burada 40 derece sıcaklık var, olmaz burada. Bu buzdolabıdır‖ 

dedik, gösterdik. Açtık, buzu gördü, ĢiĢe bulduk, doldurduk koyduk. Yani böyle olaylar vardı.  
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 Ġlk taĢıdığımız köy Bahçeli köyüydü ve orada ben anılarımda Ģunu anlatıyorum: [...] Anadolu‘nun 

iki yerinden oraya insan geldi […]. Bir süre sonra kendi aralarında anlaĢmadılar. X grubu[…] - 

nerdeyse kanlı bıçaklı oluyorlardı- ve [X] grubu[…] Dipkarpaz‘a gönderdik. 
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I said, my father was very close to DenktaĢ, they would wine and dine 

together at least once a a week for sure. Later two families went to 

Yamaçköy. There were few more people in the village not from Aho 

[Ayvadere], one of those, two of those went there, few went to Ziyamet. And 

the Çebi group went to Rizokarpaso as a whole. […] We from Aho, remained 

in the village (TM3,  male, 54, 1. generation, Trabzon).
85

 

 

A few years later, namely in 1977, a smaller group of immigrant families from Mersin Gülnar 

were allocated places in the village and were resettled in the houses that remained vacant 

after the departure of the Çebi group from the village. Although the settlement of the Mersin 

group had also attracted some resistance from the first group - the Ayvadere villagers- the 

two groups stayed on peaceful terms with each other so that they still cohabit the village.  

 

Although settlement to Bahçeli village was typical of the first wave, in the senses that 

immigrants were settled collectively as a community and segregated from Turkish Cypriots, 

none of the two groups settled in Bahçeli came from such villages which were being 

relocated to elsewhere within Turkey due to environmental and other reasons (which was a 

criterion for the selection of immigrants from Turkey in the original plan). In this sense 

Bahçeli does not comprise ―relocation migrants‖ which is argued to be one of the typical 

immigrant groups within the first wave of migrations from Turkey to northern Cyprus (see 

KurtuluĢ and Purkis 2009; 2014).  The case of Bahçeli, as will be explained below, proves to 

be more complicated.  

 

Considering the first group currently inhabiting the village, i.e. the Ayvadere immigrants, 

emigration from their villages can be considered a rather active decision that involved 

immigrants‘ strategic thinking and behaviour: According to the 1. Generation Trabzon 

immigrants I interviewed, it was not their village Ayvadere but the neighbouring village 

                                                 
85

  [...] zaman zaman bu Çebiler ile aramızda böyle kavgalar, mavgalar oldu. [...] Çocuklardan 

kavgalar. Bizim bir çocuk vardı, 16-17 yaĢında. Onların bir tanesi bunu dövdü, bir Ģeyler etti, bilmem 

ne oldu. Tekrar akĢamdan olay büyüdü, köyün içinde bir kavgalar oldu. Derken DenktaĢ iĢte bu 

Çebileri aldı, Dipkarpaz‘a getirdi. [...] artık bu olay böyle olunca dediler ‗Sizi alacağız buradan, 

ayıracağız.‘ Babamın artık ne Ģeyi olduysa, onu da bilmiyoruz. [...] Diyorum ya babam DenktaĢ‘ın çok 

samimi yani, haftada mutlaka bir gün yemek içmek mutlaka var, beraber. Ondan sonra Yamaçköy‘e 

gitti iki aile.[…] bir kaç kiĢi daha var bizim köyde Aho‘lu olmayanlardan, bir tanesi, iki tanesi oraya 

gitti, bir kaç tane de Ziyamet‘e gitti. Çebiler de olduğu gibi Dipkarpaz‘a gittiler. [...]Aho kaldı, öyle de 

kaldık.  
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Bahçecik which was considered for migration to Cyprus since this village was planned by 

Turkish authorities to be relocated within Turkey due to being forestland. As the villagers 

from Ayvadere had heard about the migration programme and wanted to participate in it, they 

had to be recruited by the state. Therefore, these got their names registered on the list which 

was provided for the Bahçecik village, using their personal networks. The following excerpts 

from interviews with TM1 and TM3 illustrate this event: 

 

I was in Istanbul before the migration to Cyprus started. I had job in the 

textile industry. I mean I worked in a textile workshop. My uncle was there, I 

was there with him. My father was in Trabzon […] in the Arakli district. […] 

There was the military operation, and the issue of migration to Cyprus came 

up. This was what I had first heard. Anyway, my father called me ―son, we 

are going to Cyprus as a family, come with us!‖ I went to Trabzon […]. 

When I was there, they told me the story like that:  Well it was a village 

called Bahçecik, which was planned to be resettled in Cyprus, and not our 

village.  This was a village which was located in forestland […]. These 

villagers had made an application to the Resettlement Ministry of Turkey 

saying: ―Our village is on forestland. We cannot make a living here. Transfer 

and resettle our village to somewhere else within Turkey‖. This was their 

demand for many years. So when the [Turkish] state was planning, or 

thinking –whatever you want to call it- to bring migrants to Cyprus, they first 

considered this village, thinking ―lets send these to Cyprus‖. They formed a 

delegation from the villagers. They were from the other village but my 

family, my uncles, and my father has close relations with that village, so my 

uncle was also included in that delegation. […] 7 families from my village 

joined that village. They got registered as if they lived in that village, so that 

their participation in the migration programme was legitimate (TM1, 58, 

male, 1. generation Trabzon).
86
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 Kıbrıs‘a göç baĢlamadan önce ben Ģahsen Ġstanbul‘daydım. ĠĢim de konfeksiyondu. Yani 

Konfeksiyon atölyesinde çalıĢıyordum. Orda amcam vardı. Onun himayesinde veya onun yanında.  

Babam da tabi Trabzon‘da. [...] Araklı ilçesinde. [...]Harekat yapıldıydı ya, Kıbrıs‘a göçmen 

yerleĢtirilmesi söz konusu. Böyle bir duyum benim ilk duyumum. Neticede babam çağırdı beni ―oğlum 

ailece Kıbrıs‘a gidiyoruz, sen de gel‖. Ben gittim Trabzon‘a. [...] Gittiğimde espriyi Ģöyle anlattılar: 

ġimdi Trabzon‘daki, kendi köyüm değil, Kıbrıs‘a planlanan köy Bahçecik isminde bir köy. Bu köy 

orman içi[...] köyü. Köylülerin geçmiĢte TC Ġskan Bakanlığına müracaatları var ―biz Orman içi 

köyüyüz. Biz burada geçim sağlayamıyoruz. Bizi Türkiye‘nin baĢka bir yerine göç ettirin, iskan 

ettirin‖ demiĢler. Yıllarca böyle bir talepleri var. Tabi Kıbrıs‘a göçmen gelme durumu devlette 

planlandığında mı artık bilemiyorum düĢünüldüğünde mi ne deyim, adını ben söylemeyim, ilk 

planlamaya bu Bahçecik köyünü alıyorlar, ―biz burayı Kıbrıs‘a gönderelim‖ diye. Bir heyet 

oluĢturuyorlar o köylülerden. BaĢka bir köy onlar [ama] benim ailemin, amcamların, babamların o 

köydeki iliĢkileri çok yakın. Tabi onların konuĢması içerisinde amcam da bu heyete dahil oluyor. [...] 

Benim kendi köyümden 7 aile iĢtirak ediyor o köye. [...]  O köye nüfusa aktarması yapılıyor. Resmi 

olsun diye.  
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There was a village called Bahçec[i]k in the 60‘s in Turkey. This was  a 

landslide site, and the villagers had appealed to the state. They demanded 

―relocate the village from its current location, let us migrate elsewhere [...]‖. 

This application was filed. Later, when there was the Cyprus operation, they, 

the government, come and say: „You have such an application, and there was 

a [military] operation, I mean the 74 operation. Let u stake you there‖. At that 

time my father was a beloved person in our district, in the Arakli district [...]. 

He was in the transportation business, did stock breeding and also was a well 

known/incluencial person in the local market-place. They had told him: „[...] 

there is an issue like that, lets go there together―. Like as a leader. So they 

came here.[...] My father is from the Aho [Ayvadere] village. [...] he is not 

from Baçec[i]k, Baçec[i]k is another village we are from Aho. But in the 

district it was those people [Bahçecik villagers] who were asked to take 

participate in the migration, and those people tell my father ―come with us, 

let‘s go together‖. Like, to be a leader for them. (TM3, 54, male 1. generation 

Trabzon immigrant).
87

   

 

The second group, i.e. the Mersin Gülnar immigrants on the other hand, may be differentiated 

from the Trabzon (Araklı) Ayvadere immigrants in being an urban population. The members 

of this group were urban proletariat, who (mostly a generation ago) had already left their 

villages and settled in the city prior to immigration to North Cyprus. They had heard about 

the migration programme and wanted to participate especially due their hard working and 

living conditions in Turkey and wanted to benefit from the material incentives like houses, 

agricultural lands and other properties involved.  They were also relatively less affluent than 

the Trabzon immigrants at the time of their immigration. MM1 (67, male, 1. generation 

Mersin), one of the leaders of the group of Mersin immigrants, explains that it he was the one 

who decided to undertake the journey to North Cyprus and it was him that brought the others 

along. His narration of the group‘s arrival is given below:  
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 60‘lı yıllarda bizim Bahçecük diye bir köyümüz var. [...] Burası heyelan bölgesi ve onların bir 

müracaatı var devlete. Diyor ki, „bizi buradan kaldırın, bir yere göçelim [...]―. [...] Devlette tabii bunlar 

bulunuyor. Ondan sonra Kıbrıs harekatı olunca, bu geliyor devlet diyor ki: „Sizin böyle bir Ģeyiniz var, 

böyle böyle iste 74 harekâtı. Bakın, sizi oraya gönderelim―.  Babam da bizim kazada, Arakli 

kazasında, çok aydın bir adam, sevilen bir adam. [...] Babam yine böyle daha çok bu arabacılık 

iĢleriyle, hayvan iĢleriyle bir de çarĢıda böyle eli, ayağı, kolu uzun olan bir adam yani. [...] Diyorlar 

buna ki „[...] böyle bir Ģey var, gel gidelim oraya―. Bir öncülük. Geliyorlar buraya. [...] [Babam] Aho 

köyünden. [...] Bahçecük ile hiç bir Ģeyi yok, Bahçecük ayrı bir köy biz Aho köyünden. Ama simdi 

kazada iste o insanlara bir talep geliyor, o talep gelen insanlar da babama diyorlar ki ‗Gel beraber 

gidelim.‘ Öncülük gibi bir Ģey.  
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Well, […] the state didn‘t bring us. I came on my own initiative. My 

governor in Mersin […] was best friends with my master [boss]. As I 

worked for my master [as an apprentice] I went to him [the governor] and 

said, ―it is so and so, there are some poor families. If I wanted to take them 

along would you give us passports, or not?‖ He said, ― go, and have a look, 

then come to me I will grant you [passports]. So we came here and went all 

around. We decided to stay. When we returned, the families that came with 

me wanted to immigrate as well. We applied together. They took our 

pictures and so on. […] I came and saw this place and told [the families 

back in Mersin]. […] 13 families. […] there were 10 families. I allowed the 

other three families join the group at the Famagusta harbour. Those families 

had come to Cyprus after me, they had aquaintances. They were told, [so 

and so] will come here. They will come as a group of 10-15 families. We 

will put your names on their list, so you will be given citizenship and you 

can settle.  So when we arrived, they gave us the names of those three 

families. I wasn‘t willing to have them [at first] […] but as some older 

person I respect insisted that I put them in the group, I agreed. So I put 

those three families in my list and brought them here. They too received the 

citizenship and settled.
88

 

 

MM1 also explains that, upon their arrival in the island, they had to negotiate not only with 

the state officials but with the new mukhtar of Bahçeli (a Trabzon immigrant) as well, so that 

the group could settle in this village. According to MM1 their group had chosen to settle in 

the Bahçeli village after being given a choice among few villages which had available space. 

They chose to settle in the village through some cost-benefit calculations, based on the 

information that was given to them by the authorities in Cyprus. 

 

We came on our own. I came with Y.  We were in front of the mosque and 

we said ―who is the village headman?‖. Because [Mr X] had said the best 

village is Esentepe and Bahçeli. And also Karaağaç. But Karaağaç is small 
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 Biz Ģimdi, bizi devlet getirmedi. Ben kendim [...].Benim Mersin‘deki valim [...] ustamın bir 

numaralı arkadaĢıydı. Ben ustamın yanında çalıĢırken dedim ona [valiye], ―böyle böyle durum‖ 

dedim.. ―Dar gelirli, böyle fakir aileler var. Götürmek istersem pasaport verir misin vermez misin‖? O 

da dedi ki ―git, gez, dolaĢ, gel, en son gel vereyim‖. Geldik biz gezdik, dolaĢtık. Kalmaya karar verdik. 

DönüĢte iĢte, o [benimle] gelen aileler gelmek istedi. Toplu olarak müracaat ettik. Fotoğraflar falan 

çekildi. [...] Ben geldim gördüm anlattım [...] 13 aile [...] 10 aileydi. 3 aileyi Magosa limanına çıktıktan 

sonra kabul ettim ben listeye. O aileler ben Türkiye‘ye dönüĢ yaptığımda gelmiĢler buraya, orada 

tanıdıkları aileler varmıĢ. Onlar demiĢ ki [Ģu kiĢi] gelecek kafile olarak getirecekler 10-15 aile 

civarında. O listeye sizi de aldırırız da siz de vatandaĢ olur yerleĢirsiniz. Ve geldiğimiz zaman oraya, o 

3 kiĢinin ismi verildi. Ben razı olmadım [...] ama ısrar eden o büyüğümüz illa da ―bunları listeye 

alacaksın‖ dedi. Aldım. Buraya önceki yerleĢen büyüğün ağzına bakarak aldık listeye. O 3 kiĢiyi de 

ben getirmiĢ oldum, benim listede. VatandaĢ oldular, yerleĢtiler onlar da.  
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and it has less land. Esentepe was almost full. But in Bahçeli there were still 

20-25 empty houses. There were also plots of lands which could be allocated. 

―It is the last [furthest] village but will also be the most valuable village in 

the future‖ [he said]. […] We had made a deal with [the authorities in 

Cyprus]. I told a deputy, ―if there is a problem upon entrance to the country I 

can give your name and telephone number, so that you can tell them that you 

have the names of these families, so that they d not send them back. Upon 

entrance, the police officer saw 94 people. I told to the police officer,  ―X 

knows the names of all these families. He gave us permission and so we 

came. They reserved us houses in the Bahçeli village.  They know about 

this‖.  So they called Mr X. He said ―I know all of these names. We assigned 

them houses in Bahçeli. We demanded their arrival as an agricultural 

workforce‖. After […] that person made these statements, they took us out of 

the room, told us to wait for half an hour, an hour, a vehicle will come and 

pick you up. […] our stuff was loaded [in the bus]. Back then the schools on 

the eastern side of the Selimiye mosque was used as a guesthouse. We stayed 

there for 15-20 days.  We stayed there to see if children get sick because of 

climate change and all that. They served us food. The women would tidy up 

afterwards. They took us here afterwards, everyone settled in houses, so we 

lived to this day.
89 

 

 

After these introductory remarks about immigration and settlement within the broader case of 

the first migration wave, as well as in the particular case of Bahçeli, the following chapter 

will endeavour an analysis of the macro-level causes of the first migration wave.   
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 [Biz kendimiz geldik. Ben geldim, [… X ile] geldik. Caminin önünde dedik ki ―buranın muhtarı 

kimdir?‖. Çünkü [… Y] bey dedi ki köylerin içinde en güzeli Esentepe ve Bahçeli...Bir de Karaağaç. 

Karaağaç küçüktür, arazisi azdır. Esentepe hemen hemen dolmuĢ vaziyettedir. Ama Bahçeli‘de bir 20-

25 ev imkan vardır. Yani ev boĢluğu vardır. Verilecek arazi de vardır. Ġlerisi için de, en son köydür 

ama, en değerli köy olacaktır.  [… Kıbrıs‘taki yetkililerle] biz anlaĢmıĢtık. ―Orada herhangi bir zorluk 

verilecek olursa ben sizin isminizi, telefon numaranızı verebileyim ve bu ailelerin isimleri vardır de. 

Geri dönmesinler‖ dedim ben. O Ģekilde anlaĢtık. Orada polis subayı [...] baktı ki 94 tane nüfus. [...] 

Polis subayına  dedim ki ―X bu isimlerin hepsini de biliyor. Aile olarak.. Ġzin verdi biz öyle geldik. 

Bahçeli Köyü‘nde evler de ayrıldı numaralarıyla beraber. Onların bilgisi dahilinde‖. Açıldı [… X] 

beye soruldu […]. O dedi ki ―bu isimler hep bende mevcuttur. Ev verdik Bahçeliden. Özel olarak 

istedik tarım iĢgücü olarak‖. […] o ifadesi üzerine bizi içerideki salondan dıĢarıya aldılar, bekleyin 

dediler yarım saat bir saat, araba gelip alacak. [..] Yüklendi her Ģey. O zaman Selimiye camisinin doğu 

tarafındaki okullar o zaman misafirhaneydi. Bir 15-20 gün orada misafirhanede kaldık. Ġklim 

değiĢikliği, çoluk çocuk rahatsız olacak filan diye biraz orada kaldık. Yemek verilirdi. Bizim 

hanımlarda toplanır yıkarlardı silerlerdi. [...] Sonra getirdiler iste buraya, yerleĢti herkes. Devam ettik 

[...].  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 

THE MACRO-LEVEL – LOOKING AT STRUCTURAL and CULTURAL CAUSES 

AND STATES’ AGENCIES 

 

 

The first wave of migration from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus constitutes the initial 

stage in the swift emergence of a migration system between the two states. As was 

mentioned, a migration system denotes a space, which is marked by relatively stable linkages, 

of various types, between sending and receiving areas (Arango 2000; Massey et al. 1993; 

Bakewell et al. 2011; Bakewell 2012). Systems thinking is valuable for the study of the case 

of immigration from Turkey to North Cyprus in general; and for the case of Bahçeli in 

particular, since it allows a multi-dimensional and a multi-factorial analysis and so is 

compatible with a critical realist thinking. As Arango puts it: 

 

Such association [of sending and receiving areas in migration systems] does not 

only result from migration flows, but is buttressed by connections and links of a 

varied nature. These linkages, and their multiple interactions, constitute the most 

appropriate context for the analysis of migration. Such a framework should 

ultimately be able to integrate the contributions of the remaining theoretical 

explanations, together with all the actors relevant in the process of migration, 

including networks and intermediary institutions, and some usually neglected 

dimensions, particularly the state (Kritz, Lim and Zlotnik 1992) (ibid. 2000: 

292).   

 

In such line of thought, the emergence of the migratory system between Turkey and northern 

Cyprus will be analysed not only looking at the actual flows of immigrants from the former 

into the latter but also through an examination of relevant contexts, those of structural and 

cultural nature, in both the sending and the receiving countries and areas. As was mentioned 

in Chapter 2, causal analysis is a central goal of critical realism when explaining a concrete 

event (Hedberg 2004; Iosifides 2011) and this chapter as well as the next will endeavour a 

causal analysis of the emergence of the migration system between Turkey and the northern 

part of Cyprus.  
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Since critical realist thinking argues that the social world is stratified, meaning that the causal 

powers of entities in the higher level strata (i.e. the macro-level) are not possessed by the 

entities in the lower level strata (meso and/or micro-levels) (Sayer 1992; Priestley 2011; 

Iosifides 2011) it follows that the generative mechanisms arising from the social interaction 

at the macro-level are irreducible to those found at the meso and micro-levels (see ibid.). In 

this line of thinking and to attain a systematic analysis, a macro-level analysis, a meso-level 

analysis and a micro-level analysis will be performed separately, so as to identify the 

different generative mechanisms giving rise to immigration from Turkey to northern Cyprus 

in general and from Trabzon (Araklı) and Mersin (Gülnar) to Bahçeli in particular. 

 

This chapter undertakes the first of these tasks. It seeks to identify macro-level structural and 

cultural factors, as well as the (macro-level) agency by the two states involved (acting as 

corporate agents), highlighting inter-linkages between different contexts as well as those 

between these contexts and empirical events.  In so doing it endeavours to identify the 

underlying mechanisms at the macro-level, which have, in a complex web of interaction with 

migrants‘ agencies at the micro-level, initiated the first migratory wave from Turkey to the 

northern part of Cyprus in general.   

 

This multi-factorial analysis will moreover bring to the fore that causation of social 

phenomena like migration is rather complex, and cannot be explained, especially in such less 

ordinary cases as the one studied here, with the focus on a single set of factors. To be more 

precise, this chapter will argue against the main thesis put forward by KurtuluĢ and Purkis 

(2009; 2010; 2014) that this first immigration wave from Turkey to North Cyprus can be 

regarded as a case of labour migration caused especially by structural pull mechanisms at the 

place of destination. It will be argued here instead, that without taking cultural and ideational 

(i.e. political) factors into consideration it is almost impossible to explain the causation of the 

first migratory wave studied here. This chapter will thus highlight the cultural and political 

character of the first migratory wave from Turkey to North Cyprus.  
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5.1 Examining the Economic Approach to the First Migration Wave from Turkey to the 

Northern Part of Cyprus 

 

Before attempting at an explanation of the first migration wave from Turkey on the macro-

level, existing approaches towards the subject need to be reflected upon. There are in fact 

very few studies on the migration wave in question, and except for the research carried out by 

KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2009) there has been no research-based attempt at explaining it 

theoretically (for research on aspects of this migration wave see the literature review in 

3.2.1). On the other hand, one dominant view about this migratory wave in question has 

focused exclusively on its political character.  Within this perspective, Turkey is regarded as 

the coloniser of the northern part of the island and the first migration wave from Turkey with 

which a large number of Turkish population was settled in the villages left behind by Greek 

Cypriots is understood as an attempt to further solidify and guarantee the existence of Turkey 

on the island. This perspective has serious shortcomings: it either ignores the experiences of 

the immigrants altogether, or in its extreme versions, argues that these immigrants (the so-

called ―settlers‖) are just passive pawns in the hands of Turkey and the collaborating Turkish 

Cypriot ruling elite, who actively strive towards the continuation of the partition of the island. 

 

Somewhat on the opposite pole, the ―labour migration‖ thesis regarding the initial migratory 

wave from Turkey to northern Cyprus was put forward by scholars KurtuluĢ and Purkis 

(2009; 2010; 2014). These scholars have conducted a rather extensive TÜBITAK funded 

research on the subject during 2007-2009. In their study they focused on all migration waves 

from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus from 1975 to 2009 and revealed many detailed 

accounts relating especially to immigrants‘ experiences of migration and settlement, their 

problems of adaptation and experiences of social exclusion (ibid.).  

 

Although revealing most of its peculiarities, the authors prefer to conceptualise not only the 

later waves but also the very first wave of migration from Turkey to northern Cyprus as a 

case of ―labour migration‖. In other words, they explain the first migratory wave, which is 

also the subject of the present thesis, by employing an economic approach, in line with a 

push-pull theory of migration.  They argue that the first migratory wave was caused 
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especially by a ―severe shortage of labour‖ in the northern part of Cyprus after the division, 

since it had lost a great deal of its human capital after the removal of Greek Cypriots from the 

northern part of the island (2009: 55-59). Although the authors also mention the context of 

state-building by saying ―having acquired the military and political control of 36-38 of the 

island which was disproportional to their population, Turkish Cypriot state also needed to 

control their state economically‖ (ibid: 56, translated by A.T.) they do not further employ any 

cultural/political factors such as ‗ethnicity‘ and ‗nationalism‘ in their analysis of the 

migration wave under question.  They therefore reach the following conclusion regarding the 

causation of the first wave: 

 

Considering its role in filling the labour shortage that North Cyprus 

experienced after the division, the migrations between 1975-1979 are precisely 

labour migrations.  However the extreme emphasis put on the political side of 

this migration, had concealed its labour migration character  and the human 

factor it involved (KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2009: 218 translated by A.T.).
90

 

 

 

In their 2010 article the authors once again make economic factors the central focus of their 

analysis, they also mention that the ethnic minority situation of Turkish Cypriots may be a 

co-factor in the receiving context, although they do not discuss it any further. They argue:  

 

Considering its role in filling the labour shortage that North Cyprus 

experienced after the division, the migrations between 1975-1979 are, in part, 

precisely labour migrations.  Yet they are caused by the severe labour shortage 

in North Cyprus and the incentives offered to the immigrants in order to escape 

being a minority, rather than unemployment in Turkey (KurtuluĢ & Purkis 

2010: 480 translated by A.T.)
91

.   
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 Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ın bölünmeden sonra maruz kaldığı radikal iĢgücü açığını kapatması bakımından, 

1975-1979 arasındaki göçler tam anlamıyla bir iĢgücü hareketidir. Ancak 1975‘den itibaren  bu göçün 

politik yanına aĢırı vurgu yapılması, bu göçün iĢgücü özelliğini örterek, göçü ‗insansızlaĢtırmıĢtır‘ 

(KurtuluĢ and Purkis 2009: 218). 

 
91

 Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ın bölünmeden sonra maruz kaldığı radikal iĢ gücü açığını kapatması bakımından, 

1975-1979 arasındaki göçler, bir yanıyla tam bir iĢ gücü hareketidir. Ancak kaynağını Türkiye‘deki 

iĢsizlikten daha çok, Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ın radikal iĢgücü açığı ve etnik azınlık pozisyonundan kurtulma 

doğrultusunda göçmenlere sağladığı olanakların yönlendirdiği görülmektedir (KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2010: 

480).
91
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The authors‘ main thesis is that the first migration wave from Turkey to North Cyprus is to a 

large extent determined by economic factors. They argue that this is especially so when one 

focuses, as they call it on the human aspect of this migration: 

 

Regarding the immigrants, this migration, like other labour migrations too, has 

economic reasons at its roots.  Irrespective of the political ideas of those who 

had ‗resettled‘ them, the immigrants had migrated so that they had land to 

cultivate and make a living (2009: 218; see also 2010: 501; translated by 

A.T.).
92

     

 

Even if this migration wave can be explained solely by economic factors at the micro-level as 

the authors argue, this does not justify their labour-migration thesis considering the totality of 

this case.  Moreover it will be simplistic to assume that the micro-level too is determined 

solely by economic factors. The main issue that has to be criticised considering KurtuluĢ and 

Purkis‘s approach is that they employ an incomplete analysis of the empirical case they 

study. While economic factors may have played a dominant role (yet not the only role) within 

the migration generating mechanisms on the micro-level, the mechanisms simultaneously 

operating at the macro-level cannot be side-lined, and the generative mechanisms found at 

this level were not dominated by economic factors. In other words, tt is impossible to 

consider this migratory movement without the structural and cultural factors as well as states‘ 

motivations at the macro-level, since these had indeed constructed the political, economic 

and legal framework within which individual immigrants have exercised their agencies.  

 

In their 2014 book, the authors partly repeat their labour migration thesis considering the case 

of the first wave. They depart from the macro-level and offer an analysis with regards to 

mainly economic-structural factors, underlining that the bringing of immigrants from Turkey, 

i.e. the ethnic selectivity immanent in this case of migration is a mere contingent factor. They 

argue:  
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 […] göçmenler açısından bakıldığında bu göçün temelinde de diğer iĢgücü göçleri gibi ekonomik 

nedenler vardır. Göçmenler kendilerini ‗yerleĢtirenlerin‘ politik düĢüncelerinden bağımsız olarak, 

iĢleyebilecekleri ve geçimlerini sağlayabilecekleri bir toprak için göç etmiĢlerdir (2009: 218; see also 

2010: 5001). 
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The geographical redistribution of population on a homogeneous ethno-

religious basis after the final division of the island, had on the one hand, given 

rise to a severe labour shortage in the North, as well as to a clear collapse of 

societal division of labour. […] An agreement to reunify the island, on the 

other hand, could not be reached in the short run. […] The problems that North 

Cyprus had, which had emerged as a novel political-geographical space after 

1974, due to the population it had lost through the involuntary emigration, had 

become visible during the very first year.  That the crops could not be 

harvested during the harvest season for citrus fruits, just a few months after the 

division, was the first indicator. This problem was tried to be overcome with 

use of a seasonal workforce supplied by Turkey. However, it was noticed 

shortly afterwards that the shortage of labour was something structural caused 

by the involuntary geographical redistribution of labour in the island rather 

than being confined to the citrus production sector only. Because of the non-

regconition of the Turkish Administration of North Cyprus by the international 

community, it was not possible to recruit labour force from the regional or the 

international labour markets.  Therefore, the only country where labour could 

have been recruited was the Republic of Turkey, which had recognised the in 

1975 founded Turkish Federated State of Cyprus (TFSC) (ibid: 6-7, translated 

by A.T., italics added).
93

 

 

Once again after mentioning that the Turkish Cypriot political leadership has had the 

―political desire” (KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2014: 7 italics in original) to increase the Turkish 

(Cypriot) population of the island through bringing of immigrants from Turkey, they imply 

that this is merely an outcome, not a real causal factor per se. As can be seen the authors 

prioritize economic- structural factors over the political factors in their explanation. In a 

rather brief paragraph they argue that the main factor in the causation of the wave was a 

―radical shortage of labour‖: 
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 Ada‘nın tamamen bölünmesi ile nüfusun etno-dinsel olarak homojenleĢmiĢ biçimde coğrafi yeniden 

dağılımı, Kuzey‘de bir yandan güçlü bir eksik iĢgücü krizine, diğer yandan da ekonomik ve toplumsal 

iĢbölümünde açık bir çöküntüye neden olmuĢtur. [...] Ada‘nın tekrar birleĢmesine yönelik bir anlaĢma 

ise kısa surede mümkün olmamıĢtır. [...] 1974‘ten sonra yeni bir politik coğrafya olarak ortaya çıkan 

Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ın zorunlu göçlerle kaybettiği nüfusa bağlı olarak yaĢayacağı sorunlar daha birinci yılda 

açıkça görünür hale gelmiĢtir. Bölünmeden henüz birkaç ay sonra, 1974 yılının sonbaharında baĢlayan 

narenciye toplama döneminde, ürünlerin toplanamaması bu eksik iĢgücü krizinin ilk göstergesidir. Bu 

sorun, Türkiye‘den sağlanan geçici mevsimlik isçiler ile aĢılmaya çalıĢılmıĢtır. Ancak emeğin Ada 

ölçeğinde bu zorunlu coğrafi yeniden dağılımından kaynaklanan eksik iĢgücünün yapısal bir sorun 

olduğu ve narenciye tarımı ile sinirli kalmayacağı kısa surede anlaĢılmıĢtır. Uluslararası toplumun 

Kuzey Kıbrıs Türk Yönetimi‘ni tanımaması nedeniyle de, çeĢitli nitelikteki bu eksik iĢgücünün 

bölgesel yada uluslararası emek pazarlarından sağlanması mümkün değildir. Dolayısıyla, bu iĢgücünün 

sağlanabileceği tek ülke, ġubat 1975‘re kurulan Kıbrıs Türk Federe Devleti‘ni (KTFD) resmi olarak 

tanıyan Türkiye Cumhuriyeti olmuĢtur (ibid: 6-7). 
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On the other hand, this severe shortage of labour was seen as a great political 

opportunity [by Turkish Cypriots] to reinforce and strengthen the existence of 

Turkish  Cypriots in the island and to escape the situation of being the minority 

in the island, which had happened due to the rapid loss of population of 

Turkish Cypriots starting in the period of transition of the control of the island 

form the Ottomans over to the British and due to clashes controlled by 

paramilitary powers, which were intensifying since the 1950s. In other words, 

the problem of labour shortage, which surfaced as a real problem after the 

division, had offered a legitimate basis for the realisation of the political desire 

of increasing the Turkish population in the island through [the recruitment of] 

migrants coming from Turkey (ibid; translated by A.T.).
94

 

 

However, in their 2014 book, unlike in their 2009 project report, KurtuluĢ and Purkis, do 

more openly acknowledge that the Turkish Cypriot ruling elite of the period had facilitated 

this migration partly in order to boost the population of the Turkish Cypriots. Yet their 

general conceptualisation does not take this agential motivation (which according to critical 

realism is a causal factor) and accompanying cultural factors like ideas and discourses on 

nation and ethnicity into consideration as constitutive elements of this migratory wave.  

 

KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2014) do not see it necessary to employ a different conceptualisation, 

which goes beyond an economic-structural explanation, to explain the peculiarities of the 

case of first wave immigrations to northern Cyprus.  Political-cultural factors are not 

incorporated into the explanatory analysis, and although these are deemed to be part of the 

motivations of the Turkish Cypriot state, they are not directly linked to the causation of the 

case. Once again the justification for this argument is given by directing the focus of attention 

to the immigrants (i.e. the micro-level).  

 

The collapse of the division of labour in North Cyprus and the problem of 

labour shortage, which arose due to the involuntary migration of the Greek 

Cypriots to the southern part, was not tried to be solved by demanding a male 

labour force like in classical labour migrations, but by demanding peasant 
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 Diğer yandan, bu radikal iĢgücü açığı, Ada‘nın Osmanlı yönetiminden Ġngiliz yönetimine geçiĢiyle 

baĢlayan ve 1950‘lerin ortalarından itibaren para-militer güçlerin kontrol ettiği çatıĢmalar nedeniyle 

hızlanan nüfus kaybının neden olduğu azınlık pozisyonundan kurtulmak  ve Kıbrıs‘ta Türk varlığını 

yeniden güçlendirmek için büyük bir politik fırsat olarak görülmüĢtür. Diğer bir deyiĢle, bölünmeden 

sonra gerçek bir problem olarak ortaya çıkan iĢgücü açığı, Ada‘daki Türk nüfusunun Türkiye‘den 

gelecek göçmenlerle çoğaltılması yönündeki politik arzunun gerçekleĢmesine meĢrutiyet zemini 

oluĢturmuĢtur (ibid.). 
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communities comprising families. This was at the same time related to the aim 

of increasing the Turkish population, which had become the minority [in the 

island] by 1974. It is this aim that creates a political counter-discourse, which 

is so powerful that it conceals the immigrants‘ reasons for migration and the 

difficulties they go through (ibid: 118 Translated by A.T.)
95

.   

 

KurtuluĢ and Purkis developed their labour migration thesis especially as a critique of what 

they see as a ‗highly political‘ understanding of migrations from Turkey to northern Cyprus 

both in the international arena especially influenced by Greek Cypriots and among some 

Turkish Cypriot academicians. They argue that an emphasis of the micro-level can serve as a 

means to overcome this political determinism: 

 

To see the immigrants, which make up the first immigration wave to North 

Cyprus just as a population ―transferred‖ to Cyprus for Turkey to realise its 

colonial ambitions and to create in North Cyprus a reservoir of votes in favour 

of the Turkish Cypriot political elite loyal to Turkey, is widespread among the 

Greek Cypriots and the international community […]. The perspective that 

views immigrants as a transferred population reduces population movements 

to numbers and hence disregards the societal and class positions of the 

immigrants. Therefore this perspective is politically deterministic and makes it 

hard to conduct sociological, economic and spatial studies on the economic-

geographical labour movements between North Cyprus and Turkey and their 

periodically changing qualities.  It is so hard to overcome this political 

determinism, that the researchers have had to ask themselves during this 

research: ―Could we be also perceived as researchers serving the colonial 

ambitions of the country [Turkey]?‖. It was due to this political determinism 

that we had to repeat, many times, that we were looking at the subject, not 

from the point of view of the states‘ or international political interests‘ or 

strategically experts‘, but from a modern migration theories perspective and 

from the viewpoint of immigrants.  It is surely possible to perceive this first 

migration wave as a population engineering carried out by the collaboration of 

Turkey and Turkish Cypriot Political Leadership, regarding its form, the 

planning of the immigration, the selection of the places where the immigrants 

were to be resettled, the organised relocation of the immigrants […].  

However, the situation is different regarding the contents. Oral history 

interviews with pioneer migrants have clearly revealed that, for the villagers 
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 Kuzey Kıbrıs'ta Rumların Güney'e zorunlu göçleriyle çöken iĢbölümü ve iĢgücü açığı sorununu, 

Türkiye‘den klasik anlamda iĢgücü göçü sayılabilecek erkek iĢgücü talep edilerek değil de, ailelerden 

oluĢan köylü toplulukları talep edilerek çözme çabası, aynı zamanda Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta 1974‘te azınlık 

seviyesine düĢmüĢ Türk nüfusu artırma amacını da içinde barındırmaktadır. Ġste bu amaç, göçmenlerin 

göçme nedenlerinin ve yaĢadıkları zorlu göçme süreçlerinin üstünü örtecek güçte bir politik karĢı 

söyleme neden olmaktadır (ibid: 118). 

 



 

150 

who had no chance of making a living in their own places of origin, this 

migration is nothing more than a typical migration movement, though with the 

encouragement of some incentives, that they undertook to another country to 

try and make a living, like anywhere else in the world (2009: 219-220, 

Translated by AT).
96

    

 

KurtuluĢ and Purkis must be given credit regarding their strong advocacy for the immigrants 

and their deconstruction of the immigrants‘ highly political representation.  In this sense the 

authors rightly emphasise the human aspect of this migration and show via immigrants‘ oral 

history accounts that the motivations of individual migrants are surely different from that of 

political actors. Indeed my own research too has revealed, that the intentions of the political 

actors in facilitating this immigrant settlement in the northern part of the island are often not 

even understood let alone shared by the immigrants themselves. However, although any 

migration research must be careful in the way it intentionally or unintentionally constructs 

migrant representations, Carling‘s (2005) warning must be borne in mind that ―good 

advocacy is not always the same as good research‖(ibid: 18).
97

 Rather, a complete analysis of 

migration, considering any empirical case, must add multiple levels of aggregation into the 
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 Kuzey Kıbrıs‘a birinci göç dalgasını oluĢturan göçmenleri, sadece Türkiye‘nin Kıbrıs‘ta kolonyal 

emellerin[i] gerçekleĢtirme ve Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta Türkiye‘ye sadık Kıbrıs Türk siyasi elitine oy deposu 

oluĢturmak üzere Türkiye‘den ―aktarılmıĢ‖ nüfus olarak görmek, Kıbrıslı Rumlar ve uluslararası 

toplumda yaygın bir kabuldür [...]. Göçmenleri aktarılmış nüfus olarak kabul eden bakıĢ açısı nüfus 

hareketlerini sayılara indirgediği için, göçmenlerin, toplumsal ve sınıfsal konumlarını göz ardı eder. Bu 

nedenle de bu bakıĢ açısı politik olarak aĢırı belirleyicidir ve Türkiye ile Kuzey Kıbrıs arasındaki 

ekonomik-coğrafi iĢgücü hareketlerini ve bunların dönemsel olarak değiĢen niteliklerini sosyolojik, 

iktisadi ve mekânsal olarak ele almayı zorlaĢtırır. Bu aĢırı politik belirlenmiĢliği aĢmak o kadar zordur 

ki, bu araĢtırma sırasında araĢtırmacılar kendilerini ―Acaba biz de kolonyal ülkenin amaçlarına hizmet 

eden araĢtırmacılar olarak algılanır mıyız?‖ diye sorarken bulmuĢlardır. Konuya devletlerin ve 

uluslararası politik çıkar ya da strateji uzmanlarının değil de, çağdaĢ göç teorileri ve göç edenlerin 

penceresinden baktığımızı pek çok kere tekrar etmek zorunda kalmamız da, konunun bu aĢırı 

belirlenmiĢliği ile ilgiliydi. Elbette bu ilk göç dalgasının, Türkiye ile Kıbrıs Türk Politik Liderliğinin 

birlikte gerçekleĢtirdiği bir nüfus mühendisliği olarak tanımlanması, biçim açısından, göçün 

planlanması, göçmen alınacak bölgelerin ve yerleĢtirilecek yerlerin seçilmesi, göçmenlerin düzenli bir 

biçimde taĢınması gibi pek çok açıdan bir mühendislik gibi görülebilir. Ama içerik açısından durum 

farklılaĢmaktadır. Ġlk göçmenlerin kendi göç ve yerleĢme hikayelerini anlattıkları sözlü tarih 

görüĢmelerinde, bu göçün, kendi topraklarında geçim Ģansı kalmamıĢ köylüler için, dünyanın her 

yerinde olabilecek bir bicimde, bazı teĢviklerle yaĢamlarını yeniden kurma Ģanslarını değerlendirmek 

üzere, tipik göçmenler olarak bir baĢka memlekete gitmekten daha fazla bir Ģey olmadığı açık olarak 

ortaya çıkmaktadır. 
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 It can even be argued that KurtuluĢ and Purkis‘s advocacy tends to victimise the immigrants, though 

I consciously do not want to focus on this point so as not to drift into the danger of doing the opposite, 

i.e. ―blaming the victim‖. In this respect too, it is best to remain on purely analytical grounds in 

explaining this migratory wave at hand and stick to a multi-dimensional perspective. 
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analysis and within each of these, consider a multitude of factors, be they of economic, 

political or ideological nature, rather than overemphasising single dimensions, factors or 

levels of analysis. The challenge is, furthermore, not to construct an adversary discourse 

towards the immigrants in so doing.   

 

It must also be noted that KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2014) seem to have partly backed away from 

their original argument about the first migration wave from Turkey to northern Cyprus in that 

they are more open to the recognition of the political motivations of the Turkish and Turkish 

Cypriot governments in facilitating this migration (which they note in the conclusion part of 

their study see 285-295).
98

  Yet they seem to suggest once again, although this is not always 

so clear, that political actors‘ reasons are not necessarily relevant in the causal explanation of 

the case.
99

 

 

This thesis argues, contrary to KurtuluĢ and Purkis‘s arguments, that cultural factors along 

with economic ones, especially ideas about ‗ethnicity‘ and ‗nationalism‘, were central in the 

causal mechanisms relating to the case of the first migration wave from Turkey to the 

northern part of Cyprus. To be more precise, it is the interplay of cultural factors with 

structural and agential factors on the macro-level, that had engendered the necessary context, 

within which the immigrants made their migration decisions. That being said, this thesis 

argues that migration can only be explained through a multi-dimensional analysis, and 

suggests that some analytical steps need to be taken into consideration in so doing. These are: 
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 That the authors only in the conclusion of their book that they devote some space to the discussion 

of the wider political- historical context of the first migration wave is a further weakness regarding the 

coherence of their thesis.  

 
99

 Moreover their book title ―Immigrants from Turkey in North Cyprus‖ [Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta Türkiyeli 

Göçmenler] is also more in line with their focus of attention, which is on the immigrants rather than 

the migration itself and so less problematic than the title of their original research which claimed to 

conceptually explain ―Turkish migration to North Cyprus‖. Their research project report was titled: 

„The Characteristics of Turkish Migration to North Cyprus and the Economic, Socio-Spatial 

Integration Problems of Turkish Migrants‖ [Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta Türk Göçünün Niteliği ve Göçmenlerin 

Ekonomik Sosyo-Mekansal BütünleĢme Sorunları] and so implied to explain the migration case and 

not only the case of immigrants. 
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1. Firstly, an analytical differentiation between macro, meso and micro-levels of 

aggregation. 

2. Secondly, a genuine recognition that causation is complex and multi-factorial. 

Therefore not only economic and structural but also cultural as well as agential 

factors (operating at different levels) need to be taken into account as real causal 

factors rather than mere contingencies. 

3. Thirdly, it needs also to be recognised that only when the interplay of all of these 

levels and factors are taken into consideration and are carefully studied, can a 

complete analysis be made which is non-reductionist, non-determinist, multi-factorial 

and multi-dimensional. 

 

5.2 An Alternative Conceptualisation: Underlining Multi-Dimensionality and Multi-

Factorial Causation of the First Immigration wave from Turkey to northern Cyprus 

 

The previous subsection has criticised the conceptualisation of the first migratory wave by 

KurtuluĢ and Purkis as a more or less typical case of labour migration, which they argued to 

be a theoretically based alternative to political discourses considering this migratory 

movement a type of politically motivated population engineering and the immigrants as the 

agents of this political motivation.  As was explained in detail, however, their 

conceptualisation remains far from constituting a sufficiently acceptable alternative 

explanation since it ignores a vital characteristic of migratory movements in general as well 

as of the case of first migration wave from Turkey to North Cyprus in particular; and this is 

their multi-dimensionality.  

 

In a similar sense, Elder-Vass argues leaning on Bhaskar that ―[a]ctual events […] are not 

produced by single causes as the covering law model suggests, but by a complex interaction 

of the causal powers of the entities involved. Outside the closed systems of the laboratory, 

multiple causal powers constantly interact with each other‖ (2010: 47). In this line of thought 

migration has to be conceptualised foremost as a complex event; caused by an interplay of a 

multitude of causally relevant factors.  This is also true for the initiation of the first wave of 

migration between Turkey and the northern part of Cyprus on the one hand and for the 
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emergence of a migration system between these two geographical places on the other. 

Against this background, the following sections focus on the macro-level to identify and 

analyse various factors, which partook within the migration generating mechanisms 

concerned. These will try to systematically reveal, in the light of a critical realist framework, 

structural, cultural and agential factors respectively, which can be causally related to the first 

migratory wave from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus.  

  

5.2.1 Structural Factors 

 

According to critical realism structure (as well as culture) has emergent properties in its own 

right, that is, it has causative powers independent of individual actors (Porpora 1998; 

2013).
100

 Structural factors most commonly associated with the causation of migratory 

movements in general are demographic structures (i.e. population densities) and economic 

structures related to the relations of production and the socio-economic division of labour 

(national as well as international).  These socio-economic structures are, in turn, causally 

related to two important macro-economic indicators directly linked to causation of migratory 

movements, i.e. supply and demand for labour.  These macro-economic factors have 

especially been emphasised within the so-called push-pull theories of migration. The push-

pull framework, including the neo-classical approach to migration, expects people to migrate 

from geographical areas with high labour supply (and high population density) to areas of 

high labour demand (and low population density), due to the effects of wage differentials 

between these regions, until the latter and therefore the incentives for migration are 

eliminated (de Haas 2007: 11-12). Although this thesis argues that a push–pull explanation is 

not satisfactory (for instance that of KurtuluĢ and Purkis‘s), it regards, in line with a critical 

realist theoretical framework, that socio-economic factors, among which are labour supply 

and demand on the macro-level, do play their roles within migration generating mechanisms; 

and so they deserve to be part of the analysis. Therefore it can be postulated for the case at 
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 This was especially discernible in Western Europe when the countries stopped their official 

recruitment of migrant labour around the year 1973. After this year immigration still continued in other 

forms  (see Castles & Miller 1998) especially in form of family reunion, since structural (i.e. migrant 

networks, segmented labour markets etc.) and cultural factors (like stigmatization of certain migrant 

jobs in the receiving states and the establishment of a culture of migration in the sending states) were 

involved, independently of the states‘ agential powers, in mechanisms generating further migrations.  
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hand that socio-economic factors among broader structural factors that can be related to the 

causation of the first migratory wave from Turkey to northern Cyprus are a high labour 

surplus in Turkey and a high labour demand in the northern part of Cyprus in the period 

concerned.
101

 

 

In the 1950‘s, 1960‘s and 1970‘s, Turkey had experienced a significant movement of people 

within its borders, in the form of internal rural to urban migrations (Yasa & Bozkurt 1974; 

Yıldırmaz 2010). It has been argued that it was the changes in the traditional division of 

labour brought about by rural transformation processes, which had played a significant part in 

the causation of these movements. According to Yıldırmaz (2010), rural transformation 

processes are the outcome of a complex interplay between ―capitalist development, 

modernisation and urbanisation‖ taking place in Turkey in that period (ibid: 400 translated by 

A.T.). These, he argues, had led to the rise of the so-called ―small peasantry” (küçük 

köylülük) making it difficult for traditional farmers to survive in their villages (ibid.).
102

 

 

Turkey also started experiencing large-scale oversees emigration starting from the 1960‘s 

(Abadan-Unat; 1995; 2011; Sirkeci 2002)
103

.  According to Abadan-Unat (2011) whereas 

Turkish citizens emigrated on individual accounts in the first phase of Turkish emigration to 
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 Even though basing their argument on such a push-pull explanation of migration, the formerly 

mentioned scholars KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2009; 2014) regard the factors pertaining to Turkey that may 

generate potential emigrants, i.e. the so-called push-factors at the macro-level, not to be of great 

significance. KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2009; 2010) argue that socio-economic factors pertaining to Turkey 

cannot be considered among the main causes of migration to North Cyprus. In a similar way ġahin et 

al. (2013) too argue ―[…] it appears that, factors like surplus labour, low-wage policies and 

unemployment and unfavourable basic economic conditions in Turkey are not among the main causes 

of migration [to North Cyprus]‖ (ġahin et al 2013: 617; translated by AT) (Sonuç olarak, göç etme 

nedenleri arasında Türkiye‘de yaĢanan iĢgücü fazlası, düĢük ücret politikaları, iĢsizlik gibi temel 

ekonomik koĢulların yetersizliği gibi faktörlerin temel etken olmadığı anlaĢılmaktadır).  

 
102

 This is, according to the author, a phenomenon caused by a number of factors like mechanisation in 

agricultural production (through use of tractors); changes in the legal context (especially through Land 

Laws known as the ÇTK act -Çiftçiyi Topraklandırma Kanunu- of 1945 which allowed the allocation 

of agricultural land to landless peasant families) as well as demographic developments like population 

growth leading to less agrarian land per capita. The developments in the infrastructure, i.e. motorways, 

in the framework of the Marshall plan, can also be causally related to these issues (Yıldırmaz 2010). 

 
103

 This is also partly due to the Turkish state policy regarding emigration until that time, then as 

Abadan-Unat (2011) notes, Turkish Citizens were granted the constitutional right to emigrate in 1961 

for the first time (ibid: 10). 
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Europe in 1950‘s, the second phase of Turkish emigration to Europe in the 1960‘s was 

characterised by mass migrations on the basis of bilateral labour recruitment agreements with 

European Governments. Whereas Germany received the greatest number of immigrant 

labourers (648.602 between 1961-1974 according to Yasa & Bozkurt, 1975: 50) other states 

like Austria, Belgium, Holland, Switzerland France, Sweden and Denmark also received 

labourers from Turkey on the basis of these bilateral labour agreement. This second phase 

lasted until 1973/1974 when the receiving countries stopped labour recruitment from abroad 

altogether due to the global oil crisis (ibid; Castles & Miller 1998).
104

 

 

According to Abadan-Unat (2011) the 1960‘s were ―years of high unemployment, and many 

Turks looked to going abroad as a means of economic improvement‖ (ibid: 11).  In these 

years emigration was also encouraged by the Turkish state via the so-called ―5 Year 

Development Plan‖, which aimed, among other things, at ―population control and the export 

of surplus labour‖ (ibid: 12). This policy brought emigration under state control rather than 

leaving it to be an individual business (ibid). Among related economic factors, Ġçduygu 

(2011) counts ―economic decline and increasing income inequalities‖ (ibid: 11). Considering 

the periods of 1960‘s and 1970‘s, Sirkeci (2002; 2003) also underlines among others, the 

effects of ethnic conflict in Turkey, via the notion of ―environment of insecurity‖, which have 

been effective in the emigration of Kurdish population, though they made up until the 1980s, 

a rather small percentage of all emigrants from Turkey (7-8% until 1980).  Furthermore, 

almost half of Turkish emigrants during this phase comprised rural population (Yasa and 

Bozkurt 1974: 57) so that it can be argued that generative mechanisms leading to internal 

rural-urban flows within Turkey can also be related to oversees emigration of Turkish 

nationals. Bostanoğlu (1987) argues the following in this sense: ―International migration, we 

should remark,  is an extension of internal migration beyond the borders of the country; and 

has somewhat diminished the magnitude of the ‗crisis‘. Therefore, international migrations 
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 After this year Turkish migration to Europe continued especially on the basis of family reunions 

(Castles & Miller 1998: 14-17). 

 



 

156 

can be regarded as a ‗long distance‘ type of Turkish urbanisation process‖  (ibid: 91; 

translated by A.T.).
105

 

 

The first migration wave from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus was, as described in the 

previous chapter, also regulated by a bilateral labour recruitment agreement, thus making it 

an issue of the states rather than individuals. Because it comprised to a large extent peasant 

families, the first wave of immigration to northern Cyprus can also be causally related to the 

emigration generating mechanisms like rural transformation processes in Turkey, which 

made emigration abroad a necessity for the peasants who were gradually becoming uprooted 

from traditional rural relations of production. Indeed most of the pioneer migrants of rural 

origin I interviewed, stated that they had indeed had the intention of emigration from their 

villages to elsewhere, mostly to oversees, prior to their decision to immigrate to northern 

Cyprus (see Chapter 5).  The immigrants coming from the cities too were relatively poor and 

were in seek of an economic improvement of their living conditions.  Ethnic conflict in 

Turkey was also a reason for the participation of a Kurdish population in the first 

immigration wave to northern Cyprus, like to other European countries during this period 

(see Sirkeci 2002; 2003; Sirkeci, Cohen & Yazgan 2012, KurtuluĢ and Purkis 2009).  

 

Lastly, another factor that can be causally related to the first wave originating in the place of 

origin is the various infrastructure constructions (especially dam projects), and various 

environmental problems in Turkey (i.e. floods, landslide, earthquakes etc.) which led to 

projects of village relocations and resettlements within the country.  According to KurtuluĢ 

and Purkis  (2009; 2014) the largest part of the immigrants within the first wave, were 

landless villagers who had demanded from the Turkish government to be resettled elsewhere 

in Turkey.  This is in fact not necessarily specific to this case, but a phenomenon also found 

in emigration to Europe from Turkey. For instance, According to Sirkeci (2002) due to the 

Keban Dam project and a major earthquake in Varto in 1967, ―people from these areas were 

given priority if they prefer[ed] to go abroad for work instead of settling down in anywhere 

else in Turkey‖ (ibid: 13).  
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 ―DıĢgöç olgusu, hemen belirtelim, içgöç hareketlerinin, yurt sınırları dıĢına taĢmıĢ biçimidir; ve 

içgöç olgusunun yarattığı durumun ‗kriz‘ boyutlarını, biraz olsun, hafifletmiĢtir. Dolayısı ile dıĢgöçler, 

Türk kentleĢme hareketinin, ‗uzun mesafeli‘ bir türü olarak değerlendirilebilir‖ (ibid: 91).  
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Yet emigration-generating mechanisms, like rural transformation processes, urbanisation etc. 

are not sufficient to explain the emergence of the case of migration under scrutiny. On the 

contrary, an analysis of the latter remains incomplete without the consideration of the 

mechanisms, which attract emigrants to the place of destination, among which are structural 

factors pertaining to the northern part of Cyprus.  In this respect, the main structural factor 

(though it must be underlining that it is neither the sole nor the most important causal factor) 

to be identified, as was done by KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2009; 2014), is the shortage of labour 

arising in the northern part of the island after its 1974 division. 

 

A labour shortage in the agricultural sector is the officially stated reason behind the 

facilitation of the first wave of immigration to northern Cyprus by the Turkish and Turkish 

Cypriot states who signed a bilateral labour recruitment agreement in 1975.  Particularly one 

of the interviewees, P3 who was a high ranking bureaucrat from Turkey during the initiation 

of the first migration wave, had explicitly underlined that Turkish Cypriot demand for labour 

was the main reason behind the initiation of the first migratory wave and so the main cause: 

 

The essential factor here, I remember, was to fill the huge economic gap,  labour 

shortage here [in northern Cyprus]. For instance there were fields, orange 

orchards. Oranges were rotting on the trees because there was no one to collect 

them.  At the end of the day, you have to plant carrots, you have to plant 

potatoes. There was no one to do the planting.  Some were martyred, […] the 

number of the martyrs is not small considering the population of Cyprus.  The 

male workforce had diminished in size, men were needed for some jobs, women 

could not do the same jobs. Such social factors were effective, but the main 

factor I remember, is the need here. It was the need, the demand uttered by the 

Turkish Cypriots. Why would Turkey send [the migrants] on  its own, when 

there was no such demand?
106
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 [...] esas faktör, ben hatırlıyorum, yani esas faktör Ģeydi, buradaki büyük bir ekonomik boĢluğu 

doldurmak, insan gücü boĢluğunu doldurmak. Mesela tarlalar var, portakal bahçeleri var, portakallar 

ağaçların üstünde çürüyor çünkü toplayacak adam yok. Sonuçta havuç ekeceksiniz, patates 

ekeceksiniz, ekecek adam yok. ĠĢte bir kısmı Ģehit olmuĢ, […] Kıbrıs‘ın ölçüsünde az değil tabii Ģehit 

olanların sayısı. Erkek iĢ gücünde azalma var, iĢte bazı isleri daha çok erkekler yapıyor, kadınların 

aynı iĢi yapmaları zor. Bu gibi sosyal nedenler etkili oldu ama benim hatırladığım ilk faktör, en önemli 

faktör buradaki Ģeydir, ihtiyaçtır. Kıbrıslı Türklerin dile getirdikleri ihtiyaç, taleptir, yani burada talep 

olmasa Türkiye kendi kendine niye yollasın? 
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He continues: 

 

[…] I […] came into office here in  December 1974. There was then such an 

appalling view.  We went to Morphou for instance, there were stray pigs 

running in empty fields, without supervision, there was no one to collect them.  

There were many animals running around, fruits were rotting on the trees, 

people were unable to work. There were only few people who could 

immediately be transformed into a ready workforce […].  As I see it is very 

wide-spread in our society to link everything to a political motivation, this is so 

in Turkey an it is so here [in Cyprus].  What big political reasons, ideas were 

behind this [policy]? It must be seen that things happen sometimes, many 

times, due to social needs.  I mean there was such a social and economic 

situation that it forces you to provide labour power, at least temporarily.
107

  

 

According to a critical realist outlook actors‟ reasons play an important role in causal 

mechanisms. Yet this recognition renders it crucial for the researcher to be cautious. 

Regarding the issue of whether to take agential reasons at face value Iosifides (2011) warns  

―[u]nderstanding the role of human reasons in causal explanation of social action presupposes 

the differentiation between real reasons and rationalisations […]‖ (ibid: 65). Thus, what 

political actors present as reasons may well be rationalisations of their political actions. 

Moreover, as was argued in the previous section which criticised KurtuluĢ and Purkis‘s 

labour demand thesis, it seems to be too simplistic to take socio-economic factors, deprived 

of wider contexts to be sufficient causal factors. To underline once again the labour demand 

thesis is oversimplifying the causation of the first wave immigration from Turkey to North 

Cyprus in three respects: firstly by taking Turkish and Turkish Cypriot official justifications 

to be the cause; secondly by considering economic factors like labour-demand isolated from 

their wider contexts of class relations of production; and thirdly by overemphasising 

structural economic factors over non-economic ones.   
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  [...] Ben[...] Aralık 1974‘te burada göreve baĢladım, yani dehĢet verici bir manzara vardı. 

Güzelyurt‘a gittik mesela, böyle baĢıboĢ domuzlar boĢ arazilerde koĢuĢturuyor filan, denetimsiz, onları 

zapturapta alacak kimse yok. Bir sürü hayvan etrafta dolaĢıyor filan, ağaçlarda meyveler çürüyor, 

insanlar çalıĢacak durumda değil, çok az sayıda insan hemen bir hazır iĢ gücü haline 

dönüĢtürülebilecek durumda. [...] Bizde gördüğüm kadarıyla her iĢi bir siyasi hedefe bağlamak âdeti 

çok yaygındır, Türkiye‘de de öyle, burada da öyle. Hangi politikanın sonucunda, hangi büyük fikirlerin 

sonucunda? ġunu görmek lazım ki, bazen de, çoğu zaman da sosyal ihtiyaçların sonucunda oldu. Yani 

öyle bir sosyal ve ekonomik tablo var ki, bu tablo sizi zorunlu kılıyor, hiç değilse geçici bir süre için, iĢ 

gücünü sağlamaya. 
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Regarding the first issue, i.e. the differentiation between real reasons and rationalisations, it 

must be underlined that few peculiarities of this migration case look rather suspicious. Most 

important among these is the rather striking fact that this particular migration policy lacked 

economic rationality in many respects. For instance this movement did not contain the in 

Western Europe found economic rationality regarding the minimisation of the socio-

economic costs of migration (Castles & Miller 1998). In contrast to immigration to Western 

Europe, the intention in the import of immigrants was to assure their permanent settlement.  

Therefore whole extended families or kin-groups, even whole village communities rather 

than individual labourers were recruited.  This was a rather cost intensive utilization of labour 

migration for the restructuring a post-war economy.  There were small children as well as 

elderly within the immigrant groups who needed cost intensive state care like education and 

health services, as well as old-age pensions. In this regard a then middle-ranked state official 

(I4) I interviewed who was involved in the settlement of the immigrants in the villages 

comments: 

 

They brought old men with cancer; we brought and settled a 90 year-old man 

from the harbour on a stretcher.  Whether it is labelled ―Agricultural Labour 

Program‖ or not, the real reason behind this migration was population transfer. 

When transferring this population we brought a village as a whole. There are 

young people and children but also old people in the village. We brought this 

man on a stretcher and he died after a few days. We visited the villages all the 

time. We asked, during a visit what had happened to the man, they said ―he 

had cancer and he died‖.  I mean we brought a man with cancer, he died in 

Cyprus and we buried him in Cyprus.
108

  

 

Moreover, the lack of further policies to promote the development of agricultural production 

and to use this imported labour productively is also strikingly absent.  In this respect many of 

the interviews and informal conversations with pioneer migrants revealed that they were 

rather disappointed with the lack of orientation and assistance in Cyprus to enable their 

adaptation to the kind of agricultural production in the island, as well as with the negative 
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  Limandan gelirken kanserli ihtiyarı, 90 yaĢında ihtiyarları sedye ile iskân ettik. Adına her ne kadar, 

―Tarımsal ĠĢgücü Programı‖ adı altında gelmiĢelerse de, esas geliĢ göç, nüfus aktarmaydı. Bu nüfus 

aktarılırken de bir köyü olduğu gibi alırdık. Köyün içinde genci çocuğu da var yaĢlısı da var. Adamı 

sedye ile getirdik birkaç gün sonra öldü. Sürekli köydeydik çünkü. Gittiğimizde ne oldu dediğimizde 

de ―kanserdi zaten öldü‖ dediler. Yani kanserli adamı getirdik Kıbrıs‘ta öldü Kıbrıs‘ta gömdük 

kendini. 
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attitude of the state, which did not support their production.  Many of the pioneer migrants I 

interviewed and spoke to during the participant observation emphasised this point, stating 

that they had hard time being economically active in the agricultural sector. The statement 

quoted below was made by one of my interviewees who is now self-employed in the 

transportation business. It is illustrative of the perception of many of the immigrants in the 

village, that after their resettlement in Cyprus they were left on their own to figure out how to 

make a living:  

 

They brought people for agriculture, as agricultural workers. You will find that 

in official documents if you look into those. The brought the people here as 

agricultural workers, but no one could do agriculture/ farming, they did not let 

them. […]. People needed guidance, but they didn‘t do that.  On the contrary 

they ruined those who did farming (TM3, 54, male, 1. generation, Trabzon).
109

 

 

Regarding the second issue, that is, the class aspects of the labour-demand of the Turkish 

Cypriot state, one must also take the interests of the Turkish Cypriot capitalist class into 

consideration, who also had the political upper hand. In this respect it can be argued that the 

dominant Turkish Cypriot capitalist class had genuine interests in utilising migration as a 

means to enlarge its share of market on the one hand, and on the other hand to have access to 

an army of cheap labour. The Turkish Cypriot bourgeois was engaged in capitalist 

accumulation, especially since the 1950‘s, through nationalist means. With serious concerns 

about their unequal economic development in relation to the Greek Cypriot capitalist class, 

the Turkish Cypriot bourgeois saw the creation of a ―Turkish economy‖ as a way forward 

(Erhürman 2006; Kızılyürek 2002). This involved the taking of due measures, the most 

striking of which was the ―from Turk to Turk campaign‖ (Türkten-Türke kampanyasi)
110
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 Tarım diye getirdiler insanları, yani tarım isçisi diye. Zaten kayıtlara da baksan öyle görünür. 

Buraya tarım olarak, tarım isçisi olarak insan getirdiler ama kimse tarım etmedi, ettirmediler.  […] 

insanı nereye yönlendirirsen o Ģekilde gider. Yönlendirmediler ki […] Yerinde olanları da aksine yok 

ettiler. 

 
110

 DenkaĢ reflects on this policy as follows „In that period (1958-1960) we had established a 

campaign called from Turk to Turk, for the purpose of the Turkish community to support each other. 

The Greek Cypriots were really upset. It was not in their advantage to lose a 120,000-person market. 

This was also posing a threat to the interests of a small group of Turks which had earned an income by 

selling from the Greeks to Turks. We claimed to be forming a novel Turkish market with importers 

and exporters― (DenktaĢ, 2005: 73 in Erhürman 2006: 96, translated by A.T.).  („O zaman (1958-1960) 

biz Türkün Türkü koruması gerekçesiyle Türkten Türke kampanyası diye bir kampanya baĢlatmıĢtık. 

Rumlara çok dokunmuĢtu bu. 120,000 kiĢilik bir çarĢıyı kaybetmek kendileri için iyi bir Ģey değildi. 
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which was being promoted in the 1950s (ibid.).  In this respect, according to Erhürman 

(2006), the division of the island in 1974 could be interpreted as an achievement of the 

Turkish Cypriot bourgeois in creating a national market independent of Greek Cypriots. This 

has opened up new possibilities to this dominant class, further extended by the recruitment of 

immigrants from Turkey which broadened this national Turkish market –through also 

creating connections to the Turkish mainland economy- on the one hand; and by supplying 

the bourgeois with cheap labour, on the other hand.
111

  

 

Finally the third issue mentioned above was the overemphasis of structural economic factors 

in the explanation of the first migration wave. In this regard the repeatedly underlined 

argument within this thesis is that, it is impossible to explain migration through economic 

structural factors alone. The explanation of migration with reference to supply and demand 

for labour in the framework of push –pull theories of migration, would at the best be 

reductionist and incomplete. Such an explanation disregards the historical-political context of 

the migratory wave at hand, ignores the roles played by further social and cultural factors in 

its causation and renders agencies of the migrants‘ invisible. De Haas argues when 

commenting on migration theories in the neo-classical line in general that ―(m)igration does 

not take place in a social, cultural, political, and institutional void‖ (2007: 14).  When 

considering migrations especially by Kurdish citizens of Turkey for instance, Sirkeci 

highlights the significance of ethnic conflict alongside other socio-economic factors (Sirkeci 

2003; 2002; Sirkeci, Cohen & Yazgan 2012).  In a similar sense, it must be underlined for 

northern Cyprus that the 1974 division of the island had created a new political opportunity 

for the Turkish Cypriot community, which had been in the minority and in a disadvantaged 

position both politically and economically on the one hand, and on the other hand, in which 

Turkish nationalism had become the hegemonic ideal seeking to construct a nation state, a 

national economy as well as an ethnically Turkish population. In this respect, even if the 

labour shortage/demand thesis is to be accepted as partially explanatory of the first migration 

                                                                                                                                           
Rum‘dan alıp Türk‘e satmakla rahat bir gelir temin eden birkaç Türkün menfaatine de dokunuyorduk. 

Ġthalatçısı ihracatçısı ile yepyeni bir Türk çarĢısı kurmak iddiasında idik‖).  

 
111

 This has had, as will later be discussed, repercussions on the relationship between the immigrants 

and the Turkish Cypriot subordinate classes and theTurkish Cypriot left representing the latter. 
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wave, a valid explanation must not ignore that the restructuring of economy that was taking 

place in the northern part of the island after the division was taking place in a context of 

Turkish Cypriot nation-state building. Hatay (2007) implies thus as he writes ―[t]his policy 

was designed to bolster the Turkish population and create a viable economy independent of 

Greek Cypriots‖ (ibid: 2, italics added). This necessitated the due use of ideas of ‗ethnicity‟ 

and ‗nation‟. Therefore it is not possible to ignore ideas on ‗ethnicity‘ and ‗nation‘ in the 

causation of this migratory wave. These belong to the cultural factors which will be explained 

below. 

 

5.2.2 Cultural Factors 

 

In the critical realist perspective, culture denotes ―beliefs, norms, ideas and other kinds of 

information‖ (Priestley 2011: 13; Archer 1995), or in other words, an ideational system as 

opposed to the material system encompassing structures (Porpora 2013). Moreover these are 

deemed to interact with structural and agential factors in the production of actual events. This 

is also true for the first wave of migration from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus, so that 

without the analysis of cultural factors its explanation is not possible. More specifically, 

without understanding the historical, political, cultural and ideational relationships between 

Turkey and Cyprus as well as those between the Greek and the Turkish Cypriot communities 

in the island, it is not possible to fully explain the first migration wave from Turkey to the 

northern part of Cyprus after the division.  

 

In the following, a macro-level analysis of cultural factors will be endeavoured, especially 

highlighting the emergence of ethnic nationalism, which, as will be suggested, acts as an 

essential cultural context in which the migration movements from Turkey started in 1975.  

The next subsection (5.2.2.1) will scrutinise the rise of conflicting ethnic nationalisms in 

Cyprus that had led to inter-communal clashes and the division of the island, and the 

following one (5.2.2.2) will concentrate on the development of ‗Turkish nationalism‘, which 

is the ideational context during Turkish Cypriots‘ nation-state building, of which, the first 

wave of immigrations from Turkey were an essential part.    

 

5.2.2.1 Rise of Ethnic Turkish Nationalism Among Turkish Cypriots 
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According to Kizilyurek-Gauter Kizilyurek (2004) pre-modern Cyprus was a non-nationalist 

territory where the idea of ―a nation‖ with a single overriding cultural identity made little 

sense (ibid: 40; see also Gellner 1983). In this atmosphere, cultures and cultural/religious 

identities could exist side by side in relative harmony as they were neither politicized nor 

burdened with the idea of a homogenized ethno-national identity (ibid.).  Therefore, after the 

1571 Ottoman occupation of Cyprus and the following population transfer to the island, the 

mixed society in Cyprus comprising a majority of Christian Orthodox Cypriots, a relative 

minority of Muslim Cypriots; and some smaller groups like Maronites, Armenians, Latins 

and Jews cohabited in the island in relative harmony (Keefe and Solsten, 1993; Nevzat 2005, 

Kizilyurek & Gauter- Kizilyurek 2004; ġahin 2008; Bozkurt and Trimikliniotis 2012)
112

 even 

though there had not been much convergence among them (Nevzat 2005).
113

  

 

Yet things changed as modernity took its course in this territory,
 
starting towards the end of 

the Ottoman rule and accelerating with the advent of the British administration in 1878 

(Kizilyurek & Gauter-Kizilyurek 2004; Nevzat 2005; ġahin 2008).
 
This process entailed the 

creation of politicized ethno-national identities out of traditional religious ones and the 

subsequent rise of competing and conflicting ethno-nationalisms (ibid; see Gellner 1983; 

1997). This is not a process exclusive to Cyprus. On the contrary as Wimmer and Glick 

Schiller (2002) argue, the period of 1870 to 1918 corresponds to one of intense nation-

building periods in the world, in which nationalism is born:  

 

―A concept of ―ethnic‖ and/or ―racial‖ peoplehood began to replace ―civic‖ 
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 The degree of harmony and peacefulness of the relationships between the Christian and Muslim 

populations of Cyprus subject to dispute.  Whereas some scholars suggest total integration of the 

communities, others have shown proof of occasional dispute (i.e. Çevikel 2002).  Even those who are 

critical of the ‗nostalgic‘ overemphasis of the tranquillity of the relations between the communities in 

this period, suggest that the relations were usually peaceful It can therefore be argued that, ―Cyprus 

under the Ottomans was neither an island of persistent interethnic hostility, nor one of political, social 

and cultural uniformity or integration‖ but ―[n]otwithstanding occasional reports of quarrels and 

squabbles, there is little of substance that could lead us to intimate that there was any persistent, 

widespread conflict between the two main communities on the island during Ottoman rule, even 

towards its more insecure end‖ (Nevzat 2005: 65). 

 
113

 One exception may be ambivalent identity of Linobambakoi who were a small group of Greek 

speaking Muslims.   
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conception initially shaped by Enlightenment philosophers and concretized in 

the course of the US, French and Haitian revolutions. The people now 

primarily meant a nation united through common ancestry and a shared 

homeland, no matter where its members might have wandered‖ (ibid: 312-

314). 

 

In this sense the endeavours of nation-state building in both Greek and Turkish mainlands, 

had transformative effects on both Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities. As the latter got 

acquainted with the ideas of nation and nationalism, these communities underwent the 

process of cultural elaboration: i.e. they were gradually transformed into modern ‗ethnic 

communities‘ with distinct national/ethno-cultural identities (Kizilyurek & Gauter-Kizilyurek 

2004).  This process also entailed structural elaboration, in which traditional relations 

between communities were reorganised into hierarchical power-relations, organised along 

ethnic lines that entailed competition, dispute and resentment instead of –a significant level 

of - mutual accommodation and solidarity (see Pollis 1998; Kızılyürek 2002; Kizilyurek 

&Gauter-Kizilyurek 2004; Nevzat 2005).
114

   

 

Obviously modernity did not bring about one unified ‗Cypriot identity‘ to the island (ġahin 

2008). On the contrary, Cyprus as a territory did not mean one and same thing to the 

communities that inhabited it. It rather assumed its meaning ―[…] only as a part of the 

―suprafamily‖ of Greek and/or Turkish nation‖ (Kizilyurek& Gauter-Kizilyurek, (2004: 38). 

In this respect both Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots have been affected by what 

Loizides (2007) calls ―motherland nationalisms‖ - ―a sense of primary loyalty to the national 

centres of Ankara and Athens, respectively‖ (ibid: 173).  This is in fact in line with the 

argument Wimmer and Glick Schiller (2002) make about nationalism: ―The concepts of the 

modern state and of a national population have historically developed within trans-border 

rather than territorially limited national spaces‖ (ibid: 308, emphasis added). In this sense, 

                                                 
114

 From a materialist point of view it can be argued that the mostly peaceful traditional life in the 

island was due to similar living conditions its people experienced under the Ottoman administration, 

irrespective of their religious identity (Kizilyurek-Gauter-Kizilyurek:2004: 39).  Then apart from the 

affluent ruling class and clergy, people of both communities, who were mostly peasants, lived under 

similar conditions of ―exploitation and poverty‖ (ibid.).   This similar economic and social experience 

then put people into situations of solidarity instead of dispute. A number of events are reported that 

show the existence of solidarity and cooperation between Christian and Muslim communities like 

collective rebellions organised by the leaders of both religious groups (ibid: 40).   
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trans-border relations were causally related to the formation of ethno-national identities in 

Cyprus too, and ―[p]erceptions of common origin and history with Turkey and Greece have 

been instrumental in mobilizing each community in favour of competing nationalist projects‖ 

(Loizides, 2007: 174). 

 

Regarding the Greek Cypriot community, it can be argued that causal mechanisms leading to 

the emergence of Greek Cypriot nationalism originate from the nation-state building 

processes taking place in mainland Greece (Kizilyurek and Gauter-Kizilyurek 2004). This 

―helenocentric‘ nationalism regards Greek Cypriots as part of the greater Greek ‗ethnos‘ 

(Peristianis 2006) and it seeks the revival of the perceived Hellenic past of the island by 

means of unification with Greece (enosis)
115

 (Loizides 2007: 174).  In this form Greek 

Cypriot nationalism started taking a more concrete shape as early as the late nineteenth 

century and culminated during the twentieth century.  In politicized form, it was the leading 

cultural factor, especially in the 1950s, in the generation of armed struggle against the British 

colonial rule (ibid). It materialised, especially in the mid-1950s, in the actions of the 

underground organisation National Organisation of Cypriot Fighters - EOKA (Ethniki 

Organosis Kyprion Agoniston) (ibid; Keefe & Solsten 1993). The latter claimed to be 

fighting against British colonialism, but was soon regarded by the Turkish Cypriot 

community too as life-threatening (Loisides 2007: 175).   

 

On the other hand, Turkish nationalism, glorifying the Ottoman past of the island and 

highlighting, among other things, its geographical proximity to Turkey (ibid.), was developed 

at a somewhat later date among Muslim Cypriots. According to some scholars Turkish 

nationalism started as a reaction to Greek nationalism (Kızılyürek 2002, Kizilyurek & 

Gauter-Kizilyurek 2004). Loizides points out in this sense, that Turkish Cypriot masses were 

mobilized during the 1940s and 1950s by the political elite, which made use of the fears and 

insecurities of the former at the face of Greek Cypriots‘ demands for enosis (union with 
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 ―The Enosis movement was part of Greek irredentism, known as the ―Megali Idea‖ which was the 

prevailing ideology once the Greek state was formed. It entailed the vision of liberating those regarded 

as ―Greeks still under foreign yoke‖ and bringing them under one political roof‖ (Peristianis 

2006:102). 
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Greece) (2007:174).
116

 Yet Greek nationalism is not the only causal factor in the development 

of Turkish nationalism among Muslim Cypriots. As Nevzat (2005) argues, Turkish 

nationalism in the island had developed to a large extent by importing ideas and symbols 

initially from the Ottoman Empire during its final years where nationalist movements 

(especially the Young Turk Movement) were flourishing; and later from the newly founded 

Turkish nation-state. Especially with the success of the Kemalists, the idea of a Turkish 

nation and Turkish nationalism was well discernible among the Muslim Cypriot community 

so that by the beginning of the 1930s the latter had started to make demands to the British 

colonial government for greater political autonomy for their community especially in matters 

concerning religion and education, basing those demands on the perceived shared Turkish 

ethnicity of their community (Nevzat 2005: 432).
117

 Among the many factors playing roles in 

the generation of this Turkish nationalism are increased literacy and education among 

Turkish Cypriots coupled with a prompt adoption of the Kemalist curriculum of Turkey in 

the 1920s; an increased availability of Turkish (tanzimat) literature and Turkish Press in the 

island, advancements in Turkish Cypriot‘s own press
118

; a rising Turkish nationalist 

intelligenzia with a university education from Turkey, political links between Turkish 

Cypriot‘s political parties in Cyprus and parties in Turkey and a flourishing of clubs and 

organisations in the island that defined themselves in Turkish nationalist vein  (Nevzat 2005; 

ġahin 2008).
119
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 Turkish Cypriot political elites elicited these fears by referring to the history of Crete and pointing 

out to a possibility of similar fate for Turkish Cypriots  (Loizides, 2007:174, also Bryant 2004;  

Kızılyürek 2002).   
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 According to the author the initial reactions to Greek nationalism in the early nineteenth century, by 

Turkish Cypriots (whose key identity was Muslim instead of Turkish) was not based on nationalist 

sentiments.  They rather objected to Greek Cypriots‘ disloyalty to their ottoman sultan and caliph 

(Nevzat 2005: 432). Only later did Turkish Cypriots abandon the idea of a multi-ethnic empire, and 

turn to Turkish nationalism (ibid:  85).  

 
118

 The rise of national press and other national media, developing within the era of ―print-capitalism‖ 

is directly linked to the spread of nationalism among masses creating new ways in which people relate 

to others in a political community and the imagination of a nation (Andersen 1991).  

 
119

 A major indicator of the rise of Turkish nationalism among Turkish Cypriots could be seen in the 

emigration of a significant number of Turkish Cypriots to the newly founded Republic of Turkey when 

these were confronted with the choice between British and Turkish citizenship during the initial years 

of the annexation of the island to Britain (Samani 1999; Nevzat 2005; Hatay 2007). 
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While the Greek nationalist discourse of Enosis (Union) was widely supported within the 

Greek Cypriot community in the beginning of the 1950s
120

, Turkish Cypriots openly 

pronounced their own nationalist demand of Taksim in 1956, which meant the partition of the 

island and the unification of the northern part with Turkey (Loizides 2007: 175).  With the 

announcement of the latter, Turkish nationalism got a political program with the military 

slogan: “ya taksim ya ölüm” meaning separation/division or death (Evre 2004).  It had, by 

that time at the latest, clearly developed into a ―separatist ideology‖ rather than being ―a 

merely romantic attachment to mother Turkey‖ (Kizilyurek & Gauter-Kizilyurek 2004: 

45).
121

   

 

In the meantime a series of events starting in the 1950‘s had led Turkey to construct 

―Cyprus‖ as its national cause (milli dava) (Samani 1999). This marks the advent of a new 

facet in the relations of Turkish Cypriots with Turkey, in which Turkey started to express 

strategic interests in the island (Kızılyürek 2002). Moreover, from then onwards a public 

discourse in Turkey became discernible in which ―Turkish-Cypriots have been referred to as 

‗our kinsmen (soydaslarimiz)‘ a term that signifies blood and lineage‖ (Navaro-Yashin 

2012:51). Within this discourse Turkey could later rationalise the military intervention to the 

island as an act to save its kinsmen in Cyprus the Cypriot Turks (Kıbrıs Türkü) from the 

danger of genocide attempted by Greek Cypriots under the aim of enosis. (see ibid).  

 

The Turkish Cypriot paramilitary organisation named Turkish Defence Organisation - TMT 

(Türk Mukavemet Teşkilatı) was founded in 1957/1958 by Turkish Cypriot community 

leaders at the time, in close cooperation with Turkey‘s Special War Unit (Navaro-Yashin 

2005; see Samani 1999)
122

, claiming to counter EOKA attacks to Turkish Cypriots.   TMT 
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 According to Loizides (2007) a church-run referendum held in January 1950 revealed that 95.73% 

of the Greek-Cypriot community favoured union with Greece. (ibid: 175).  

 
121

 According to the authors the conflict between Turkish and Greek Cypriots is also causally related to 

the generation of a Turkish Cypriot ethnic identity from a prior ―linguistic/religious concept‖ 

(Kizilyurek & Gauter-Kizilyurek 2004:45) 

 
122

 TMT had followed a predated underground organization Volkan which was founded some years 

earlier  (Keefe and Solsten 1993: 28-29). 
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itself was inspired by the Greek Cypriot EOKA so that ―the mimicry and mirroring‖ between 

them was rather significant (Navaro-Yashin 2005: 105).  It can be argued that the two 

underground organisations operated in the further dissemination and culmination of 

nationalist ideologies among their respective communities, cultivating hatred in respective 

community towards the ―other‖ depicted as the ―enemy‖ as well as establishing a ―spirit of 

terror‖ over own community so as to prevent any opposition to their policies (see ibid: 104-

106).  It is apparent that both of these underground paramilitary organizations were the main 

actors in the creation of violent armed conflict between the now ethnically defined Greek and 

Turkish Cypriot communities. 

 

In this context the postcolonial period for Cyprus had started with the signing of the treaties 

of Zurich, London and Nicosia in years 1959 and 1960 (Samani 1999; Joseph 1997).  The 

newly founded Republic of Cyprus had so gained its freedom from the British and was 

declared sovereign, the guarantee of which (in sense of territorial integrity) was provided by 

an agreement between the new Republic on the one hand and Britain, Turkey and Greece on 

the other (ibid).
 123

  However, since the idea that ―the political and the national unit should be 

congruent‖ (Gellner 1983: 1) still had different meanings for each of the two communities, 

the ultimate nationalist goal of each community had not come to an end. The latter were still 

hoping for either the unification with ―mother Greece‖ or ―mother Turkey‖ (see Kızılyürek 

2002).
 124

  Under these circumstances a unitary nation, a single national identity and a single 

national culture, which would embrace both Greek and Turkish Cypriots could not be 

achieved (ġahin 2008; Tzermias 1994 in Nevzat 2005; Canefe 2007).
 125

 This can be 

understood leaning on Danforth 2008 statement below: 
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 The treaty of Guarantee, available at:  http://www.kktcb.org/upload/pdf/83029.pdf  

 
124

 According to Canefe (2007) the Republic of Cyprus also suffered issues of legitimacy since its 

declaration did not involve a process of consultation and negotiation with a wide group of 

representatives of these communities (ibid: 278).  

 
125

 Constantinou (2007) argues in this respect that ―[t]he most disturbing thing about being a Cypriot is 

that one can only be a Greek or Turkish Cypriot.  Postcolonial Cypriot identity is quintessentially and 

inescapably hyphenated; and hyphenated across a fixed Greek-Turkish axis.  Being simply and singly 

Cypriot is a constitutional impossibility' (ibid: 248).   

 

http://www.kktcb.org/upload/pdf/83029.pdf
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To a great extent the states have the power and the resources to determine what 

[identity] choices are available to people and what rewards of sanctions will be 

when they exercise ad adopt specific identities […] Despite the best efforts of a 

nation-state to ensure that all its citizens develop one and the same national 

identity, however, the hegemonic power of the state is never absolute 

(Danforth, 2000: 88, cited in Kiziyurek & Gauter-Kizilyurek 2004: 38). 

 

Apart from these cultural factors
126

, there were also structural factors (i.e. the constitutional 

power sharing arrangements) pertaining to the newly founded Republic, which led to the 

emergence of mechanisms curtailing its homogenising power and furthering the ethnically 

defined relations between the two communities (Keefe and Solsten 1993; Canefe 2007; ġahin 

2008). As argued by Keefe and Solsten (1993) ―[t]he entire structure of government was 

strongly bicommunal in composition and function, and thus perpetuated the distinctiveness 

and separation of the two communities― (1993: 33)
127

  

 

As a result, rival Greek and Turkish nationalisms continued to haunt the two communities, 

which continued to construct the other community as its adversary.
128

 The Turkish Cypriot 

community who were in the minority, perceived an increasing threat of assimilation and 
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 On the cultural and symbolic level ġahin (2008) highlights several other deficiencies: Greek and 

Turkish Cypriots were unable to agree, so that even a flag for the Republic was created with difficulty 

(Sahin 2008: 46.).  The Republic did not have a national anthem so that the communities continued to 

play those of their respective motherlands‘ and also continued to celebrate the national holidays of 

Greece and Turkey (ibid, see also An 1998) 

 
127

 It can be argued that the constitutional organisation of public life along ethnic lines had to the effect 

that the separate ethnic identities were further institutionalised. An example is that Greek and Turkish 

Cypriots could partake in various institutions of the Republic, including the Council of Ministers and 

the House of Representatives in a special power-sharing ratio of 7:3 respectively.  Moreover, separate 

Communal Chambers for Greek and Turkish Cypriots where in charge of communal matters such as 

religion culture and education (Keefe & Solsten 1993:  33).  

 
128

  According to Kızılyürek (2002) Cyprus had remained even during the years of Republic of Cyprus, 

both for Turkey and for Greece, a ―national cause‖, so that the ethno-national rivalry of the two 

communities was periodically supported ―The attention was turned to the ethnic kin living under the 

roof of a nation-state, rather than to the Cypriot state and its independence, to ‗national union‘ rather 

than to the union of the Cypriot state. Accordingly, despite cyclical attitudes of the Greek and Turkish 

governments, they usually supported the Turkish and Greek Cypriot leaders who had ‗national 

dreams‘‖(ibid: 272, translated by A.T.). (―Dolayısıyla dikkatler, Kıbrıs devletine ve onun 

bağımsızlığına değil, o devlet çatısı altında yasayan ‗soydaĢlara‘ çevrilmiĢ, Kıbrıs‘ın devlet birliğinden 

çok, ‗ulusal birliğe‘ önem verilmiĢti. Bu da, Kıbrıs‘ta ‗ulusal hayaller‘ peĢinde koĢan Kıbrıs Türk ve 

Rum liderlerini, zaman zaman Türk ve Yunan hükümetlerinin konjonktürel tutumlarına rağmen, 

destekleyen, hatta teĢvik eden bir ortam yaratıyordu‖). 
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extinction.  Therefore, as the Greek Cypriot president of Republic of Cyprus, Archbishop 

Makarios, proposed the ‗thirteen points amendment to the constitution‘ (Joseph 1997; ġahin 

2008)
129

, these were perceived by the Turkish Cypriot members of the government as a 

lessening of their rights and a weakening of their community‘s position in the administration 

of the Republic of Cyprus. Therefore the latter withdrew from their seats (ġahin 2008).
130

   

Little later, in December 1963 inter-communal violence erupted and the two communities 

fought a devastating war against each other under the guidance and manipulation of their 

respective paramilitary organisations (EOKA and TMT) which lasted, with periodical 

calming and escalations, until 1974.   

 

5.2.2.2 Turkish Nationalism During Turkish Cypriot’s Nation-State Building  

 

The first migration wave from Turkey to North Cyprus took place, not only in a historical-

cultural context of conflict, but also, as was already mentioned, in a context of nation-state 

building. This included, foremost, the employment of cultural factors of ―ethnicity‖ and 

―nation‖, or more precisely, the ideas thereof. Before these processes are explained in some 

detail for the Cypriot case, it may be useful to be reminded that this is a global phenomenon. 

Wimmer and Glick-Schiller (2002) argue in this respect that the rise of nations as well as 

nationalisms have a  ―symbiotic relationship‖:   

 

―It was in the context […] of the salience of ideas about nation and race that 

nation-state builders, including elites, political leaders, state officials and 

intellectuals, initiated systematic efforts to erase, deny or homogenize the 

internal cultural and national diversity that existed within all the industrializing 

states of Europe and the Americas‖ (ibid: 314).   

 

In this respect, it can be argued that a similar process took place in the island of Cyprus and 

that the rival Greek and Turkish nationalisms had to the effect that the two communities 
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 With these amendments the Greek Cypriots sought to bring justice to the constitution which they 

saw as granting too many rights to Turkish Cypriots which were in the minority (ġahin 2008: 48; 

Joseph 1997: 28). 

 
130

 The infamous thirteen-point amendment proposal was advanced by Makarios involved according to 

Keefe and Solsten, (1993) ―constitutional revisions, including abandonment of the veto power by both 

the president and the vice president, an idea that certainly would have been rejected by the Turkish 

Cypriots, who thought of the veto as a form of life insurance for the minority community‖(ibid: 35).   
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could not co-exist on peaceful terms.  An inter-communal war was fought, had left great 

destructions and had resulted in the division of the island into two ―ethnically homogeneous‖ 

parts.  The latter was achieved with the military interference of Turkey to a military coup 

d‘état in Cyprus by the Greek military junta of Greece and Cypriot National Guard in July 

1974.
131

  From that date, Turkish Cypriots‘ nationalist motivations further guided their 

ambitions towards separate state building, which they had in fact started, as will be described 

below, even before the division (see Arslan 2012).  

 

The first step for Turkish Cypriot state-building was the material separation of the two 

communities from each other. The physical separation first started with the fleeing of a 

significant number of Turkish Cypriots into TMT-guarded enclaves following the escalation 

of inter-communal clashes in 1964 (Keefe and Solsten 1993; Hatay and Bryant 2008).
132

 

According to Hatay and Bryant (2008) the enclaves were constructed in the non-mixed 

villages inhabited by Turkish Cypriots and Turkish Cypriot neighbourhoods in cities, the 

largest being in the capital city of Nicosia (ibid: 427). The period of enclavement is important 

in the further establishment of Turkish nationalism in the Turkish Cypriot community, then 

as Canefe (2007) argues: 

 

A feeling of a total isolation, the not satisfied need for societal trust and a long 

term living through socio-economic difficulties had, day-by-day, formed the 

reference points of reinforcing the living in the so-called enclaves and the 

discourse that living together with Greek Cypriots would bring destruction 

(ibid: 280; translated by AT)
133

. 

 

 

Although the Turkish Cypriot enclavement period is known as a period of immense hardship, 
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 Turkey launched two military operations to the island in 20 July and 14 August 1974. 

 
132

 According to Keefe and Solsten (1993) not all Turkish Cypriots fled of their own volition, some 

were forced into the enclaves by TMT (ibid: 36) 

 
133

  ―[t]opyekûn bir tecrit hissi, toplumsal güvene duyulan ancak giderilemeyen ihtiyaç ve uzun vadeli 

sosyo-ekonomik  zorluklara katlanma, söz konusu kurtarılmıĢ bölgelerdeki yaĢamı ve özellikle 1974 

sonrası kuĢağı milliyetçi otoriteye mutlak itaat etmeye yöneltir biçimde, Kıbrıslı Rumlarla bir arada 

yaĢamanın felakete götüreceğine dair söylemi günden güne pekiĢtiren dayanak noktaları teĢkil 

etmiĢtir‖ (ibid: 280).  
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it also marks the first state-like experiences of Turkish Cypriots and so has been an initial 

step in the later state-building processes (Hatay & Bryant 2008b). As Hatay and Bryant 

(2008b) argue ―[t]he decade of their enclavement gave Turkish-Cypriots their first 

professional theatre, their first radio station, and their first pop music groups. […] It was the 

Turkish-Cypriots‘ first experience of having their own space and it was a space that most 

believed would eventually become their country with Turkeys intervention and support‖ 

(ibid: 427-428). This period of almost hegemonic Turkish nationalism was also a period of 

enhanced Turkish Cypriot solidarity, not only due to the existence of armed conflict with 

Greek Cypriots (perceived as the ‗enemy‘) but also due to the equality of the people in the 

face of hard living conditions (Hatay & Bryant 2008b).  This is obvious since even though 

there had been some resistance to TMT rule in the period ―the growing power of political 

leader Rauf DenktaĢ remained relatively unchallenged‖ (ibid: 428)
134

. Thus the first attempt 

at separate nation-state building can be found in this period of enclavement, which is the 28 

December 1967 declaration of Turkish Cypriot Autonomous Administration (Kıbrıs Türk 

Otonom Yönetimi).
135

 

 

Yet, more profound effort was put into state-building after the final division of the island in 

1974.
136

 Through the prompt displacement of large proportions of each community‘s 

populations (Keefe and Solsten 1993: 43),
137

 the division led to the formation of two 

ethnically homogeneous parts. Fierce geographical boundaries -  along the so-called Green 

                                                 
134

 According to Canefe (2007) there was only limited reference to a unified Cypriot nation during this 

time, comprising only some labour union protests and bi-communal communist party membership; and 

these groups only had a subordinate position in the society (ibid: 279).  

 
135

 This administration was in fact declared after the situation on the island had normalised for a short 

period and some Greek troops were withdrawing from the island (see Keefe and Solsten, 1993).  Still 

Turkish Cypriots declared their separate administration ―until such time as the provisions of the 

Constitution of 1960 have been fully implement‖ (ibid 38). This temporary administration starkly 

resembled a government in its structure with a president (Fazil Küçük) and a vice president Rauf 

DenktaĢ and a legislative assembly, although it did not seek recognition since it would otherwise 

violate the constitution of Republic of Cyprus and international agreements (ibid). 

 
136

 The division of the island  took place as a result of the two military interventions by Turkey in 20 

July and 14 August 1974, which were organised as a reaction to a coup d‘état to the Cypriot 

government by the Greek military junta in collaboration with the Cypriot national Guard.   

 
137

 Although the numbers are ,once again, open to debate, according to Morvaridi (1993) 180.000 

Greek Cypriots and 60000 Turkish Cypriots were displaced. 
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line - were erected between the two communities, which run from the east coast (Famagusta) 

to west coast Morphou and across the capital city of Nicosia.  This, it can be argued, to a 

great extent, has been the realisation of Turkish nationalist ideal of partition -Taksim-
138

 and 

marks the beginning of Turkish Cypriots‘ more comprehensive experiences of statehood with 

even closer relations with their ‗motherland‘ Turkey.  The Turkish Federated State of Cyprus 

(TFSC) was founded in 1975 and lasted some 8 years, until being replaced in 1983, due to a 

series of political reasons, with the internationally non-recognized yet to date surviving 

‗Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus‘ (TRNC).
 
The TRNC was the final realisation of 

―Turkish Cypriot‘s nationalist-drive‖ (Arslan 2012; Samani 1999). 
139

 These processes were 

described in an oral history interview, by O1, who was an opposition member of the 

parliament in the 70‘s as follows:  

 

Well this need was first felt in 1963, the first seriously felt need was in 1963. 

All of a sudden we were stateless. What was needed was a state-like 

organisation, but we didn‘t have the power to form one. What happened was 

that we had the TMT, which was secret but was organised all over Cyprus. The 

politicians of the period had founded something called ―General Committee‖ on 

that basis, so that it could fulfil the need for a state.  Of course that was a 

military arrangement. Later, especially after the events of Geçitkale-Boğaziçi
140

 

the Temporary Turkish Administration of Cyprus was established, at the end of 

67, 68, end of 67 in 28 December 1967.  That was an act of creating a more 

civilian state. After the peace operation and after these territories were claimed, 

they called it Autonomous [Turkish Cypriot Administration], it was still an 

administration and later after the Peace Operation there was a Federation, a 

geographical federation. There was the discourse of a geographical federation 

before that but it was finalised after the operation. As you know there was a 
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 The Turkish nationalist thought sees the division of the island as a victorious end in itself, as an 

approach to the ideal of Taksim. They praise the incident of Turkish armed intervention as an act of 

saviour of the Turkish Cypriots from the monstrous enemy.  Turkish Cypriot left on the other hand, 

being naturally not homogeneous, views the division of the island in a negative way.  At a moderate 

level it argues that the only solution to the so-called Cyprus Problem is the reunification of the island 

under a bi-communal federation and seeks political cooperation with Turkey on these matters.  At a 

more radical level it views Turkeys military and political presence, as purely interest oriented, as an act 

of colonising and as the very reason of the continuation of the division of the island. 
139

 One of the most controversial reasons is clamed to be the urge to secure DenktaĢ‘s position as the 

head of the State.  It was seen necessary since the constitution of the TFSC did not allow DenktaĢ to 

get re-elected after he had won the presidential elections two consecutive times.    

 
140

 O1 is referring to the 15 October 1967 attacks of the Greek Cypriot military groups to the Turkish 

Cypriot villages of Geçitkale and Boğaziçi. 
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thing that Turkey, Greece, the Greek Cypriot part had signed in Geneva and in 

Wien, through which they had accepted a geographical federation.  This 

happened in 1975, all of a sudden, we didn‘t have knowledge of it; despite may 

be, there were some preparations before hand. The Turkish Federated  State of 

Cyprus was officially announced. The justification for that, what they had said 

was something like ―The Greek side doesn‘t want an agreement, let us 

announce our federated state, and when they do the same we can form a 

Federation together.‖ Well that didn‘t work out, it was a long process but 

actually in 1983 all of a sudden, I mean although there was a state, a new state 

was founded. There were political reasons for that. It was, in a sense, also a 

cover for DenktaĢ‘s political reasons. This is a fact, he had power, he had 

political domination, he was very powerful.  […] he couldn‘t do anything that 

Turkey would not accept, but apparently he made Turkey accept his ideas.
141

 

 

Samani (1999) highlights the ‗cultural‘ processes like the acquisition of a  ‗national 

consciousness‘ and a ‗national identity formation‘ of Turkish Cypriots in the state building 

process: 

 

The announcement of Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC) stands for 

the ―formation of a nation-state‖ as the final stage of becoming a ―national 

people‖, that was arrived at in the end of a process of, since 1878 continuing, 

ethnic differentiation and the acquisition of national consciousness. In other 

words, TRNC can be regarded as the result of  acquiring a national identity and 

developing the consciousness of becoming ―a people‖. Consequently, Turkish 

Cypriots have joined the groups, who have built nation-states through the 

acquisition of the consciousness of being ‗a people‘ in the twentieth century 
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 ġimdi bu ihtiyaç ilk 1963‘te çıktı ilk, ciddi olarak 1963 . Biz ansızın devletsiz kaldık. Orada bir Ģey 

gerekirdi, bir devlet örgütlenmesi. Tabii onu yapabilecek gücümüz yoktu, yahut olanların yapacak Ģeyi 

yoktu. O ne oldu? ĠĢte TMT vardı, bir gizli örgüt, bütün Kıbrıs‘ta, adada örgütlenmiĢ, Ģey yüzüne de 

çıkmıĢ. Onunla mevcut siyasiler iste ‗Genel Komite‘ diye bir Ģey kurdular, yani o devlet ihtiyacını 

karĢılama için bir Ģeydi o. Tabii askeri bir düzenlemeydi. Sonra biraz o Geçitkale- Boğaziçi 

olaylarından sonra Kıbrıs Geçici Türk yönetimi.[...] 67 sonu, 68, 67 sonu, 28 Aralık 1967. O biraz 

daha sivilleĢip, bir devlet örgütlenmesi kurma idi. […] Sonra BarıĢ Harekâtı olup da bu toprakları 

kazanınca Otonom dendi ama ―yönetim‖, hala daha ―yönetim‖ ve sonra BarıĢ Harekâtı olduktan sonra 

Federasyon, coğrafi federasyon Ģeyi. Ondan önce de vardı, yani coğrafi federasyon söylemi vardı ama 

artık kesin bir Ģeye ulaĢtı. Zaten biliyorsunuz Türkiye, Yunanistan, Kıbrıs Rum tarafı Cenevre‘de, 

Viyana‘da imzaladıkları bir Ģey vardı, bunu kabul etmiĢlerdi, yani coğrafi federasyon. Ve 1975‘te de 

ansızın tabii, çok ani bir Ģey oldu, yani bizim haberimiz yoktu, belki hazırlıkları önceden oldu ama. 

Kıbrıs Türk Federe Devleti ilan edildi. Onun gerekçesi ise, o zaman söylenen, ‗Yani Rum tarafı 

anlaĢmaya gelmiyor, biz federe devletimizi kuralım, onlar da kursun, federasyonu kuralım‘ Ģeklinde 

bir Ģeydi. Tabii o da olmadı, yani uzun bir süreç ve yani 1983‘te de ansızın, yani bir devlet aslında 

varken yeniden bir devlet kurma. Bunlar biraz da böyle siyasi Ģeyler. Tabii DenktaĢ‘ın siyasi Ģeyini de 

cover yapmak için yapılan Ģeylerdi yani biraz da. Bu da bir gerçek, yani adam hakimdi, her Ģeye 

hakimdi, güçlüydü, çok güçlüydü. […] Türkiye‘nin evet demediği Ģeyi yapması mümkün değildi. 

Kabul ettiriyordu belli ki öyle gidiyordu.  
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(ibid: 1999: 111, Translated by A.T.).
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Hirschon (2003) too stresses the importance of cultural factors, especially identity building, 

in the process of nation building. As she argues: 

 

[…] Nation-state building involves a process of constructing a distinct identity - 

in opposition to the 'other' - defining social, cultural, and psychological 

boundaries besides the more obvious political and geographical ones. In order 

to foster a national identity after military conflict in states created out of mixed 

populations, particular mechanisms are often employed which intensify this 

alienation.  These negative sentiments can be mobilised for political ends by the 

state, by particular interest groups, and/or by power-seeking individuals.  The 

shared common past can be recast, with an emphasis on narratives of conflict, 

friction and violence, exacerbating hostility between peoples who, at the 

interpersonal level, might formerly have accommodated one another's 

differences in an atmosphere of mutual respect and symbiosis (Hirschon 2003: 

10-11). 

 

Turkish Cypriots‘ identity building during their nation-state building era, had entailed, like 

Hirschon argues, not only the drawing of a geographical border between the Greek Cypriot 

and Turkish Cypriot inhabited territories or the construction of political boundaries through 

separate state building, but also the establishment of social, cultural, and psychological 

boundaries between the two communities (see also Navaro-Yashin 2005).  In this context 

national identity for Turkish Cypriots was constructed in opposition to a monstrous and brutal 

Greek Cypriot ―other‖ (Hamit 2008; ġahin 2008). National history and other symbols were 

put into operation.  Through strategically selective remembering, which following Canefe 

(2007) also entails forgetting in the construction of a collective memory, the peaceful times 

of coexistence of Greek and Turkish Cypriots was forgotten and inter-communal conflict was 

highlighted instead (Canefe 2007: 321-322; 280-281).  The history of Cyprus was rewritten 

as one of hostility and ―eternal‖ enmity between Greek and Turkish Cypriots, emphasizing 

the greater agony the latter suffered at the hands of the former and so creating the so called 
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 Kuzey Kıbrıs Türk Cumhuriyeti (KKTC)‘nin ilan edilmesi, 1878 yılından itibaren baĢlatılabilen 

etnik farklılaĢma ve daha sonra milli bir bilinç kazanma süreci sonucunda ulaĢılan ‗ulusal bir halk‘ 

olma olgusunun vardığı ‗devlet olma‘ aĢamasını ifade etmektedir. Diğer bir ifadeyle, KKTC‘nin, 

Kıbrıslı Türklerin ulusal bir kimlik kazanarak bir halk olma bilincini geliĢtirmesinin bir sonucu olduğu 

söylenebilir.  Böylece, 20. yüzyılda halk bilincine ulaĢarak bağımsızlıklarını ilan eden, devlet kuran 

halklar kervanına Kıbrıslı Türkler de katılmıĢtır (ibid 1999: 111).    
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―victim complex‖ (Hirschon, 2003: 11).  Nationalist history schoolbooks were produced to 

tell children (who had not witnessed the war, and until 2003 opening of some borders for 

crossings, had not met Greek Cypriots) from a young age onwards, about the horrific 

activities of Greek Cypriots and to depict Turkish Cypriot‘s as victims and the Turkish army 

as their heroic saviours.  

 

As well as the ‗eternal enmity‘ between Greek and Turkish nations, the continuing perception 

of Turkey as motherland is at the core of official nationalist narratives in this period.  In this 

sense, the period of nation-state building is marked by the further development of Turkish 

nationalism.
143

 This also entails the creation of the “motherland-infant land” rhetoric, which 

describes the close and familial (and essentially hierarchical) relationship between North 

Cyprus and Turkey (Bryant & Yakinthou 2012). Whereas this claims unbridgeable difference 

between Greek and Turkish Cypriots, it promotes the perception that there is no ethnic and/or 

cultural difference between the latter and people from Turkey. It rather emphasises that there 

exists ethnic kinship between the two.  This line of thought is marked by a primordialist 

approach to ethnicity and nationality, and the rhetoric of this discourse makes abundant 

reference to primordial identity markers such as blood-ties, brotherhood and kinship; along 

with the more obvious traits like shared language and religion (see Kızılyürek 2002: 293-

294).
144

 

  

Another important claim of the Turkish nationalist discourse is that Turkish Cypriots and 

Turks from Turkey share common origins, which go way beyond Ottoman times and extend 

to Central Asia and these shared ―roots‖ are valued higher than the history of coexistence 

with Greek Cypriots and other communities in Cyprus. Cyprus itself is not recognised as a 

factor in identity construction (Kızılyürek 2002). Late Rauf DenktaĢ‘s, (one of the most 

significant the community leaders of Turkish Cypriots, and the essential political actor in the 
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 Yet this time, Turkish nationalist discourses and politics are more strongly challenged. In fact, the 

critique of Turkish nationalist discourse has become one of the central tenets of Turkish Cypriot left, 

which can also be seen, in its second generation (starting from mid-1960s), as an identity movement 

(Kızılyürek 2013). 

 
144

 For an example of a primordialist argumentation on Turkish Cypriot identity see Nesim (1990) 

Kıbrıslı Türklerin Kimliği (The Identity of Turkish Cypriots) published by the ministry of education of 

TRNC. 
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foundation of TRNC, of which he was the president for 22 years until 2005), infamous 

statement on this issue can be considered the best example to illustrate this point. DenktaĢ 

stated publicly in 1995 the following:  

 

I am a child of Anatolia.  I am Turkish in every way and my roots go back to 

Central Asia.  I am Turkish with my culture, my language, my history, and my 

whole being. I have a state as well as a motherland. The notions of ―Cypriot 

culture,‖ ―Turkish Cypriot,‖ ―Greek Cypriot,‖ ―a shared Republic‖ are all 

nonsense. If they have their Greece and we have our Turkey, why should we 

live under the roof of the same Republic? […] Some individuals are producing 

fiction about the existence of ―Cypriots,‖ ―Turkish Cypriots,‖ ―Greek 

Cypriots.‖ There is no such thing as a ―Turkish Cypriot.‖ Don‘t dare to ask us 

whether we are ―Cypriots.‖ We could take this as an insult.  Why? Because 

there is only one thing that is ―Cypriot‖ in Cyprus, and that is the Cypriot 

donkey (DenktaĢ, quoted in Navaro-Yashin 2006: 86).
145

  

 

 ―Blood‖ is, as mentioned, another often encountered metaphor, which does not only denote 

the perceived biogenetic sameness of Turks and Turkish Cypriots (shared ―blood-ties‖), but 

also a tough and honourable military achievement.  In this rhetoric the Turkish Cypriot 

territories are argued to have been taken with blood (kan ile alınmak), where ―blood‖ refers 

to the blood of the veterans and martyrs.  Moreover the reference to blood makes the country 
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 Similar statements are still continually being made by the proponents of ethnic Turkish nationalism, 

even though they are increasingly met with criticism A member of the parliament whose party had 

played the leading role with DenktaĢ in nation-building but was at the time in opposition, was critical 

of the identity politics of the leftist government in power.  She held a speech on this issue on 20 April 

2006 stating: „ […] I feel that there are struggles to separate us from our Turkishness, from our 

national culture and construct a spirit of Cypriotness.  For instance a year ago they removed the 

pictures of Dr. Fazil Küçük from the stamps. They put, pardon my language, some animal pictures 

there instead. They are [changing] the history books my friends, the history books, to alienate us from 

our national culture and to lead us towards an artificial Cypriot culture.  You all know these things, 

that they are removing the history of national struggle and replacing it with made up Cypriot culture 

stuff like macaroni and chicken and so on‖ (quoted in Hasgüler 2008: 10-11, translated by AT). ([...] 

Türklüğümüzden, ulusal kültürümüzden bizi koparıp Kıbrıslılık ruhunu açıklama çabaları gibi geliyor 

bana. ―[...] Mesela, bundan bir yıl önce damga pullarındaki liderimiz Dr.  Fazıl Küçük‘ün  resimleri 

çıkarıldı.  Bunun yerine, affedersiniz birkaç hayvan resimleri kondu.  [...]  Türklüğümüzden, ulusal 

kültürümüzden koparıp suni Kıbrıslılık kimliğini yönlendirmek için  tarih kitaplarımız, arkadaĢlar, 

tarih kitaplarımız.  Bunları hepiniz biliyorsunuz, tarih kitaplarımızdaki Kıbrıs Türk mücadele tarihinin 

sökülüp atılması ve onun yerine efendim, makarına bulli, bilmem ne gibi uyduruk Kıbrıslılık 

edebiyatları [...]‖ (quoted in Hasgüler 2008: 10-11).  More recently another right-wing member of 

parliament Zorlu Töre, has claimed: ―[c]urrently 99% of Turkish Cypriots are part of the Turkish 

nation.  They are Turks of Cyprus.  Some people are allergic to national values.  They define 

themselves as Cypriots‖ (Star Kıbrıs, translated by A.T.). (―[Ģ]u anda Kıbrıs Türk halkının %99‘u Türk 

milletinin parçasıdır.  Kıbrıslı Türk‘tür.  Bazı kiĢilerin milli değerlere alerjisi var.  Kendilerini Kıbrıslı 

olarak nitelendiriyorlar‖). 
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into something extremely precious because it was a hard ‗gain‘, and at the same time its 

inhabitants are put in a position of indebtedness towards the soldiers who had shed that 

blood.  Since a lot of the blood in the acquisition of northern territories belongs to Turkish 

soldiers who ‗victoriously‘ fought in the military operation in 1974, Turkish Cypriots are also 

indebted to the latter.  Therefore, from this perspective soldiers and people from Turkey are 

not only viewed as Turkish Cypriots‘ ethnic brothers but also, and more importantly, as 

Turkish Cypriot‘s heroic saviours, to whom Turkish Cypriots are eternally indebted.  On the 

macro-level, Turkey is the liberator of Turkish Cypriots from the Greek Cypriot enemy.  This 

is continually uttered in the so-called ‗motherland-infant land‘ rhetoric: Turkey is the mother 

who had saved its infant, and Turkish Cypriots owe their mother a ―debt of gratitude‖ 

(Anavatan‟a Şükran Borcu).   Turkish nationalist discourse, with its militaristic connotations 

does therefore not only attribute an ethnic Turkish identity to Turkish Cypriots equal to that 

of Turks from Turkey, but by places the latter in an owing position towards their motherland.  

 

National identity building for the Turkish Cypriot society entailed, last but not least, a series 

of important symbolic adaptations, which would materially construct the Turkish Cypriot 

nation-state as a reflection of the ‗motherland‘ Turkey.  Among these are the ―swift‖ 

changing of all of the Greek names of towns and streets into Turkish names; giving people, 

via the surname law, Turkish family names (Kızılyürek 2002: 290).  Other symbols include 

taking over of Turkish national anthem, basing the TRNC flag (in 1983) on the Turkish 

flag
146

 painting a gigantic version of it on the Pentadaktylos range of Kyrenia mountains 

(BeĢparmak Dağları) situated in such a position to face the Greek Cypriot part.
147

 The 

Kemalist nationalist slogan ―Happy is who calls himself/herself a Turk‖ (Ne mutlu Türküm 

diyene) is inscribed next to it (see Navaro-Yashin).  As would be easily assumed the 

Turkey‘s national holidays are also adopted as Turkish Cypriot‘s national holidays (Hamit 

2008).  

 

The first wave of immigration from Turkey to North Cyprus took place within the above 

described cultural context, in which Turkish nationalism was the hegemonic discourse. This, 
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 The TRNC flag is the copy of the Turkish flag, only with reversed colours (white background and 

red crescent and star) and two horizontally running red stripes near the top and the bottom of the flag, 

 
147

 For a photograph of this flag see following link: http://www.cyprus44.com/culture/flag.asp 
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in turn, entailed the perception of Greek Cypriots as the ―enemy‖ and conversely, Turkey as 

Turkish Cypriots‘ motherland. Furthermore, Turkish nationals are perceived, through a 

primordialist understanding of ethnicity as kinsmen with same-blood, same-culture and same-

roots. It is clear that, under these circumstances, whereas the Greek Cypriots are constructed 

as elements to be expelled, the immigrant groups were elements to be included in an 

independent Turkish (Cypriot) nation. They were perceived, by the Turkish Cypriot state as 

‗naturally‘ belonging to this nation and were therefore received with feelings of glory.  

 

In the light of the above, it becomes clear that the cultural context related to the Turkish 

Cypriot nation- state building cannot be omitted in a thorough explanation of the first 

migration wave from Turkey. Then as all migrations in the world, this case too did not take 

place in a cultural void and, since that cultural context entailed conflict, it cannot be 

sufficiently explained with economic-structural factors alone. On the contrary it is the 

cultural context, which needs to be highlighted and therein the ideas of ‗ethnicity‘ and 

‗nation‘, which became dispersed among the Turkish Cypriot community.  It needs to be 

acknowledged that the emergent properties of these cultural factors were involved in the 

generative mechanisms of the first migration wave from Turkey immediately after the 1974 

division of the island.  

 

5.2.3 Agency of the States in the Initiation of Migration 

 

The agency of the states in the generation of migration movements may be partly explained 

by the political economy approach. For a reminder, this approach ―sees the immigration 

policies of receiving states […] – quota and admission systems, regulations of entry, duration 

of stay, work permits, citizenship rights etc. – as directly shaping the volume, dynamics and 

geographical patterns of international migration flows‖ (King 2012: 19). Thus especially 

following Zollberg et al. (1989) and Zolberg (1999) state policies and regulations can be 

considered to be central in the explanation of the initiation and continuation of actual 

migration waves (Freeman & Kessler 2008: 657).  Yet as Freeman and Kessler argue ―[…] 

the motives that might underlie state actions remain poorly specified‖ (ibid). 
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From this point of view it must be underlined that the first wave of immigration from Turkey 

to North Cyprus and the emergence of the migration system between the two countries could 

not have been possible without the policies constructed and applied by the states of Turkey 

and North Cyprus. Moreover the construction of these state policies of migration – like all 

state policies in general- materialised within the framework of wider structural and cultural 

motivations of the states, which in turn were shaped within the historical structural and 

cultural circumstances, explained above.  

 

Critical realism as was mentioned, considers agency as directly related to the causation of 

social phenomena. Considering the case of this thesis, agency at the macro-level relates to 

Turkish and Turkish Cypriot states‘ agencies, i.e. their goals, motivations and desires in 

planning and facilitating the first immigration wave from Turkey to North Cyprus. Therefore, 

the following endeavours to examine the agency of the Turkish and the Turkish Cypriot state  

in some detail. The analysis will be based on oral history interviews conducted with 12 state 

officials from North Cyprus and Turkey, who were either involved in policy making or policy 

implementation or were opposition politicians during the period of the first migration wave 

from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus. Among these are politicians, who were in the 

power at the time, as well as opposition politicians, bureaucrats and government officials of 

various ranks.  

 

5.2.3.1 Mutuality of Action  

 

Before moving on to the discussion of states‘ motivations, goals and desires, which are, 

following a critical realist framework, causally related to the initiation of the first migration 

wave from Turkey to North Cyprus, the mutuality of agential action by states needs to be 

underlined. This is indeed not a readily accepted political discourse. An important and 

internationally reputable political discourse describes Turkey as the ‗occupier‘ and 

‗coloniser‘ of the northern part of the island. Within this discourse the agency of the Turkish 

Cypriot state is ignored, either because its existence is disregarded altogether
148

or because it 
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 This is a highly controversial political topic, as will be easily understood when it is regarded that 

the current Turkish Cypriot state TRNC is internationally non-recognized. Yet such political 

discussions are beyond the goals of this thesis and it must suffice to say that, Turkish Cypriot state‘s 
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is constructed as a victim and a passive pawn at the hands of Turkey.  On the other hand, 

needless to say, within this discursive framework, Turkey is constructed as the sole facilitator 

of this migration and settlement policy. This is especially true when regarding Greek Cypriot 

discourses on the issue. Bryant and Yakinthou (2012) argue in this sense that ―[t]o the vast 

majority of Greek Cypriots, Turkey continues to be foremost characterized as occupier of the 

northern third of the country, and expeller of Greek Cypriots from their ancestral homes and 

villages […]‖ (ibid:67). What is ignored is the mutuality of the agential action by Turkish and 

Turkish Cypriot governments. Yet as ġahin et al. (2013) argue, this is a rather biased view. 

Instead, 

 

It appears that [Turkish] Cypriot and Turkish authorities have cooperated in the 

planning of the project of labour force [transfer] from Turkey. In other words, 

the two parties took joint action in sending a labour force from Turkey to 

Cyprus during this period, and that there is no unilateral will.  That is to say, 

Turkey had not decided on population transfer to Cyprus unilaterally.  All the 

planning was carried out together with TFSC authorities (ibid: 609)
149

. 

 

The state officials and politicians interviewed in this study made similar statements. In this 

respect a high-ranking Turkish state official (P3) who was working in Cyprus immediately 

after the military intervention in 1974 repeatedly emphasised the point that the demand for an 

immigrant labour force was made by the Turkish Cypriot government. He underlined this 

point by stating: ―I‘ll also tell you this, these people came with the demand of the Turkish 

Cypriot government‖
150

.  

 

P4, too mentioned during the interview that the decision about the bringing of immigrants 

from Turkey was mutually made by Turkish and Turkish Cypriot political leaders:  

 

                                                                                                                                           
de-facto existence  (though unrecognized), above all,  had to be an a priori recognition so as to 

facilitate analytic explanations.  
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 Türkiye‘den gelecek tarım iĢgücünün projelendirilmesinde, Kıbrıslı ve Türkiyeli yetkililerin beraber 

hareket ettikleri görülmektedir.  Bir diğer ifadeyle, Kıbrıs‘a bu dönemde Türkiye‘den iĢgücü 

gönderilmesinde taraflar ortak hareket etmiĢ olup, bu noktada tek taraflı bir irade söz konusu değildir.  

Yani Türkiye tek taraflı olarak Kıbrıs‘a nüfus nakli ipini göğüslememiĢtir.  Tüm planlamalar 

KTFD‘nin yetkilileriyle birlikte yapılmıĢtır. 
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 „ġunu da söyleyeyim Kuzey Kıbrıs yönetiminin talebiyle bunlar geldi [...]‖. 
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[…] there was a joint decision by officials from the Turkish Federated State of 

Cyprus and Turkish politicians who were dealing with Cypriot matters, about 

the transfer of an agricultural workforce from Turkey to northern Cyprus. That 

was towards the end of 1974. The implementation of the plan started in the 

beginning of 1975.
151

  

 

Similarly,  P2 a high-ranking Turkish Cypriot state official and later politician who defines 

himself in the nationalist vein,  argued that it was especially the Turkish Cypriot side, which 

demanded the bringing of immigrants from Turkey. He stated: 

 

[…] we did have a big enough population. Turkey was the first county to turn 

to. We applied to Turkey so that a population could be transferred from there 

to here. At the period I was among the technical staff, it was late Kotak 
152

who 

leaded this policy. I mean, we wanted people to come in so that we could fill 

the empty areas, otherwise we could not stake out a claim on these areas
153

 

 

Generally it must acknowledged that, although the interviewees differed in their perceptions 

about the first wave of migration from Turkey to North Cyprus in general, and its causes in 

particular, non of them argued that the initiation of the movement had been one-sidedly 

decided upon. In other words, the mutuality of Turkish and Turkish Cypriot states‘ decisions, 

planning and actions in the facilitation of the first migration wave from Turkey to North 

Cyprus was either implicitly or explicitly stated in the oral history interviews with policy 

makers and implementers who were active during the period of the first migration wave 

(interviews with P1, P2, P3, P4, I1, I2, I3, I4). 
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 [...] o zaman Kıbrıs Türk Federe Devleti yetkilileri ve Türkiye‘deki Kıbrıs‘la ilgili siyasilerin 

müĢterek bir kararıyla Türkiye‘den kuzey Kıbrıs‘a tarım iĢgücü götürülmesine sevk edilmesine karar 

verildi. 1974 sonlarına doğru. 1975 yılı baĢlarında da bu uygulamaya geçildi. 
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 Ġsmet Kotak was the first minister of the Ministry of Settlement and Rehabilitation of the Turkish 

Federated State of Cyprus.  

 
153

 ―[...] biz yeterli nüfusu bulamadık. Bulamadığımız için ilk çağıracağımız yer Türkiye. Türkiye‘ye 

müracaat ettik, yani buraya nüfus aktarılsın ve bu iĢin baĢını da, ben teknik kadrodaydım, rahmetli 

Kotak çekti. Yani gelsinler dolduralım buraları çünkü buralarına sahip çıkamayacağız 
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5.2.3.2 States’ Goals and Motivations  

 

The identification of the goals and motivations of the states -i.e. that of Turkey and northern 

Cyprus, related to the causation of the first migration wave necessitates, once again, the 

consideration of relevant historical-structural and historical-cultural circumstances, which 

partook in the construction of the former.  Regarding the Turkish Cypriot state it must be 

considered most importantly that prior to the 1974 partition of the island the Turkish Cypriot 

community was in a relative subordinate position both in economic and in political spheres. 

Numerically speaking Turkish Cypriots were in the minority. Accordingly, these were 

represented in the public service and in many other consociational power sharing 

arrangements of the post-colonial Republic of Cyprus (1960-1963) with a ratio of 30 to 70 

per cent. This system was based on population ratios of the two communities and it can be 

argued, that it was even generous towards the Turkish Cypriot community since it did not 

correspond to 30% of the population of the island (Samani 1999: 94-95) and was even further 

declining in size due to net emigration rates. According to a census in the year of the 

foundation of the Republic of Cyprus in 1960 the actual population ratio was 77.1%-18.2% 

for Greek and Turkish Cypriots respectively (Hatay 2007: 4)
154

. Furthermore, Turkish-

Cypriots also had a relatively low position in the social division of labour compared to their 

Greek Cypriot counterparts. According to Arslan (2012), ―Greek-Cypriots had specialised in 

modern, urban professions and skilled arts, whereas Turkish-Cypriots were largely confined 

to traditional, unskilled occupations (ibid: 121). This traditional division of labour along 

ethnic lines was perceived especially by the Turkish Cypriot elite as the generator of an 

asymmetrical dependence: ―In terms of such vital needs as law and health, Turkish-Cypriots 

were fully dependent on Greek-Cypriots. Turkish –Cypriot town dwellers were dependent on 

Greek-Cypriot traders for provision of consumption goods, while Turkish Cypriot peasants 

were dependent on Greek-Cypriot merchant-usurer capital for both the realisation of their 

produce and the provision of subsistence goods‖ (ibid). Moreover the enclavement of the 

Turkish Cypriot community between 1963-1974 had worsened their disadvantaged socio-

economic position. On the other hand, it must be considered that this period was (especially 
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 Hatay (2007) argues that it was the British colonial period, in which demography has acquired a 

new and politically significant meaning ―when ethnic proportions began to determine the balance of 

political power‖ (ibid: 1). 
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since the 1950‘s), as was explained in section 5.2.2 a period in which Turkish nationalism 

was the dominant among Turkish Cypriots and Cyprus was increasingly becoming a national 

cause for Turkey.  

 

Against this background, the 1974 division of the island provided the Turkish Cypriot 

community with the physical and political separation from the Greek community, which was 

a long sought goal by the Turkish nationalist elite (see Samani 1999; An 1996). Moreover the 

division of the island in 1974 had initially left Turkish Cypriots in a relatively more 

advantageous position: As a result of this division a large proportion of people from both 

communities were displaced, creating ethnically homogeneous and segregated territories for 

both communities. According to Gürel and Özersay (2006) 142.000 Greek Cypriots (around 

30% of their population) left from the northern part of the island, to which eventually 45000 

Turkish Cypriots (around 40% of their population) moved from the southern part (ibid: 3).
155

 

The former had therefore left plenty of resources (agricultural land and also factories) in the 

northern part of the island. The latter amounted to 36 per cent of the whole island and has 

been, since 1974, under the political control of the Turkish Cypriot community.
156

 

 

It can be argued that this disproportionally large amount of territory and the economic 

resources contained within it - among which were many agricultural lands and gardens - left 

at the disposal of Turkish Cypriots after Turkish military operations, established the physical 

means for the facilitation of this migratory movement.  Moreover, not only was it the means, 

but also the justification for the nationalist Turkish and Turkish Cypriot political elite, to sign 

a bilateral agreement in order to bring in an immigrant workforce, which at the same time 

allowed the increasing of the Turkish Cypriot population for political reasons. Thus, in the 
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 The numbers relating to refugees from both communities are largely disputed, and these range from 

140-200.000 for Greek Cypriots, and 45-65000 for Turkish Cypriots respectively (interviews with HA, 

IK, CB, ES). Morvaridi reports the numbers as 180000 to 60000 (Morvaridi 1993:209). It must be 

noted moreover that the refugee movement was not finalized before labour agreement between Turkish 

and Turkish Cypriot governments were made and the initial group of immigrants within the first wave 

of immigration were brought to the island in May 1975.  
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 Although Güler and Özersay report the percentage of Turkish Cypriot part to be 36 of the island, 

the numbers vary accorging to the source. The Turkish Cypriot percentage of territory is usually 

reported between the range of 34-38% (Guler & Ozersay 2006). 
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oral history interviews conducted with former government officials and politicians, two types 

of reasons/motivations were pointed out to.  Where as P3, I2 and I3 have emphasised 

economic reasons, namely the labour shortage in the northern part‘s agricultural sector after 

the division as the main cause; P1, P2, P4, I1, I4, O1, O2, O3, O4) explicitly named other 

extra-economic, political motivations of the governments for the initiation of this 

immigration wave.  

 

P3, who was a high-ranking government official from Turkey involved in the migration 

policy-making after the division, had explicitly asserted that economic reasons alone 

motivated the states in initiating this immigrant flow, emphasising that the demand had come 

from the Turkish Cypriot government. Denying that there were motivations of other kinds for 

the Turkish state in facilitating this migration, i.e. increasing the population of Turkish 

Cypriots to change the demographic balance in favour of Turkish Cypriots, he asserted in the 

following statement, that the bringing of immigrants to the island was solely economically 

motivated and aimed at filling the labour shortage that arose in the aftermath of the 1974 

division:  

 

When it comes to Turkey, one needs to take a look at the picture after the 

intervention. This picture has a military, a political, a humanitarian and an 

economic dimension. The picture was this: after the Turkish intervention -even 

though it is difficult to give a precise number, it is estimated that about 

200.000 Greek Cypriots living in the North emigrated to the South. On the 

other hand, Turkish Cypriots living in the South were not allowed to emigrate. 

Thousands [...] [of Turkish Cypriots] were kept in Limassol for months. 

Therefore there was a lack of human capital in northern Cyprus. There weren‘t 

enough people to do the production, to work in the fields [and] to harvest the 

citrus fruits. It was impossible to continue with the production.  [...] It may be 

possible to maintain control over an area by means of armed force but it is not 

possible to ensure the continuation of production through the use of armed 

force. For that reason, a need had arisen and the Turkish Cypriots had 

communicated this need. Various methods had been elaborated in order to 

meet this demand. For one, the soldiers [who served here] were offered to stay 

if they wanted to. Some of them settled here, some married Cypriot girls.  The 

Turks who stayed in the South couldn‘t come; therefore workforce from 

Turkey was required to meet the needs of the agricultural sector, especially in 

the villages. This need arose partially due to the reason [just mentioned]. 

Turkey made some preparations for this purpose. Our relevant ministries and 

the Aid Committee of the Turkish Embassy were dealing with these issues. As 

a matter of fact, all of the Turkish Cypriot population [of Cyprus] had once 
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been transferred from Turkey, from the Konya region, etc. After Cyprus had 

been conquered by the Turks, certain criteria were applied to choose the Turks 

to be transferred and resettled here, for example one barber or one blacksmith 

per 30 people and so on.  Back then there was a similar resettlement plan and 

Turks living in Cyprus today are the descendants of the people who were once 

transferred from Turkey. There was a similar project. As far as I could observe 

it was managed very cautiously. If there had been an excessive population 

transfer this could have destroyed the economic balance and create serious 

problems of unemployment.  In order to prevent this, the experts from the 

Ministry of Resettlement prepared a project to identify the population to be 

resettled according to the number of people needed, where these people were 

needed and the specifics of the regions these people were to be resettled in, so 

that people from regions with similar conditions could be chosen. If the aim 

had been to change the demographic structure, as alleged by the Greeks, 

another strategy would have been utilised. Turkey didn't follow such a 

strategy. Turkey has the advantage of having a high population. Besides, that 

would also have helped reducing the unemployment in Turkey.  As far as I 

know, no such strategy was employed. If there had been such a strategy a 

balance in the populations [...] [between Greeks and Turks] would have been 

established by now and Turkey would have invested to create employment 

opportunities and would have settled more people here. Such a strategy was 

not employed. It was about filling the [labour] gap and the continuation of the 

[agricultural] production.
157
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 ġimdi Türkiye‘ye gelince, Türkiye müdahalesinden sonra ortaya çıkan tabloyu hatırlamak lazım. Bu 

tablonun bir askeri boyutu var, bir siyasi boyutu var, bir de insani boyutu var, ekonomik boyutu var. 

Yani tablo Ģuydu: Türkiye‘nin müdahalesinden sonra kuzeydeki Rumlardan aĢağı yukarı 200.000‘i 

diyorlar, tam sayısını bilmek zor, güneye göç etti. Aynı zamanda güneyde de Kıbrıslı Türkler vardı, 

fakat onların kuzeye göç etmesine müsaade edilmedi. Onları Limasol‘da, [...] binlercesini aylarca 

tuttular ve o sırada kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta büyük bir insan boĢluğu oldu, üretim sağlayacak, tarlalarda üretim 

yapacak, iĢte narenciye toplayacaklar, insan yok, yani üretimin sürdürülmesi imkânsız hale geldi. 

Dolayısıyla silah zoruyla bu bölgeyi denetim altına alırsınız ama silah zoruyla üretim yapamazsınız. 

Onun için böyle ihtiyaç çıktı, yani Kıbrıslı Türklerin dile getirdiği böyle ihtiyaç oldu. Bunu karĢılamak 

için iĢte çeĢitli yöntemler düĢünüldü, bir tanesi buradaki [görev yapan] askerlerden arzu edenler, 

Kıbrıs‘ta kalabilir denildi. ĠĢte bunların içinde buraya yerleĢenler oldu, Kıbrıslı kızlarla evlenenler oldu 

filan. Türkiye‘den, iĢte tarım sektöründe bu boĢluğu dolduracak, özellikle köylerin nüfusu için, çünkü 

güneydeki Türkler gelemiyor. Biraz da bu nedenle böyle bir ihtiyaç doğdu, bunun için Türkiye bir 

çalıĢma yaptı. ĠĢte bizim ilgili bakanlıklarımız, yardım heyeti filan bu iĢle uğraĢtılar. Zaten Kıbrıslı 

Türklerin tamamı geçmiĢte iskân edilerek buraya gelmiĢler, Türkiye‘den, Konya bölgesinden filan. 

Türklerin Kıbrıs‘ı ele geçirmesinden sonra buraya yerleĢtirilen Türkler orada belirli ölçülere göre 

seçilerek getirilmiĢler, iĢte her 30 kiĢiye bir berber, bir nalbant filan gibi ölçülerle getirilmiĢler. Yani o 

zaman da böyle bir iskân çalıĢması yapılmıĢ, bugünkü Türklerin tamamı Türkiye‘den iskân edilenlerin 

çocukları. ġimdi böyle bir çalıĢma yapılıyor, yalnız burada çok ihtiyatlı gidildi benim gördüğüm, yani 

aĢırı bir nüfus yığılması buraya adanın, Türk tarafının da ekonomik dengesini bozabilirdi, daha ciddi 

iĢsizlik sorunları yaratabilirdi. Böyle olmaması için iĢte bizim Ġskân Bakanlığı uzmanları burada tam 

kaç kiĢiye ihtiyaç varsa, nerede ihtiyaç varsa ve o ihtiyaç duyulan yerlerin özelliklerine sahip hangi 

bölgeler varsa Türkiye‘den onların oradan getirmesi konusunda bir çalıĢma yaptılar. Yani Rumların 

iddia ettiği gibi amaç [...] demografik dengeyi bozmak olsa baĢka bir strateji uygulanırdı, Türkiye öyle 

bir strateji izlemedi. Yoksa Türkiye‘nin en kuvvetli olduğu saha, nüfus sahası. Hem Türkiye‘de 

iĢsizliğin azaltılmasına katkıda bulunulabilirdi falan filan. Benim bildiğim böyle bir strateji güdülmedi, 



 

187 

 

Regarding the above statement, it must also be noted, that even though P3 insisted that 

economic motivations were underlying Turkish government‘s policy, he also states that this 

policy was justified in regards to some historical-demographic ‗facts‘. P3 draws attention to 

common origins and common history of the post-1974 immigrants and the native Turkish 

Cypriot population, and so hints at a justification, commonly held among the political elite of 

the period: that Turkish Cypriots were the descendants of a population transferred to the 

island by the Ottomans, this immigration program in 1975 could not be understood as an 

intervention to the demography of the Turkish Cypriot population, of which it is sometimes 

accused.   

 

I3, a government official involved in the rehabilitation of immigrants, can also be counted 

among the first group of interviewees who considered the initial immigration wave from 

Turkey as being caused by mainly economic reasons. He argued that a minimum size of 

economically active population was necessary for the Turkish Cypriot community to survive 

after the division. In other words, an immigrant labour force was necessary for the economic 

improvement and thriving of the Turkish Cypriot community. Thus, according to this 

interviewee, the governments facilitated this movement at the time as an act to correct the 

severe labour shortage. Yet, at the same time I3 also mentioned that the Turkish Cypriot 

leadership at the time had not perceived a re-unification of the island on the basis of the 1960 

arrangements as desirable and considered that a possible solution to Cyprus problem would 

involve the preservation of the achieved un-mixing of the two communities, a principle that 

was later developed as the idea of bi-zonality. This, he argues, contributed to the bringing of 

immigrants from Turkey rather than seeking a solution that would involve the return of Greek 

Cypriots to their territories.
158

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                           
güdülse çoktan Rumlarla demografik denge sağlanmıĢ olup Türkiye bunun için yatırım yapabilirdi, 

istihdam yaratıcı sektörlere yatırım yapıp daha çok insani buraya getirebilirdi filan. Böyle bir strateji 

uygulanmadı. Ama buradaki bir boĢluğu doldurmak ve üretimi sürdürebilmek filan için. 
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 I have to note here once again that, the recording of the interview with I3 was deleted due to 

technical problems. The comments above are therefore based on the notes that were taken during and 

immediately after the interview.  
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Lastly, the quotation below stems from an oral history interview conducted with a middle 

ranking Turkish Cypriot official of the period I2, who was involved in the settlement of the 

immigrants from Turkey in northern Cyprus during the first immigration wave. He too 

explains that the Turkish Cypriot state‘s motivation in facilitating this migratory movement 

was primarily of economic nature.  He points out to the after the division emerging imbalance 

between supply and demand of productive forces, i.e. a supply of means of production and a 

shortage of labour. He argues: 

 

Let me put it this way, the settlement areas left by the Greek Cypriots who 

emigrated to the south, were agricultural areas. Another aspect that was taken 

into consideration was the number of Turkish Cypriots who immigrated [to the 

north] from the south. As the immigration from the south to the north started, 

some fled illegally, [whereas] others were in military bases and couldn't flee. 

The committees that were established here, village representatives and the 

decision-makers in the north [...] had determined where people from certain 

villages in the south were to be resettled in the north [before the people 

actually arrived].  [...] After reserving new settlement areas for all village 

communities that were in the south, some villages in the north remained 

empty. Some villages, especially the villages on the northern slopes of the 

mountains, which were difficult to reach, remained empty. For example 

Sadrazamköy, Kayalar and Bahçeli, Kaplıca, Davlos, Mersinlik […] as well as 

the villages in the Karpassia region had remained unoccupied. Other villages 

were only partially resettled and there were still empty houses. […] the fact 

that some houses and especially some agricultural fields were still empty had 

created an opportunity [for the recruitment of immigrants]. There were many 

fields, which had no owners after the Turkish population from the south were 

allocated houses and land. This was perceived to be the economic cause of the 

immigration from Turkey to Cyprus. These people would come and prevent 

agricultural fields and gardens from drying out, and work in the fields. They 

tried to bring this population from such regions in Turkey which didn‘t have 

enough agricultural land, such as mountain villages like in Trabzon and from 

certain regions like Adana, Konya and Mersin. The peasants from the 

mountain villages were brought here as an agricultural workforce. These 

immigrants were called agricultural labourers. […]. As far as I know economic 

reasons lied at the basis of this decision. If there had been any other political 

reasons, these were either beyond my knowledge or happened beyond my 

command.
159
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  ġimdi Ģöyle söyleyeyim, bizim kuzeyden güneye göç etmiĢ Rumların terk etmiĢ oldukları yerleĢim 

yerleri. Bunların, tabii yerleĢim yerleri tarımsal araziler; ve bir de güneyden kuzeye gelen Kıbrıslı Türk 

göçmenlerin miktarı dikkate alındı önce. Ve hatta güneyden kuzeye göç baĢladığı zaman- belli bir 

kesim kaçak olarak geldi, belli bir kesim üslerde mahsur kaldı, gelemediler- buradaki komiteler, köy 

temsilcileri, kuzeydeki yetkililer, [...] her güney köyünün yerleĢeceği kuzeydeki köyleri tespit ettiler. 

[...] Tüm güneydeki köylere [...] kuzeyde yerleĢim yerleri rezerve edildiği halde bazı köyler boĢ kaldı. 
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Whereas the last sentence of this interviewee can be interpreted as a half-hearted indication 

that other factors may have been present in the motivations of the political actors at the time, 

other interviewees were more precise. The political reasons and motivations indicated by the 

second group of interviewees -by P1, P2, P4, I1, I4, O1, O2, O3, O4 among which are 

opposition politicians as well as those who define themselves in the nationalist vein- can be 

grouped under two headings – „population boosting‘ and ‗re-population of territory‘.  

 

The goal of boosting the population of the Turkish Cypriot community was regarded by 

many of the interviewees as the main political goal in addition to economic motivations. I1 a 

middle-ranking government official of the period, had explained that increasing the 

population had been the clandestine aspect of this migration policy.  He identified the 

motivations of the two states in bringing the immigrants to North Cyprus as follows:  

 

Firstly, a population politics, this is the secret side of the issue; and secondly to 

people to do the production.. However, Turkey transferred its problems, like I 

said, brought [people from] sites of landslide, dam projects, and mountain 

areas. But the secret political side of this policy, in my opinion, was this: we 

had to increase our population, if we wanted to continue living in this island.
160

  

 

A similar explanation was offered by P4, a Turkish state official involved in the planning of 

the bringing of the immigrant labour-force from Turkey. According to P4 political 

                                                                                                                                           
Bazı köylere, özellikle dağın kuzeyinde sapa olan yerlerde köyler boĢ kaldı. Misal olarak 

Sadrazamköy, Kayalar, diğer taraftan Bahçeli, Davlos, Kaplıca, Mersinlik ve Karpaz‘a yönelik belli 

köyler boĢ kaldılar. Bazı köyler de yarı yarıya yerleĢebildi ve hala daha o köylerde yerleĢilebilecek yer 

var. [...] Hem bu konutların boĢ kalması bir olanak yarattı ve özellikle de tarımsal arazilerin boĢ 

kalması, çünkü güneyden gelen Türk nüfusun yerleĢtiği yerler belli, onlara tahsis edilen araziler belli, 

onun dıĢında birçok arazi ortada kaldı. Ve Türkiye‘den Kıbrıs‘a yapılan göçün ekonomik gerekçesi bu 

olarak göründü. Yani bu insanlar gelecek, buralardaki tarımsal arazileri, iĢte bahçelerin kurumasını 

önleyecek, tarımsal arazileri iĢleyecek vs. Türkiye‘den de buraya getirilirken de Türkiye‘de dağ 

köylerinden, tarımsal arazisi olmayan köylerden, nüfus daha fazla getirilmeye çalıĢıldı, iĢte Trabzon 

tarafından, iĢte belli yörelerden, Adana‘dan, Konya‘dan, Mersin tarafından. Dağ yörelerindeki insanlar 

daha fazla buraya tarım iĢ gücü olarak getirildi. Adına da tarım iĢ gücü dendi bu gelenlerin. […]Yani 

benim gördüğüm kadarıyla o dönemdeki kararın temelinde bu ekonomik nedenler yatmaktaydı. Onun 

dıĢında baĢka politik bir neden varsa, o benim bilgilerimin dıĢında veyahut da yetkilerimin dıĢında 

olmuĢ olan bir olaydı.  
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  Bir nüfus politikası, bu iĢin gizli tarafı, ikincisi de burayı iĢleyecek.. Ama Türkiye de kendi 

sorununu aktardı, yani dediğim gibi heyelan bölgesi, baraj altı ve orman içi köyler, o da onu buraya 

kamufle etti. Ama bunun gizli politik yönü nüfustu, ki benim görüĢüme göre, burada bizim nüfus 

bakımından bu adada yaĢayabilmemiz için, nüfusumuzu arttırmak gerekir. 
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motivations played a central role in the agency of the states along with economic ones. He 

explains that, the states were firstly concerned with the correction of the labour shortage, 

which was generated after the expulsion of the Greek Cypriot population from the northern 

part. He explains: 

 

There was a large area which remained empty in the north. It is not possible to 

describe this as just a demographic gap. A large labour-force moved from the 

north to the south, creating great economic problems. At first, it was thought 

that the gap would be filled by Turkish Cypriots living in the south.  But when 

their number was taken into account, it became evident that they would not 

suffice.
161

    

 

Thus according to the interviewee the states had therefore firstly acted with economic 

motivations to meet the newly created labour demand. On the other hand, however, he 

argues, other political factors too motivated the states in the collaboration of the bringing of 

an immigrant population to the island. Among these political motivations were most 

importantly the desire to defend the military operation and justify the acquisition of the over 

one third of the island in the international arena. In his own words:  

 

[…] This migration was not planned only with economic and social 

motivations.  There was also this concern behind it: There could be an 

international political platform shortly afterwards to make a decision regarding 

the future of peace operation under the auspices of the United Nations.  It was 

obvious that when the demographic situation of the Turkish and Greek 

Cypriots and the corresponding geographical areas would be taken into 

consideration, the decision would not be in favour of the Turkish side. 

Because, again as far as I can remember, the northern part, that is, the Turkish 

part of the island, corresponded to 36% of the whole island.  [However] the 

population of the Turks in the island, in turn, was only around 18%.  This was 

surely a negative situation regarding the demographic balance. It would have 

been very hard to defend this situation in the political arena. I mean there was a 

political aspect to this issue along with economic and social reasons. Both the 

political leaders in Cyprus and Turkish authorities, had envisaged to swiftly 

increase the population to achieve a balance, or at least to come close to it. And 

as I just said, they knew that this could not be achieved through the Turkish 
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 Kuzeyde çok geniĢ bir alan büyük bir alan boĢluğu ortaya çıktı. Ve sadece demografik boĢluk 

olarak bunu anlatmak mümkün değil. Büyük bir iĢgücü kuzeyden güneye geçti, ekonomik açıdan 

büyük zorluklar doğdu. Bunları doldurabilmek için ilk düĢünülen güneyde yaĢayan Kıbrıslı Türklerdi. 

Ama sayısal olarak bakıldığında bunların yeterli olmadığı ortaya çıktı. 
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Cypriot population from the southern part of Cyprus, so that they decided to 

transfer a certain amount of population from Turkey to Cyprus.
162

  

 

P4 suggests, moreover that the political aspirations of the leaders at the time to defend 

national interests of their states in the international political arena did not only lead to the 

decision to bring immigrants to the island, it had also been effective in the actual 

materialisation of this migration policy. In other words the political motivations of the states 

are not only causally related to the emergence of the first migration wave, these also affected 

the speed with which the immigration policy was implemented as well as the actual methods 

with which it was carried out. According to P4, the speed with which this migration program 

was commenced pointed out to the panic that the political elite got into:  

 

Both the Turkish Cypriot leadership and the Turkish political elite were 

concerned that the talks under the auspices of the UN and negotiations would 

start in a short while and that the negotiation table would be set in the near 

future. The situation could have brought both the Turkish Cypriot and 

the Turkish elite into a difficult situation, therefore they wanted that [the 

population transfer] was done quickly. One could say that they were in panic. 

In fact it was not possible to put such a plan into practice in such short 

notice.
163
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 [...] sadece ekonomik ve sosyal nedenlerle bu göç planlanmadı. Bir de Ģu endiĢe vardı: Kısa süre 

içerisinde uluslararası platformda siyasi bir masaya oturulup bu barıĢ harekâtının geleceği bir karara 

bağlanma durumunda olabilirdi BirleĢmiĢ Milletler nezdinde. Bu kuzeye teĢekkül eden Türk bölgesi ile 

güneydeki Rumlara kalan bölge mukayese edilip de demografik durum göz önüne alınıp Türkler 

aleyhinde bir durum ortaya çıkacağı aĢikardı. Çünkü yine hatırladığım kadarıyla kuzey bölgesi 

dediğimiz Türk bölgesinin adanın genel yüzölçümü içindeki payı %36 civarındaydı. Buna mukabil 

nüfusun, Türk nüfusunun, gene ada nüfusu içerisindeki oranı %18'lerdeydi. Bu tabi demografik denge 

açısından çok olumsuz bir tabloydu. Bunun siyasi arenada savunmasını yapmak son derece güçtü. Yani 

ekonomik ve sosyal nedenlerin yanında bir de bu iĢin siyasi veçhesi vardı. Bir an önce gerek 

Kıbrıs‘taki siyasi idari kadro, gerek Türkiye‘deki yetkililer bir an evvel bu demografik dengenin 

sağlanmasını, hiç değilse yaklaĢtırılmasını öngörüyorlardı. Bunun da demin söylediğim gibi güney 

Kıbrıs‘tan gelen Türk nüfusu ile sağlanamayacağını bildikleri, gördükleri için Türkiye‘den belli ölçüde 

belli sayıda bir nüfusun Kıbrıs‘a aktarılmasını o zaman kararlaĢtırdılar. 
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 ĠĢte bu BirleĢmiĢ Milletler nezdinde böyle bir görüĢme, böyle bir müzakerenin kısa sürede gündeme 

geleceğini, kısa sürede gelebileceğini gerek Kıbrıs lider kadrosu gerekse Türkiye‘deki ilgili siyasilerin 

sanki bugünden yarına kısa sürede hemen masaya geleceğini, hemen müzakerelerin baĢlayabileceğini 

ve bu olumsuz tablonun da hem Kıbrıs Türklerini hem de Türkiye‘deki siyasi kadroyu çok zor duruma 

sokacağını düĢündükleri için bu göçün, bu tarım iĢgücü operasyonunun, çok çabuk olmasını arzu 

ettiler. Adeta paniğe kapıldılar yani. Halbuki böyle bir uygulamanın bu kadar süratli yapılması 

mümkün değildi. 
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O1, an opposition politician who was in the parliament at the time had also identified Turkish 

Cypriot state‘s motivation in the initiation of this migration movement as a type of population 

politics. Yet he stated that, though he agreed with this position at large, he (and his 

colleagues) would have preferred the return of Turkish Cypriot diaspora members from 

abroad.  

 

As I previously mentioned, the population transfer to Cyprus had not only been 

desired but it was a necessity after 1974. But we never thought that it would 

have happened in this way. Thousands of [Turkish] Cypriots live in Britain. 

The number of [Turkish] Cypriots living in Turkey amounts to a million. We 

thought that they would gradually be brought back to Cyprus and we didn‘t 

think about a policy of mass resettlement. There was even a letter that I wrote 

to Ecevit shortly after the Peace Intervention. "Please encourage them [Turkish 

Cypriots to return]. Let us do something". I mean, that was the plan actually.
164

 

 

On the other hand, according to ġahin et al. (2013) population transfer to the island from 

mainland Turkey had not been a new idea, but rather it had been an issue under consideration 

in the political circles of the Turkish Cypriot community since at least the 1960‘s. The 

Turkish Cypriot diaspora living in Turkey had been the first target. Yet it was the events of 

1974 that had prepared the contingent conditions for the realisation of this long held 

ambition:  

 

The diminishing Turkish population in Cyprus had always been a concern for 

the Turkish Cypriot leadership and there had been various attempts to solve 

this problem. One of these attempts was to bring back and resettle the Turkish 

Cypriot population living in Turkey.  This idea is clearly present in Rauf R. 

DenktaĢ's memories of 1967. DenktaĢ‘s proposal included the resettlement of 

the Turkish Cypriots living in Turkey to the Turkish areas of the island in 

secrecy in order to preserve the population balance on the island. In this regard 

it is obvious that the idea of a population transfer from Turkey to Cyprus was 

not an issue which came up all of a sudden after 1974. In other words 

beginning in mid-60s the idea of transferring a population from Turkey in 

order to increase the Turkish population in Cyprus was being discussed both 
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 E Ģimdi tabii yani bu 74 sonrası ki Ģeyde, az önce de söyledim, yani Kıbrıs‘a nüfus aktarılması 

gerekli Ģeydi, istekti. Ama yani böyle bir Ģey olabileceği bizim aklımıza gelmezdi yani [..]. Ġngiltere‘de 

bir kaç bin Kıbrıslı var, Türkiye‘de yaĢayan Kıbrıslıların sayısı belki de bir milyonu bulur yani. Yani 

onların yavaĢ yavaĢ getirilmesiydi bizim, öyle kitle halinde getirileceği diye bir Ģeyimiz yoktu hatta 

ben kendimde Ģeyden hemen sonra, BarıĢ Harekâtından kısa bir sure sonra benim Ecevit‘e yazdığım 

bir mektup vardı. Yani teĢvik edin artık, bir Ģey yapalım bu konuda. Yani öyle bir Ģey vardı.  
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among Turkish and Turkish Cypriot elites. Written sources indicate the 

existence of such an idea before 1974, but this [plan] could only be realised 

after 1974 (ġahin et al.  2013: 608; Translated by AT)
165

.  

  

Indeed it was revealed through the interviews (especially with P1, P2, I1, I4) that the TFSC 

leaders had also called people with Turkish Cypriot origins to return to the island, promising 

them various material incentives like houses and other financial benefits. However, they did 

not manage to reach out to a big enough population. Moreover, the incentives offered by the 

TFSC were not attractive for the Turkish Cypriot expatriates to mobilise them for return 

migration. As I1 explains, only few Turkish Cypriot diaspora members could be persuaded to 

return: 

 

In fact the persons living in Britain, Australia and Canada were also invited 

with the promise that they would be allocated houses. However, even though 

we first said that we would "provide houses" for the ones who return, later we 

said "the semi-finished constructions will be allocated the reparations of which 

will be at their own expense". There was a Council of Ministers‘ decision, I 

think it was the decision numbered 7619. Well, I don't remember the exact 

decision now.  These people would come up to us [and say]: "Mr. DenktaĢ 

invited us, so here we come". They also wanted houses in Nicosia, Kyrenia or 

Güzelyurt. When we offered them houses in villages, they were annoyed. "We 

were invited with the promise of house allocation". But according to the 

decision, the houses had to be empty houses or semi-finished houses, which 

had to be repaired at the expense of the immigrants. […] As far as I know 

some did settle here and established businesses. Some established businesses 

but couldn't sell their products, made a loss. But there were also some others 

who acquired a semi-finished construction or   building, damaged during the 
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 Kıbrıs‘ta azalan Türk nüfusu her zaman için Kıbrıs Türk liderliğinin zihninde bir sorun olarak yer 

almıĢ ve bu soruna bir hal çaresi bulmak için zaman zaman çeĢitli giriĢimlerde bulunulmuĢtur. Bu 

giriĢimlerden birisi de Türkiye‘de yasayan Kıbrıslı Türkleri geri getirmektir. Rauf  R. DenktaĢ‘ın 1967 

yılına ait anılarını okuduğumuzda bu fikirleri açık bir Ģekilde görebilmekteyiz. DenktaĢ‘ın önerisine 

göre Türkiye‘de yasayan Kıbrıslı Türkler gizlice Adanın Türk bölgelerine yerleĢtirilmeli ve böylece 

Adadaki nüfus dengesi korunmalıdır. Buradan açık bir biçimde anlayabiliyoruz ki, Kıbrıs‘a 

Türkiye‘den nüfus nakli konusu, en azından Ģimdilik, 1974 sonrasında birdenbire ortaya çıkmıĢ bir 

konu değildir. Bir diğer ifadeyle, 1960‘lı yılların ortalarından itibaren Kıbrıs‘ta azalan Türk nüfusunu 

yeniden çoğaltmak adına Adaya Türkiye‘den nüfus göçürülmesi hem Türkiye‘de hem de Kıbrıs‘ın 

ilgili çevrelerinde tartıĢılmakta olup, eldeki kaynaklar her ne kadar bu fikrin 1974 öncesi var olduğunu 

gösterse de, fiili durumun ancak 1974 sonrasında gerçekleĢtiğini  göstermektedir (ġahin et al.  2013: 

608). 
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war, repaired and rebuilt them, because they had brought money from 

England.
166

 

 

At this point it must be underlined that the historically constructed ideas on ‗ethnicity‘ and 

‗nationality‘ of Turkish Cypriots within the framework of the Turkish nationalist discourse 

had at the same time offered a justification for the bringing of an immigrant population from 

Turkey to the island, which did not necessarily have a Turkish Cypriot background. As was 

explained in the previous section (5.2.2) Turkish nationals were perceived within this 

primordialist discourse to be ethnically identical to Turkish Cypriots, to share the ―same 

blood‖, ―origins‖ and ―roots‖. Therefore immigrants from Turkey were constructed as 

perfectly qualified to replace the Turkish Cypriot population who had previously emigrated 

from the island under the harsh circumstances created by the adversary policies of Greek 

Cypriots. This idea was also present in the previously quoted statement made by interviewee 

P3 (see 5.2.3.2).  A quotation from an interview conducted by KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2009) 

with DenktaĢ, who was the central political actor at the time, is further illustrative: ―We view 

the immigrants as people who have come in the place of our population which was forced to 

emigrate because of the Greek Cypriots. It is not possible to have a different view point‖ 

(Rauf DenktaĢ, quoted in KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2009: 58, translated by A.T.)
167

. DenktaĢ is also 

renowned for having said ―Giden Türk Gelen Türk‖ in response to criticisms of population 

transfer from Turkey (see Kızılyürek 2002). 

 

O2 and O3 who were opposition politicians during the first immigration wave from Turkey, 

pointed out to another issue, which had indeed become the main leftist discourse about the 

immigrants from Turkey since their arrival in the island. According to O2 the policy of 
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 Nitekim çağrı yapıldı, Ġngiltere‘de, Avustralya‘da, Kanada‘da olanlar da gelsin, onlara da ev 

vereceğiz diye. Ama ‗Ev vereceğiz‘ dedik gelene de, ondan sonra bir karar aldık ve dedik ki 

―Beğenilmediği için boĢ kalan veya yarım inĢaatlar, tamiratı da kendine ait olma…‖. Bakanlar kurulu 

kararı var bu konuda, yanılmıyorsam 7619 sayılı karar, unuttum Ģimdi kararları. Onun için adam geldi 

―Bize DenktaĢ Bey çağrı yaptı, iĢte geldik‖ falan. O da LefkoĢa‘yı ister, Girne‘yi ister, Güzelyurt ister. 

Köy deriz ve adam kızar ―Bize çağrı yapıldı, geldik. Bize ev verilecekti‖. BoĢ olan evler veya yarım 

inĢaat olan evler, tamiratı da kendisine ait, karar da var bu Ģekilde. [...] E Ģimdi bildiğim kadarıyla bir 

kısmı yerleĢti buraya, iĢ kurdu. Bazıları iĢ kurdu, bu defa satamadı malını, zarara Ģey etti, ama bazıları 

da aldı o yarım inĢaatı veya o tahrip edilmiĢ, top yemiĢ evi aldı, daha da geliĢtirdi çünkü Ġngiltere‘den 

para getirdi. Öyleleri de var. 
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 ―Bunlar [göçmenler] Rumlar nedeniyle hicrete zorlanan ve adayı terk etmiĢ olan nüfusumuz yerine 

gelmiĢ bulunuyorlar diye bakıyoruz. Eee baĢka türlü bakmak da mümkün değil‖. 
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―population transfer from Turkey‖ was closely linked to the desire to secure the presence of 

Turkey on the island. In this respect he explains: 

 

It had all started with an innocent cause. Orchards were the first among those 

causes. The citrus and vegetable fields were drying out due to the summer 

weather and they needed to be taken care of. The people [Turkish Cypriots] 

living in the south hadn't arrived yet. Therefore immigrants were brought in 

due to the reason that there was a labour shortage. They were brought to fill the 

labour shortage.  In fact the way people were resettled resembled the 

population transfers to the conquered areas during the Ottoman period. They 

started by transferring and resettling a complete village in Cyprus. They settled 

people who had problems [in Turkey], who did not have enough land and 

employment opportunities in their villages of origin. They brought them not 

only from a particular region but from all regions, yet mostly from the 

Karadeniz region. There is no land in the Karadeniz region and people cannot 

do agriculture. In this way people were being brought in as immigrants. […] 

They were being resettled here. People had some suspicions and concerns from 

the beginning that the main cause was something else. Despite the [claimed] 

reason, which seemed innocent, people who arrived did not know anything 

about type of agriculture. How would the people from the Karadeniz region 

know about citrus farming? The citrus fruits were the main problem. But they 

[immigrants] didn't know crops agriculture either. […] Eventually, [the aim] 

was integration with Turkey. Increasing the influence of Turkey in Cyprus 

could have only been achieved through population transfer. The Turkish 

bureaucracy and the shadow [parallel] government never trusted us Cypriots 

[…]. If we were to say one day "No, we have had enough" Turkey could 

respond "but you are not alone; it is not only you who are Cypriots." That was 

the reason [for Turkey] to have a population here.
168
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 Bu iĢ aslında çok masum gerekçelerle baĢladı. O masum gerekçelerin baĢında da bahçeler vardı. 

Narenciye bahçeleri ve sebze bahçeleri yaz sıcağında kuruyor ve onlara bakmak lazımdı. Bizim 

güneyde yaĢayanlar da daha Güney‘den gelmemiĢti. Dolayısıyla bir iĢ gücü eksikliği var diye 

getirilmeye baĢlandılar. O iĢ gücü eksikliğini gidermek için. Ama baktığınızda tam Osmanlı 

döneminde nasıl fethettikleri yerlere gönderiyorlarsa idi Osmanlı öyle göndermeye baĢladırlar. Bir 

köyü olduğu gibi alıp buraya getirmekle baĢladılar. Bu daha çok orada sorunları olan, bölgelerinde 

sorunları olan, yeterince toprağı ve iĢ imkânı olmayan köylerden insanları getirmeye çalıĢtılar. Belli bir 

bölgeden de değil, her yerden, her bölgeden. Ama daha çok Karadeniz‘den. Zaten Karadeniz‘de toprak 

yok ve tarımla uğraĢamıyorlar.  Bu Ģekilde getirilmeye baĢlandılar. [...] YerleĢtirilmeye baĢlandılar. 

Zaten baĢtan itibaren insanlarda bir Ģüphe vardı yani. Maksat o değil gibilerden. Bu masum gibi 

gözüken gerekçeye rağmen, gelen insanlar bu iĢleri bilen insanlar değildiler. Karadenizliler ne anlar 

narenciyeden örneğin. Yani en büyük sorun narenciyedeydi. Bakarsınız tarımı da bilmiyorlardı. [...] 

[Amaç] Türkiye‘ye bağlamaktır yani neticede. Türkiye‘yi burada etkin kılmak, etkisini artırmak ki bu 

nüfus vasıtasıyla olacaktır. Çünkü hiçbir zaman, Türkiye‘nin bürokrasisi, derin devleti bize, 

Kıbrıslılara hiç de güvenmemiĢtir.[...] Biz bir gün Türkiye‘ye ―hayır, artık yeter‖ dediğimizde, ―ama 

siz yalnız değilsiniz ki!‖, ―Kıbrıslılar, siz değilsiniz sadece‖ diyebilmek için orada bulundurulan bir 

nüfus.   
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According to O2 Turkish and Turkish Cypriot political leaders at the time needed a 

population they could  „trust― and manipulate for their own political purposes, so that these 

immigrants were brought with the primary aim to secure the predominance of pro-Taksim, 

Turkish-nationalist parties in North Cyprus, which were loyal to Turkey. O3 offers a similar 

explanation to the migration wave under scrutiny. This facilitated migration, he argues was 

an act of population engineering with the ambition to annex Cyprus to Turkey (i.e. Taksim). 

In his own words: 

 

They wanted integration, to create a separate identity and to create here a 

protectorate or a dependant province; hence this was all the result of  political, 

cultural and other actions of their invasionist rationality. But since life has a 

dialectical logic and contains contradictions; and since human beings are 

infinitely variable, a set of relations and possibilities were created which were 

different to what they were planning. Life does not end up being what 

engineers try to make it. I mean this was an act of engineering.
169

 

 

Moreover O2 and O3 also argued that the bringing of immigrants primarily as a political 

manoeuvre to increase the population of the northern part of the island, was not primarily tied 

to the aim of protecting national interests of the states in the international political 

community (which was argued by P4),  but on the contrary the main motivation of the 

nationalist ruling class of the period as well as that of Turkey was to secure the continuation 

of their power and domination in the island.
170
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 Entegrasyon, ayrı bir identite yaratmak ve burayı kendine bağlı bir protektora ya da kendine bağlı 

bir eyalet haline döndürmek istiyor, o fetihçi anlayıĢın yaratmak istediği hem siyasi, hem kültürel, hem 

diğer bütün alanlarda bir politikasının sonucuydu bunlar. Ama hayatın diyalektiği ve hayatın kendi 

içindeki çeliĢkileri, insan karakterinin sonsuz bir açılıma sahip olması hadisesi sonuçta onların 

düĢündüğünden farklı iliĢkilerin ve potansiyellerin doğmasına da [imkan verdi].  Ġlla bu mühendislerin 

çizdiği Ģekilde Ģekillenmiyor hayat. Yani o mühendisler bunu dizayn ettiler.  
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 It is indeed this perception of the first immigration wave, by the Turkish Cypriot left which had 

evolved to a discriminating discourse against the immigrants.  It had constructed the latter as the 

‚others‘ of a Cypriot identity in opposition to a ―Turkish‖ identity which was embraced as an ideal to 

be achieved along the road to a peaceful solution to Cyprus problem and the reunification of the island.  

MT, another politician active in the same political party described the views of the pro-solution forces 

towards the incoming population as negative and pointed out to the Annan plan period which had to 

the effect that the relations between the former and Turkish immigrants started to normalise.   
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Additionally a second though not unrelated political motivation was also identified by the 

interviewees, which relates to the repopulation of the territories acquired by the military 

operations by Turkey in 1974. This was especially suggested by P1, P2, I4. The excerpt 

below is from the interview with P1 who was a high-ranking policy maker in the concerned 

period. He argues that, in addition to economic reasons, the immigrants were brought to the 

island with the aim to repopulate vacant settlement areas so that the return of Greek Cypriots 

was prevented. 

 

[This migration program] had two dimensions. One was political and the other 

one was technical. The political dimension was this: There was the worry, in 

DenktaĢ‘s mind, that may be when the villages remained empty the Greek 

Cypriots would be eager to come back to the northern part, and they would put 

pressure on international organisations for this purpose. But in fact we did 

[also] need an agricultural workforce in those villages. The gardens were 

running dry, they were not being irrigated, the fruits were spilled on the 

ground, were being dumped into the riverbeds. Therefore these immigrants 

were brought under the rubric of labour migration. Turkey had such a 

potential, because it had plans relating to relocation of the villages which were 

in located in forestland and which were threatened by dam projects; and was 

searching for sites to relocate these villagers. In a sense the two things 

coincided, they found resettlement sites for these people and at the same time 

the Cyprus politics of Turkey was being executed. I mean population transfer 

to the island was a project similar to the one in the period of Selim II, but they 

came under the rubric of agricultural labour, and at the same time, we actually 

needed an agricultural workforce. In this way we filled the villages, and had 

the chance to take control of the land for both dry and irrigated agriculture and 

at the same time we increased our population.
171

  

 

P2 another high-ranking policy maker of the period similarly asserted that it was important 

for the state to repopulate the areas, which were under Turkish control. The bringing of 
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 [Bu göçün] iki boyutu vardı. Birisi siyasiydi, diğeri ise teknikti. Siyasi boyutu yarın köyler boĢ 

görünür, Rumların iĢtahı kalkar, tekrar Rumlar kuzeye gelmek için uluslararası örgütlere baskı yapar 

endiĢesi de vardı DenktaĢ‘ın kafasında. Ama esas gerçek olan bu köylerde bizim tarım iĢ gücüne 

ihtiyacımız vardı. Bahçeler susuz, bahçeler kuruyor, meyveler yerlere dökülmüĢ, dere yataklarına 

atılıyor. […] Dolayısıyla bu göçmenler tarım iĢ gücü altında getirildi. Türkiye‘nin böyle bir potansiyeli 

vardı çünkü orman köylerinden nüfus boĢaltma ve baraj suları altında kalabilecek köyleri boĢaltmaya 

dair projesi vardı ve bu insanları yerleĢtirecek yer arıyordu. Yani ikisi üst üste geldi, hem onlar bir 

yerleĢecek yer bulmuĢ oluyorlardı hem de Türkiye‘nin Kıbrıs‘la ilgisi, politikası uygulanmıĢ oluyor. 

Yani buraya nüfus aktarma II. Selim dönemindeki gibi bir projeydi ama tarım iĢ gücü altında geldiler 

ve gerçekten ihtiyacımız vardı. Böylece bütün köyleri doldurduk ve gerek kuru, gerek sulu arazilere 

sahip çıkma olanağı bulduk ve nüfusumuzu da takviye etmiĢ olduk. 
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immigrants from Turkey, was in his explanation the only solution, especially given that 

Turkish Cypriot expats did not return to the island, although they were invited back. 

 

The main reason, I‘ll tell you, was that we didn‘t have enough people to fill the 

houses and settlement areas in the northern part of Cyprus that we acquired 

after the Greek Cypriots were expelled after the peace operation. Because if 

you leave an area/ a place empty, it will not be yours. A current example to this  

is Varosha, or the village of Ahna, they are empty. But with whom should we 

have filled these places? Now, […] some of our friends talk nonsense 

sometimes, excuse my language, when they say things like ―Why did people 

come from Turkey?‖ and all that. At that period we immediately invited the 

Cypriots abroad: ―Come back and we will give you land and even houses. You 

left due to the pressures of the Greek Cypriots and negative events of the past. 

Come back to your homeland, we will give you all that‖. […] [However] we 

did not get the result that we were looking for, there came only few people.
172

 

 

I4, who was a civil servant involved in the settlement of the first wave immigrants, i.e. a 

policy implementer, regarded the primary motivation of the state as the filling of vacant 

properties.  This, he argued, gave rise to the arbitrariness in the post 1974 distribution of 

property in the northern part of the island and created a general social injustice not only in 

regards to property distributions to immigrants from Turkey but also to the Turkish Cypriot 

refugees.     

 

[…] the administration faced a difficult situation because there were houses 

that remained empty. Therefore, even the 1963 or 1958 refugees, and even if 

these were already allocated houses [were distributed houses and property]. 

Even if they were refugees or children of martyrs, at the age of 40 or 60, they 

acquired houses. Even if the person was 10 years old at the time of being a 

refugee, and was by then 20, s/he too received a house. We also settled the 

northern part in a sense. We resettled, in the northern part of Cyprus, those 
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 Esas ana neden, onu söyleyeyim ben, bizim barıĢ harekâtında elimize geçirdiğimiz Kuzey Kıbrıs 

arazilerinde, Rumların tahliyesinden sonra geriye kalan konutları dolduracak nüfusumuzun 

olmamasıdır. Çünkü bir yeri boĢ bırakırsanız, ora sizin değil. Örnek bugün MaraĢ, örnek Ahna köyü, 

boĢ durur. Peki, kiminle dolduracağız biz bunu? ġimdi […] zaman zaman bazı arkadaĢlar iĢte 

―Türkiye‘den niçin insan geldi de Ģunu etti?‖, saçma sapan konuĢurlar, çok özür dileyerek bu kelimeyi 

kullanırım. Biz o devrede yurt dıĢındaki Kıbrıslılara defaten, çağrı yaptık ―Gelin, size arazi de verelim, 

ev de verelim, Rumların baskısıyla geçmiĢteki yaĢanan sıkıntılılarla göç ettiniz, gittiniz. Gelin 

memleketinize, size bunları verelim‖ diye. [...]Orada biz istediğimiz verimi alamadık, çok cüzi insanlar 

geldi. 
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coming from the North [that is Turkey] and the local population, as well as the 

refugees from the southern part.
173

    

 

 

5.2.3.3 State-Building, Ethnicity and Nationalism  

 

Taking the issues explained in the previous sections into account, it can be argued that 

abundant economic resources, coupled with the opportunity of self-governance and the 

prospect of non-dependence on Greek-Cypriots regarding social division of labour and other 

political prospects are definitely among the motivations of the Turkish and Turkish Cypriot 

forces in their quest of increasing the population and repopulation of the territories in the 

northern part of the island. These motivations need to be understood and explained within the 

framework ―Turkish-Cypriot nationalist drive toward state-building‖ (Arslan 2012: 120).  

Although this was evident in a number of oral history interviews P1 described this policy 

most clearly: 

 

I mean, in the north we had already made our decision and started the 

implementation. What was that decision? We had already said in the very 

beginning that ‗we are in the north[ern part] and we will build a common 

federal republic with Greek Cypriots , the land and properties in the north are 

under our control and sovereignty‘.
174

  

 

Therefore, according to this interviewee, who would become a high ranking government 

representative after the 1974-partition, the Turkish Cypriot side sought a solution to Cyprus 

problem on the basis of two sovereign states. He argued further: ―Of course, we say that a 

new phase had started after the military operation. We have a state of our own now and we 

will seek a solution on the basis of this nation state. Here, we have founded our federal state, 
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 [...]evlerin boĢ olması ve iskân edilmemesi idareyi, çok zor durumda bırakırdı. O nedenle 1963 ve 

1958 göçmenleri yerleĢik dahi olsa, göçmen evi yapıp yerleĢtirilmiĢ dahi olsa da. O köyden gelip de 

[...] 40 yaĢında olan 60 yaĢına olsa bile, Ģehit çocuğu veya göçmendir, o da gitti aldı. O dönemde 10 

yaĢında olup daha 20 yaĢına geldiyse o tarih aralığında o da gitti aldı. Bir yerde kuzeyi de yerleĢtirdik. 

Kuzeye hem Kuzey‘den geleni, (…) hem yerlileri yerleĢtirdik, bir de güneyden geleni de yerleĢtirdik. 
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 Yani artık biz kuzeyde kararımızı vermiĢ ve uygulamaya baĢlamıĢtık. Nedir bu karar? ‗Biz artık 

kuzeydeyiz ve Rumlarla bir ortak federal devlet kuracağız, kuzeydeki mal artık bizim kontrolümüzde 

ve egemenliğimizdedir‘ diye biz bunu ta baĢtan, yani gemileri yaktık biz ta baĢtan. 
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so we expect the same from the other party too‖. 
175

 It would therefore be incorrect to accuse 

the Turkish Cypriot side for not wanting a solution, as did the international community. Then 

the former did seek a solution, but had in the meanwhile tried to have a strong nation-state of 

their own. In P1‘s words: 

 

But what type of solution should that solution be? A federal structure, a 

structure with two federated states.
176

 Therefore, Ecevit had never said ―No I 

will not strengthen [my state/my part], I cannot not do what I want here‖. I 

mean […] the political messages coming from him, from law experts, from 

experts on land and resettlement were like ―we are going to make our area 

prosper, build a nation-state, strengthen it, increase the population‖ and so on.  

I mean this was the presupposition from the very beginning. […] Of course! 

And DenktaĢ was someone who overemphasised these desires, no one can 

deny that, so that he worked in accord with Ecevit. […] He had filled the 

Atatürk square and gave speeches from the balcony of Saray Hotel and so on. 

He had such good relations with the military […].
177

  

 

Against this background it can be argued that the corporate agency of the Turkish and the 

Turkish Cypriot states entailed a strong ―projective element‖ in that it was influenced to a 

great extent by the states‘ goals and desires for their futures. In this respect the 1974 division 

of the island was perceived by the Turkish Cypriot leadership as an opportunity to alter the 

minority situation of Turkish Cypriots, and by the Turkish state as a means to secure 

perceived future advantage regarding the island and its international strategic interests 

through it. At the same time, on the other hand, the practical-evaluative element was a strong 

                                                 
175

 Tabii, biz artık harekâttan sonra yepyeni bir dönem baĢladığını kabul ediyoruz. Artık kendi 

devletimiz var, bu devlet esas olarak bir çözüme gidilecektir. Aha, federal devletimizi de kurduk, karĢı 

taraftan aynı hareketi bekliyoruz. 
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 It must be noted here that although this interviewee talks about a federal solution to the Cyprus 

problem, it is obvious from his descriptions that he is embracing the system of confederation, which 

was proposed by DenktaĢ. 
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 Ama o çözüm nasıl bir çözümdür? Bir federe yapı, iki federal devlet yapısıdır.  Dolayısıyla kendi 

federal devletini Ecevit hiç bir zaman ―Güçlendiremem, ben burada istediğimi yapamam‖ diye bir 

tutum içine girmedi. Yani [...] ondan gelen politik telkinler diyelim, anayasa uzmanlarından tutun, 

toprak iskâncılara kadar ―Biz kendi bölgemizi artık mamur edeceğiz, devletleĢtireceğiz, 

güçlendireceğiz, nüfusunu arttıracağız‖ vesaire biçimindeydi. Yani ta baĢtan böyle bir kabulden yola 

çıkıldı.[...] Kesinlikle! DenktaĢ da bunu elbette gereğinden fazla isteyen bir yapı içindeydi, bunu da 

kimse inkâr edemez ve Ecevit‘le de o kadar güzel bir uyum sağladıydı ki, […] Gelip Atatürk 

meydanını doldurdu, Saray Otel‘in balkonundan konuĢmalar, Ģunlar, bunlar. Genelkurmayla iliĢkiler 

mükemmel [...]. 
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component of their agential actions. This is especially discernible in their utilisation of 

immigration (form Turkey) as a part of state building after a new situation, i.e. the partition of 

the island and the homogenisation of the territories, had emerged. Regarding the agency of 

the Turkish Cypriot state, however an iterational element also comes to the fore. This is 

especially discernible in the construction of the national history of Turkish Cypriot 

community during the early years of state building and entailed a process of selective 

remembering and forgetting (Canefe 2007) within which the memory of sufferings of the 

Turkish Cypriots due to their minority status in the island was emphasised, at the expense of 

memories of peaceful co-existence. 

 

Throughout these processes, ideas of ethnicity and nationalism were employed. This is 

discernible in the utilisation of migration as a strategy to boost the population and repopulate 

territory, and in the choosing of immigrants‘ national origins. Houses and other properties left 

behind by Greek Cypriot refugees offered an opportunity to establish a Turkish population on 

the island and to prevent the return of Greek Cypriots to these territories. At the same time, 

empty villages made landless peasants the sought-for profile, majority of which accepted 

their states‘ proposal to move to Cyprus, since they did not own enough land in Turkey to 

make a good living. 

 

Indeed ideas of ethnicity and nation serve to justify states‘ actions of regulation and control 

of their borders, often directed at keeping unwanted peoples out (Wimmer & Glick-Schiller 

2002; Bauböck et al, 2006).  Yet at other times, as has happened in the case of North Cyprus, 

these ideologies can be utilised to attract immigrants from certain geographies (Brubaker 

1998). In this sense ―culturally imbued migration‖ (Hedberg 2004: 26)
 
or ―ethnic immigration 

preferences‖ (Bauböck et al 2006) are not rare phenomena. As Bauböck et al (2006) argue: 

 

Several states (among others Israel, Italy, Japan, Germany, Greece, Spain and 

Portugal) have also adopted preferences for foreign nationals whom they 

consider as part of a larger ethnic nation or as cultural and linguistic relatives 

who will more easily integrate in the destination country. With some notable 

exceptions […], ethnic immigration preferences are a rather neglected topic in 

comparative migration research. This may partly be due to the fact that co-

ethnic immigration does not fit well into dominant migration theories that 

focus on economic push and pull factors and on the sociology of migration 
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networks (ibid: 68). 

 

The consideration of the above arguments brings us close to that what could be termed a 

multi-dimensional approach to migration. This will be described next.  

 

5.3 From an Economic to a Multi-Factorial Approach 

 

This chapter departed from a critique of the economic-structural approach to migration in 

general and to the first migration wave from Turkey to North Cyprus in particular.  Adopting 

a multi-dimensional viewpoint within the framework of critical realist thinking a multi-

factorial approach to the explanation of migration was put forward. It was argued that not 

only economic structural but also cultural-ideational factors played a role in the causation of 

this migration movement. In the cultural sphere ideas of ethnicity and nation were identified 

as dominant ideologies of the period, which also conditioned agential action by the states. In 

other words, it was endeavoured, in accordance with a critical realist methodology, to search 

for causal mechanisms, rather than being content with just the surface appearances. In this 

sense an economic perspective was regarded as unsatisfactory. Then the labour shortage that 

appeared in the island‘s north after its partition and the accompanying population 

displacements had at the same time provided the states with a justification for the initiation of 

the influx of a population, the planning and the execution of which would not have been 

possible without the cultural factors and agential motivations of political nature.   

 

Turkish Cypriot power holders had been constructing their community‘s identity in ethnic 

and national terms as belonging to the Turkish nation, which they saw as being represented 

by Turkey, especially since the initial years of Kemalist state-building in Turkey (see section 

4.3). These processes intensified in the post-colonial period of Cyprus, in which adversary 

relations between Greek and Turkish Cypriots deepened, and these were further alienated 

from each other, due to the paramilitary activities of both communities. At the end of this 

period, when the island was divided after Turkey‘s military interference, immigrants from 

Turkey -and not from elsewhere- were perceived as integral elements of state building in the 

island‘s north as was the expulsion of Greek Cypriots. The former were perceived as 

necessary elements for the nation-state state building as they would fulfil the political agenda 
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of the states as well as the labour shortage that was created after the collapse of the former 

division of labour between Greek and Turkish Cypriots.  Accordingly, these immigrants 

repopulated the ex-Greek Cypriot villages and properties so as to preserve the ethnic 

unmixing of Turkish Cypriots by preventing the return of the latter (see Hirschon 2003).  

 

Obviously the two states cooperating in the immigrant recruitment for North Cyprus did so 

within the context of historically developed consciousness about nation and nationality 

attributed to Turkish Cypriots, the rival political relations between Greek and Turkish Cypriot 

communities and the relations between the Turkish Cypriots and Turkey based on the belief 

of ethnic-affinity. In the light of the above, it can be argued that the motivations of the 

Turkish and the Turkish Cypriot governments, in initiating this movement form Turkey to 

North Cyprus cannot be assumed to be of purely economic nature, contrary to many post 

World War II migrations in Western Europe (see Castles and Miller 1998). As was elucidated 

in detail, this is reflected in the oral history interviews conducted.  

 

On the other hand, the causal analysis of the first migration wave from Turkey to North 

Cyprus is yet not complete.  Given the complexity of social reality, it can be expected that, at 

different levels of aggregation, diverse -even contradictory- generative mechanisms may be 

identified. For this reason, the following chapter endeavours a micro-level analysis regarding 

the causation of the first wave of migration from Trabzon and Mersin in Turkey to Bahçeli in 

the northern part of Cyprus.   
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CHAPTER 6 

 

 

THE MESO- and MICRO-LEVELS - LOOKING AT BAHÇELI IMMIGRANTS 

 

 

6.1 The Meso- Level Causal Factors  

 

As Porpora (2013) states, in critical realist thinking, causation of social phenomena ―[…] 

involves a dialectical relation between human agency and the contexts in which those agents 

find themselves, contexts that include culture, structure, and physical things‖ (ibid: 29). At 

the same time, as has been argued, interaction between these factors take place at different 

levels of aggregation. It is therefore, necessary to incorporate these different levels of 

aggregation into the analysis, so as to capture the complexity and the multi-dimensionality of 

the phenomena under study. In this sense, the previous chapter endeavoured to explain the 

1975-1980 migratory movement from Turkey to northern Cyprus at the macro-level, 

revealing macro-structural, macro-cultural and macro-agential causal powers, which became 

efficacious in the materialisation of this movement. Yet apparently the identification of 

generative mechanisms at the macro-level is not sufficient to explain the whole event of 

migration, then without the agential impact of the immigrants themselves, there would be no 

movement. In this sense, the present chapter endeavours to explain the agency of the 

migrants, by drawing mainly on the narratives of the ―pioneer migrants‖, in the causation of 

the first migration wave from Turkey to northern Cyprus. At the same time, this chapter 

concentrates on the meso-level, by focusing on the case of immigration from Trabzon and 

Mersin to Bahçeli, that is, it tries to uncover extra-individual structural and cultural factors 

specific to the particular areas these pioneer migrants stem from. These factors are expected 

to have a more immediate effect in shaping the contexts in which groups perform their 

agencies.  

 

Furthermore, this chapter will point out to the process of ‗emergence‘ through which, it is 

expected that the emergent properties found at the macro-level are not found at the meso-
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level, which in turn possess emergent properties not found at the level of individual 

interactions (micro-level).  Yet, as mentioned, the causation of an actual event i.e. the first 

wave of immigration from Turkey to northern Cyprus, can only be explained when a multi-

dimensional perspective is taken into account, since an emergenist perspective ―accepts that 

entities at many levels can simultaneously have causal powers and these powers may interact 

to produce actual events‖ (Elder-Vass 2008b: 291). It is thus expected that the explanation of 

migration at meso and micro-levels will bring to the fore different causal mechanisms 

compared to those discovered at the macro-level in the previous chapter.  

 

According to Iosifides (2011) ―[…] because causal powers exerted by those systemic 

properties are in constant interaction with other causal factors of different nature or with 

those at different levels and with various contingent factors, migratory movements are not 

strictly determined by the logic of capital accumulation, despite the existence of certain 

tendencies‖ (Iosifides 2011: 40). This means that the macro-level mechanisms are mere 

tendencies when these are not matched with similarly efficacious mechanisms at lower-level 

strata; i.e. at both meso and micro-levels. Therefore as important as the broader structural and 

cultural environment is in influencing migratory trends in various geographies, there are also 

some local-level factors, which too have causal effects within generative mechanisms. 

 

The meso/local-level can be conceptualised as one mediating between the macro-level and 

the micro-level (Sayer 1992). In this sense the local-level emergent properties (causal 

powers) may be even more important in the decision-making for immigrant groups, since 

some of these factors are more likely to be directly shaping the conditions of social action, by 

influencing the motivations as well as the resources available to potential migrants. In this 

respect, the following subsections will regard structural and cultural factors at the meso-level, 

which had been effective in the causation of the initial wave of migration and from Trabzon 

and Mersin to Bahçeli.  

 

6.1.1 Meso-Level Structural Factors  

 

The receiving context, seen form the meso-level, obviously entails an empty village with 
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abundant housing capacity as well as agricultural fields and gardens, made available by the 

Turkish and Turkish Cypriot authorities, for an incoming population from mainland Turkey. 

These resources were, moreover presented as adequate to secure the immigrant population an 

agricultural livelihood. On the other hand, there were locality-specific factors also in the 

sending context, which partook in the immigration generating mechanisms from Trabzon 

(Araklı, Ayvadere) and Mersin (Gülnar) to Bahçeli in the northern part of Cyprus. These will 

be explored below. 

 

Abadan-Unat (2011) explains emigration from Turkey to western countries especially from a 

macro historical-structural perspective employing a world systems perspective and focusing 

on centre-periphery relations.  Other macro-level perspectives on migration suggest that 

migration takes place from economically less advanced to more advanced countries 

especially with higher wages. Such perspectives cannot be employed when explaining 

immigration from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus, since the latter had become a quasi-

sovereign state since the partition in 1974, which is economically and politically dependent 

on its relations with Turkey for survival. In this respect, the northern part of Cyprus can most 

definitely neither be counted as belonging to the core nations nor considered to be 

economically more advanced than Turkey.   

 

Yet, moving on to the meso-level, it can be argued that Cypriot towns and villages were 

indeed relatively more developed in relation to the remote Anatolian villages in Turkey from 

which many of the immigrants originated.  Therefore although neither neo-classical labour 

migration theories nor world systems theories can explain migration from Turkey to northern 

Cyprus from a macro perspective, seen from the meso-level, the general trend of migratory 

movements taking place from less advanced to more advanced regions is not necessarily 

refuted (see also KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2009).  

 

A meso-level explanation of the case must also take into account the emigration-generating 

mechanisms at the regional levels.  Morawska (2007) argues in this sense that meso-

economic factors refer to the macro-economic context ―reflected at the local levels‖ (ibid: 

17).  Therefore, one must focus on the meso-level reflections of the at the macro-level 
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identified demographic and socio-economic factors, like transformation of rural relations of 

production and the emergence of small peasantry. In this sense, it must be investigated 

whether these processes have been effective in the regions of emigration concerned.  

According to Yıldırmaz (2010), some regions in Turkey were more prone to emigration (ibid: 

426-430). The Karadeniz region is among these, which according to the author constitutes a 

traditional emigration region in Turkey (ibid: 428). Therefore it can be argued, regarding 

Karadeniz, at least at the meso-level, that similar mechanisms generating internal rural-urban 

migration within Turkey and labour migration from Turkey to Europe are among the causes 

of immigration to North Cyprus. Among causal factors are, according to Yıldırmaz, an 

increase in rural population, a rise of small peasantry and increasing land prices: ―Karadeniz 

region […], reveals the most substantial data on the relationship between rural to urban 

migration, population growth, small landownership and increase in land prices‖ (Yıldırmaz 

2010: 428; translated by AT).
178

 He argues moreover,   

 

The key reason of emigration from the Karadeniz region is that the production 

that was carried out on the basis of existing landownership was not sufficient to 

fulfil even the most basic needs of a growing population. Regarding the 

estimations that agricultural income in the Karadeniz region is below Turkey‘s 

average of 58% (Kazgan 1957-1958: 388), this insufficiency is even more 

obvious. The geographically limited [due to terrain factors] possibility of 

agricultural land expansion, unlike in other regions of Turkey, had given rise the 

most important component of migration in that period (ibid: 429).
 179

 

 

This point was raised in the in-depth interviews with the immigrants as well. TM1 noted in 

this respect the following. 
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 ―Karadeniz göçü, [...], kırdan kente yaĢanan göçün, nüfus artıĢı, küçük toprak sahipliği ve artan 

toprak fiyatları ile olan iliĢkisini de en somut olarak gözlemleyebileceğimiz verilerini sağlamaktadır‖ 

(Yıldırmaz 2010: 428).   
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 […] Karadeniz göçü için en temel harekete geçirici sebep mevcut toprak sahipliği çerçevesinde 

gerçekleĢtirilen üretimin artan nüfus baskısı karĢısında temel gereksinimleri bile karĢılamaya imkan 

bırakmamasıdır.  Yapılan hesaplamalara göre Karadeniz bölgesindeki tarımsal gelirin Türkiye 

ortalamasının %58 oranın[ın] altında (Kazgan 1957-1958: 388) olduğu düĢünüldüğünde bu yetersizlik 

daha net olarak anlaĢılacaktır. Toprağın coğrafi sınırlamalarla [arazi koĢulları] diğer bölgelerde 

görüldüğü gibi geniĢlemeye imkan vermemesi bu dönemdeki göçün en büyük bileĢeninin oluĢmasına 

yol açacaktır‖ (Yıldırmaz 2010: 429). 
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They [have] hazelnut fields, houses and all that […], they still do. But the thing 

is, if you divide the whole property to the children of the families who came 

here, they all get only one piece. This is a general situation there.  Back there, 

someone who has a 20-donum hazelnut field is said to be wealthy landowners, 

but there is no such situation.  Therefore this is the reason why Karadeniz has 

been a place of emigration and there are many emigrants [from Karadeniz] in 

many places all over Turkey. […] Most of my family is in Istanbul (TM1, 58, 

male, 1. generation Trabzon).
180

 

 

A meso-level analysis focusing closely on the sending localities the immigrants stem from, 

may offer an further explanation: This initial wave of migration took place predominantly 

from rural regions in Turkey, which were relatively deprived and technologically less 

developed.  In this respect, the field research has revealed that (perceived) difference in 

technological development between the rural regions of origin and destination was also 

effective in the initiation of this wave of immigration, in addition to the material incentives in 

the form of houses and properties that were offered to the immigrants. I was told, especially 

by women throughout the field research, they were persuaded into migrating to Cyprus with 

the promise of a better everyday-life, especially comprising modern houses with electricity, 

running tap water, and other technological advantages. Although some of the promises were 

exaggerated so as to persuade women who were either sceptical or not willing to partake in 

the movement -like automatic house-doors which would open upon approach- most of the 

time, even the promise of electric lighting was effectual (interview with TW6). The higher 

degree of technological development in Cyprus in comparison to rural regions in Turkey and 

the promise of a more ‗modern‘ daily life in modern houses, had constituted an efficacious 

motivation for groups from rural regions, like for Trabzon immigrants from the Ayvadere 

village to undertake the immigration journey.  

 

On the other hand, it cannot be argued that perceived technological advancement had a 

similar causal relationship to the immigration of the second group of immigrants form 

Mersin. These immigrants, unlike the rural Trabzon immigrants, belonged to urban 
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 Fındık bahçesi evi yurdu [var] hepsi [...] halen de var. Ama nedir, orada mesela, gelen ailelerin 

çocuklarına bölsen mal varlığını hepsine birer yer düĢer. Ama genelin yapısı orada öyle. Orada 20 

dönüm fındık bahçesi olan çok büyük toprak zenginidir ama öyle bir yapı yok. Dolayısıyla 

Karadeniz‘in dıĢarıya, Karadeniz‘den dıĢarıya göç vermesinin sebebi de budur, ki Türkiye‘nin çok 

yerlerinde var.[...] Benim ailemin çoğu Ġstanbul‘dadır. 
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proletariat as most of them had already emigrated from their original villages (mostly from 

Ġshaklar village in Gülnar) and were already working in a district (Erdemli) close to Mersin. 

As MM5 explains: 

 

We were not in the village as before we immigrated here. Many of these people 

were not in the village, they had already gotten out of the village. They had 

moved to a district close to central Mersin. They were working there as 

greengrocers. They constructed a group there (MM5 40, male, 2. generation 

Mersin).
181

  

 

Therefore regarding the case of the Mersin immigrants, it can be argued that it was the 

working conditions and low wages along with the perceived opportunities –including houses, 

fields and orchards- that were effective in initiating the immigration wave under 

consideration. 

 

Among other structural factors, which usually play a role in migration generating 

mechanisms, are transnational migrant networks connecting migrants in the place of 

destination with non-migrants (including potential migrants) in the place of origin, and 

providing the latter with necessary means to encourage and ease their migration. Yet, 

initially, for neither of the groups were there pre-established transnational migrant networks 

present in the northern part of Cyprus of any kind, which would ease the immigration of the 

groups. In this sense, as KurtuluĢ and Purkis (2009) argue, the migratory ties between Turkey 

and North Cyprus were yet to be formed with the initiation of this first wave of migration. 

However, it is important to note that, these links and networks are rather swiftly formed, so 

that the 1975-1980 time period also contains immigration facilitated through mechanisms 

created in the first place by migrant networks.  Field research has revealed in this sense that 

especially for the Trabzon immigrants, such networks have facilitated the bringing of brides 

and extended family members to the place of immigration by the pioneers. TM2‘s story about 

how he was involved in the first wave of migration illustrates how swiftly migrant networks 

were formed: 
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 Köyde değildik buraya geldiğinde. Köyde değildi bu gelen kiĢilerin çoğu köyden çıkmıĢ kiĢilerdi. 

Mersin‘e yakın bir ilçeye taĢınmıĢlardı. Orada manavcılık falan yapıyormuĢ. ĠĢte oradan toplanmıĢlar 

bir grup. 
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Our arrival was a little interesting. We gave a girl in marriage, sent her here. We 

came here in that way. They had arrived three months before us. […] It was the 

first or the second month of 76. We applied [for immigration] afterwards, and 

immigrated here as a family. […] I was single when I arrived. […] I got married 

here. […] I got married in 79. I married someone from Turkey, […] she is also 

from Araklı (TM2, 58, male, 1. generation Trabzon).
182

 

 

These ties were further effective in the perpetuation of immigrations after the decline of the 

first wave in 1980 and so in the generation of the later waves of migrations from Turkey to 

northern Cyprus.  

 

 6.1.2 Meso-Level Cultural factors 

 

According to Morawska (2006), a national (macro-level) ethnic affinity may function as a 

pull factor at the meso-level. She explains this in the following: 

 

[…]the groups collective recognition of its national or ethnic world Diaspora 

referred to in school textbooks, in national literature and at national 

celebrations, ―naturalises‖ international migration in the eyes of group 

members by making it a component of national/ethnic collective identity.   

This collective recognition of one‘s group‘s world Diaspora as part of 

national or ethnic history and symbolic […] potentially matter for decision 

making as early as the initiation phase of migration - […]‖ (Morawska 2007: 

16). 

 

Perceived common origins and the symbol of blood-ties within the „our kinsmen‟ 

(soydaĢlarımız) discourse, which was popularised in Turkey especially since mid-1950s (see 

Navaro-Yashin 2012; Samani 1999) and more importantly, the perception of Cyprus as 

„infant-land‟ (yavru vatan), corresponding to the construction of Turkey as the ‗motherland‘ 

by Turkish Cypriots, thus the construction of Turkish Cypriots as a type of Diaspora, may 

thus have tied the two societies together on the discursive and symbolic levels.  These 

symbolic ties may have thus functioned as mechanisms ―naturalising‖ the act of international 

migration from Turkey to northern Cyprus in general.  
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 ―Bizim ilk geliĢimiz biraz enteresan oldu. Biz buraya bir kız verdik. Öyle buraya geldik. Onlar 

bizden 3 ay önce gelmiĢlerdi buraya. [...]  ĠĢte 76‘nın birinci ya da ikinci ayı. […]. Ondan sonra dilekçe 

verdiler, sonra biz aile olarak buraya göç ettik. […]Ben bekardım geldiğimde. [...] Burada evlendim. 

[...] 79‘da evlendim. Ben Türkiye‘den aldım [...] O da Araklılı. 
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Looking at the meso-level cultural context however, one must identify whether and to what 

extent the macro-level cultural context is reflected at the meso-level.  In this respect, it is 

important is to find out, whether the mechanism relating to symbolic ties  across borders can 

be identified at the group level for each of the two communities.  In this sense, research 

reveals that even though Turkey had reproduced a nationalist discourse on Cyprus by viewing 

it as its national cause as early as in the 1950s, this political discourse may not have acquired 

a significant space in the collective memory at the local level. This fact applies especially to 

rural populations and can be explained by taking into account that this group had rather scant 

national education, limited contact to a national political life and a limited use of national 

media (i.e. no televisions).  For this reason, people from certain origins may not have been 

acquainted with the primordialist ―our kinsmen― discourse prevalent on the macro-level. In 

this respect Ioannides (1991) argues: 

 

Cyprus has certain relevance for settlers whose relatives were killed during 

the invasion and for retired officers and demobilized soldiers who served in 

Cyprus and later settled here.  For the farmers, however, Cyprus has no 

particular meaning.  It is quite plausible that a substantial number of them 

had little or no clear idea of where Cyprus was located before their 

departure from Turkey.  This could be particularly true with regard to 

farmers coming from central, eastern or northern Turkey (ibid: 28-48, in 

Hatay 2005: 12).   

 

Hatay (2005) reaches the same conclusion. He notes ―[s]ome of the older people of the 

village [Kayalar village] who were interviewed insisted that they did not know where Cyprus 

was before they actually arrived on the island.  Many such stories can be cited‖ (ibid: 12).   

My research could also, to a great extent, verify these claims. Many of the pioneer migrants 

in the village have stated in this respect that they had little knowledge about Cyprus prior to 

their arrival to the island. Some of these migrants narrated that they had heard about Cyprus 

only a few months before their departure to the island, after having watched a documentary 

film in the cinema. TW2 and TW4, who apparently have watched the same documentary film 

on Cyprus in the aftermath of the 1974 military operation to the island by Turkey described 

this incidence as follows: 
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Researcher: ―Did you know about Cyprus before?" 

TW2: ―No. How could I? There is a district of Trabzon called Sürmene. My 

uncle had a son. ‗I will take my cousin to the cinema‘, he said. They had 

filmed Cyprus. We were taken to a place. There were no TVs back then. My 

god, there was such bloodshed [shown in the film]! We were  to come here 

[to Cyprus] soon. So, [we thought] they will kill us too. In the end it was 

God's will. (TW2 > 85, female, 1. generation Trabzon)
183

 

 

TW4: ―They took us to Sürmene to [show a film about] the war in Cyprus. 

They screened a film in the cinema. We saw how all those people were 

jumping with parachutes, how people cried, how they prayed. We cried a 

lot.‖ 

Researcher: ―When was that?‖ 

TW4: ―During the last months of 74. The war had just ended here. They 

showed us the recordings. We were watching those scenes in the film.‖ 

Researcher: ―Who was screening the film?‖ 

TW4: ―[...]  I don't know. I was a child. Back then there were no TVs. There 

were only cinemas. We have first seen a TV after we arrived here. It was 

black and white but at least there were TVs here. [...]Anyway, we went there. 

All the people were crying. We saw how they shot all those people. They 

killed the children of a man in the bathtub. They showed us everything there. 

We were very frightened and we cried a lot. That was the first time we went 

to the cinema. Imagine that. We were frightened as if all those aeroplanes 

were flying above us.. We had never seen such a thing before.  Due to 

the film I watched I was really afraid coming to Cyprus.‖ 

(Interview with TW4, 55, female, 1. generation Trabzon).
184
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 Araştırmacı: „Kıbrıs‘ı biliyor muydunuz?―  

TW2: „Yok nerde? Trabzon‘un baĢka bir yeri var Sürmene deriz oraya. Bir dayımın oğlu var. Benim 

için diyor ki: ‚Ben bu ablayı götürüp film izleteceğim ona‘. Burayı çekmiĢler. Götürdüler bizi bir yere. 

O zaman televizyon ne arar. Allah‘ım, kan örtüyor ortalığı. [...] Allah‘ım. Biz buraya geleceğiz. Onları 

burada kesiyorlar. Bizi de kesecekler. Allah öyle nasip etti. [...]―. 
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 TW4: ―[...]Bir de bizi Kıbrıs savaĢı için Sürmene‘ye götürdüler. Sinemada bunun Ģeyini verdiler. O 

paraĢütlerle insanların atlayıĢı, insanların ağlaması, oralarda dua etmesi.. Biz çok ağladık.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―O ne zamandı?‖ 

TW4: ―ĠĢte 74‘ün son ayları [...] ĠĢte burada savaĢ yeni bitmiĢ. Onların kayıtlarını gösteriyorlar. Neyse 

biz sinema izliyorduk orada‖.  

Araştırmacı: ―Kim gösterdi onu?‖   

TW4: ―[...] Bilmiyorum. O zaman çocuktum. Eskiden sinema vardı. Böyle televizyon falan yoktu. Biz 

geldik de televizyonları burada gördük. Siyah beyaz da olsa burada vardı. [...] Gittik iĢte bütün millet 

ağlıyor. Ġnsanları süngüyle Ģey yapmaları, iĢte bir yerde bir adamın çocuklarını banyoda öldürmüĢler. 

Onları hep gösterdiler bize. O zaman hem korkmuĢtuk hem çok ağlamıĢtık. Sinemaya da ilk defa 

gitmiĢiz. DüĢün, o uçaklar sanki üstümüze geliyormuĢ gibi korktuk. DüĢün. Hiç görmemiĢsin ya. 

Orada sinemayı izlediğimiz için Kıbrıs‘a çok korkuyla gelmiĢtim―  
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The immigrants who lived or worked in the cities prior to their movement to Cyprus were 

more exposed to national and military discourses at least by 1974. TM1, a Trabzon 

immigrant explains that although the people in the village had no idea about Cyprus prior to 

1974, during the military intervention in 1974 people were euphoric about Cyprus and 

Turkish Cypriots.  

 

The villagers did not know [about Cyprus] […]. The events of 1967; the 

village had a mukhtar, uncle Ali, he passed away though. He went up and 

down the village and warned people: ―close your windows there is a war in 

Cyprus‖. I understood much later that the planes were sent [to Cyprus in 

1967 […] and that there was an intervention in 1974. It was a Saturday, 

around 6:30, I was in Istanbul. I woke up early in the morning to go to work 

and was washing my face in the bathroom. I was staying in that hotel. There 

were no TV‘s in the hotel, so I was listening to the radio, to the statements of 

Ecevit. He was saying something like ―the intervention has begun‖.  There 

were TV‘s in large stores. People used to stop in front of the stores and watch 

TV. All the people felt the same way about Cyprus. They felt bad. ―Our 

people are really suffering there. How could we help?‖ People were lining in 

front of military recruitment offices. That was how the people felt  (TM1, 58, 

male, 1. generation Trabzon).
185

 

 

 

Still, it must be taken into account that locality-specific differences may exist. In this sense a 

Mersin immigrant stated that there was a local radio based in Anamur, which was 

broadcasting news about the inter-communal strife in Turkey, and it was a rather popular 

channel among the people in and close to Anamur. This radio channel was effective in the 

diffusion of a nationalist imagination regarding Cyprus and Turkish Cypriots.  MM1 states:
186
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 [Köylüler Kıbrıs‘ı] Bilmezdi abim. [...] 1967 olayları. Köyün muhtarı vardı, Ali dayı, rahmetli oldu 

tabi. Köydü gezdi ve dedi ki: ―Camlarınızı kapatın Kıbrıs‘ta harp oluyor‖. Sonradan anlıyorum 

uçakların 67‘de geldiğini. [...] Hatta 74 harekatını. Ben Ġstanbul‘daydım saat 6:30‘da Cumartesi, sabah 

kalktım iĢe gideceğim lavaboda elimi yüzümü yıkıyorum. Devamlı kaldığım bir oteldi. Otelde de 

televizyon yok. Radyo‘dan dinliyorum. Rahmetli Ecevit‘in açıklamaları. ―Çıkarma baĢladı‖ gibilerden. 

Televizyonlar büyük mağazalarda var. Halk gezerken yığılıyor dükkânların önünde orada izliyor. […] 

Hiçbir ayrım yapmadan hepsinin Kıbrıs‘la ilgili duyguları aynıydı. Menfi yöndeydi. ―Hakikaten 

oradaki soydaĢlarımız eziliyorlar. Nasıl yardım edebiliriz?‖ Askerlik Ģubelerinin önü doldu. 

Türkiye‘nin tabii.. Halkın bakıĢı böyle.  
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 Not all Mersin immigrants that I interviewed had the same memory about this radio station, and its 

broadcasts on Cyprus issue.   
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In 1959 I was in the 4
th
 grade of primary school. They were about to establish a 

new radio station called The Voice of Cyprus in Anamur. In August 1960 it 

started broadcasting under the motto ―this is the voice of Cyprus radio‖. […] It 

was broadcasting about the events here. The broadcast was similar to today‘s 

radio station ―The Voice of the North‖ with songs following one another. The 

broadcasting continued until 1974 and 1975. Older people were always 

listening to it. We were following the events of 1963 and so on. [… ] people 

were taking it quite seriously. People used to come with their steers, an hour 

before the daybreak  to listen to the news.[…]. The radios were like sweets‘ 

boxes. There were only 3 radios in the whole village with 1500 households. 

We were all gathering around these 3 radios. When they were reporting about 

the children murdered in the bathtub, people got really agitated. […] If one 

took the usual route it used to take  15 hours to get to Anamur from the village 

9 hours to the district and 6 hours by car to Anamur. But taking advantage of 

the moonlight, people took the route through the forest and made it in 4 and a 

half hours.  […] 278 people from our village […]. Then the elders had decided 

that everyone should take out whatever weapons they had, whatever was 

passed on to them from their grandfathers. […] 4 people had some guns. We 

were going to the war. 278 people from our village volunteered. In Anamur 

they distributed cigarettes and food for the villagers and contacted Ankara. 

[…] The commander came to Anamur with a helicopter. Military vehicles 

followed. They took the villagers and on the 4. day they brought them back to 

the village. They made a list of their names. They told them if there is war we 

will call you. I was a kid back then. Our uncles came ―Who are these Greek 

Cypriots, that they are killing our brothers?‖ the adults used to say that. They 

got in a line in the village, and said we will march to the Turkish National 

Anthem. They also fired guns. All the people took the shortcut to Anamur 

shouting and yelling (MM1, 65, male, 1. generation Mersin).
187
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 59‘da 4. sınıftaydım ben ilkokulda. Anamur‘a Kıbrıs‘ın Sesi diye radyo açılıyormuĢ. 60‘ın Ağustos 

ayından sonra da ‗Burası Kıbrıs‘ın Sesi Radyosu‘ diye yayına baĢladı. [...] Buradaki olayların 

haberlerini verirdi. Nasıl Ģimdi Kuzeyin Sesi radyosu hem türkü üzerinden gidiyor, onda da bir Ģarkı 

bir türkü gidiyordu. 74-75‘te de devam ederdi. [...] YaĢlılarımız bütün haberleri dinlerdi. 63 olayları 

falan, hep dinlerdik. [...] Çok önemserlerdi. Herkes öküzüyle gün açmadan bir saat önce gelirdi ki 

haberleri dinlesin. […] Aynı böyle Ģeker kutuları gibi radyolar vardı. 1500 haneli köyde 3 tane radyo 

vardı. Ve o 3 radyonun baĢına toplanırdık. O 63 olaylarında banyoda öldürülen çocuğu falan 

söylediğinde halk heyecana gelirdi. […] Normal geldiklerinde köyden kazaya 9 saat, oradan araba 

bulup da Anamur‘a inmeye 6 saat, 15 saatte gelir. Ama köyden ay ıĢığından faydalanırız diyerek 

kestirme orman yolundan indiler 4 buçuk saatte. Bizim köylü [...] 278 kiĢi [...] O zaman ki büyükler 

demiĢ ki kim de ne varsa silah, dedelerinden kalan çıkarsın. […] 4 kiĢiden çıkmıĢ. SavaĢa gidiyoruz. 

[…] 278 kiĢi bizim köyümüzden ayaklandı. Anamur‘da bizim köylüye yemekti, sigaraydı, baktılar. 

Ankara‘ya bildirdiler. […] Garnizon komutanı helikopterle Anamur‘a geldi. Sonra askeri arabalar 

geldi. Mersin‘den bizim köylüyü yüklediler, 4. günü getirdiler köye indirdiler. Hepsinin isim listesi 

yaptılar. Ġlk askere gider gibi Ģayet harp falan olursa sizi özel olarak çağıracağız. O zaman biz 

çocuktuk. Dayılarımız, amcalarımız geldi: ―Rum neymiĢ de orada bizim kardeĢlerimizi öldürürmüĢ?‖ 

Büyükler o zaman öyle derlerdi. Toplandılar köyün içinde böyle bir sıraya geçtiler, dediler Ġstiklal 

MarĢıyla yürüyeceğiz. Bir de tüfek attılar. Onunla birlikte millet bağıra çağıra kestirme yoldan 

Anamur‘a indi. 
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There can also be other kinds of cultural factors effective at the local-level. Following 

Morawska (2007), it is expected for instance, that an established ―culture of migration‖ can 

contribute positively to outmigration. The culture of migration relates to past actions of 

migration that have a place in the collective consciousness of the community concerned. 

Culture of migration as such, Morawska suggests, can be internalised by the potential 

migrants and act as part of the iterational component of their decision-making (ibid). This 

factor can be found in both Trabzon and Mersin immigrants. Research data suggests that 

migration was regarded by the immigrants from Mersin as a natural ―destiny‖ within the life 

course of each family. The quotation below is illustrative for the Trabzon group:   

 

Istanbul, Ankara, Germany. Many people from the Karadeniz region were 

emigrants abroad. The ones who stayed in the village were old people like us 

now. Young people like you wouldn‘t stay in the village. I has always been 

this way. […] If you ever go to our villages today you will find bushes around 

the houses. No one is left there. People left their villages back then, settled 

somewhere else and stayed there. Back home you could earn money only with 

tea or hazelnuts, but with nothing else. Only if you took good care of the field 

you could harvest once a year. We did not have roads until Özal came to 

power. There were no roads before. [We travelled] with horses and donkeys 

(TW4, 56, female, 1. generation Trabzon).
188

  

 

The Mersin group on the other hand comprise people and/or their offspring who had already 

emigrated from their villages. Therefore immigration to North Cyprus was not the first act of 

movement taken up by their families in search for a better life. For the Mersin immigrants, 

this speaks for a culture of migration at the local level.  
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 Ġstanbul, Ankara, Almanya.. Bizim Karadeniz insanı çok gurbetteydi. Köyde kalanlar belliydi. 

Bizim gibi yaĢlı insanlar. Senin gibi genç insanlar kalmazdı. Hep de öyle kalmıĢtır.[…] ġimdi gitsen 

bizim köylerimize evlerin kenarında dikenler böyle olmuĢ. Kimse kalmamıĢ. O dönemler insanlar 

gitmiĢ gittikleri yere yerleĢmiĢ kalmıĢlar. Bizim memlekette fındık çay dıĢında baĢka gelir yoktu. O da, 

güzel bakarsan, yılda bir. Bizim oralarda Özal‘dan sonra araba yolu oldu. Ondan önce yoktu. Atlarla, 

eĢeklerle. 
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6.2 The Micro-level: Migrants’ Agencies 

 

In critical realist thinking and research, migrant‘s stories are viewed as sources of data, which 

reveal ―human reasons, interpretations and meanings [that] are agential causal powers that 

interplay with structural and cultural powers‖ (Iosifides 2011: 182).  Moreover it is 

considered that their experiences ―are not merely unique individual experiences but, rather, 

are systematically shaped by social relations of gender, class, ethnicity and migrant status‖ 

(Lawson 2000:174 in ibid.183).  Therefore the theoretical and analytical potential of 

migrants‘ stories need to be taken into account when explaining migration (ibid). 

Furthermore migrants‘ narratives are surely first-hand proofs of the complexities, indicating 

the multi-layered and multi-factorial nature of social reality.  In this sense as was already 

mentioned, it is expected that the micro-level makes such generative mechanism discernible, 

which are, due to the process of emergence, not identical to those identified at the meso 

and/or macro-levels.  

 

As was argued in detail in the theoretical chapter, it is immigrants‘ agencies in general and 

pioneer migrants‘ agencies in particular, which along with structures and cultural conditions, 

determine the initiation and formation of a migration system. As Bakewell, de Haas and 

Kubal (2011) argue ―[w]hile structural factors do obviously determine the necessary 

conditions for large-scale migration to occur between particular places and regions, whether 

this actually occurs heavily depends on the migration-facilitating and migration-impeding 

role of the agency of migrants, and pioneer migrants in particular― (ibid: 12). 

 

6.2.1 Whose Agency? 

 

Literature on labour migration concentrates on the voluntariness of the act of migration (in 

comparison to being a refugee), so that the decision of human actors to make the journey 

becomes an important causal factor. Yet before moving on to the analysis of these decisions, 

i.e. to investigate what motivations, desires and goals underlie migratory decisions, the first 

question that shall be regarded is ―who makes the decision to migrate?‖ There are various 

answers to this question in the theoretical literature. Whereas the neo-classical economics 

approach suggests in this respect, that migration decisions are made by rational, profit 
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maximising and costs reducing individuals, the NELM theory, claims that migration 

decisions are made by households rather than individuals. According to NELM these 

household decisions are made moreover via such rational considerations, which do not focus 

on opportunities but also take costs and risks into consideration. Therefore it is expected that 

households and families try to diversify their risks by for example not participating in the 

migratory movement as a whole unit.  

 

The case studied here has revealed that individual migration decisions are almost non-

existent. In many of the cases the decision to migrate was made by extended families, which 

decided who went and who stayed. In this sense the NELM must be considered valuable in 

diverting the attention away from the individual and towards the family or household, and 

pointing out to the family strategy to diversify risks. Yet NELM‘s implication of democratic-

decision making within the household or the extended family cannot be verified against 

empirical evidence. The ―household decision‖ or the ―family decision‖, the field research has 

shown, is not a democratically made collective decision of the family concerned.  Rather 

these decisions reflect the community specific patriarchal power relations within the 

household and/or family.  

 

It can be argued in this sense that, for the Trabzon community of Bahçeli, it is the elder male 

head of the extended family, who has the greatest decision-making power. TW2‘s husband 

was the head of the family and as he made the decision to participate in the migration 

program offered by the state he brought not only his wife but also his children with him some 

of which were already married with offspring. He was also one of the very first people (along 

with few other men) who came for a short visit to Cyprus as part of the committees, to see 

and to encourage others from his village to go along. His wife TW2 (>85 years old) explains: 

 

In fact, it was my husband who made the decision. His name is [X]. [X] is my 

husband. There was also [Y] was among the first ones who came here. […] 

there was also [Y]. The two of them came, they were the first ones to see this 

place. ―I went there and looked at everything. It is very nice there‖ he said.  I 

asked him ―what did you see? Fields […], orchards?‖, that‘s what we had back 

home; he said ―I saw it all, I even saw butter churns‖.  But there are no churns 
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here, churns made of wood. He was lying. [...] In fact there is no such thing 

here. He told that to me to deliberately [deceive me].
189

 

 

In the following quotation she explains the persuasion process, underlining that there was no 

coercion: 

 

―That place is very nice. If you like, I will take you there, if not I do not force 

you‖ he said. ―Why don‘t I force you? Well [if you like the place] you will say 

‗May God bless you‘ but if not, [… then you would curse me]. You would say 

‗why did you take us there‘. So I‘ll take those who like it‖ he said. But there 

were some people, and he said about them ―I will take these people to that 

village, even if I have to pay for them from my own pocket‖. They were very 

poor. ―I‘ll take them along‖ he said.  Anyhow, we came here and settled. […] 

We agreed and came along.
190

  

 

TW1, who was also present during the same interview, says that although they initially 

resisted this decision, they eventually accepted it: ―We took a swipe at him but we later 

agreed. We made a hue and cry for a little while, but then we got tired‖ (TW1; 64; female, 1. 

generation Trabzon).
191

 

   

The following excerpt from another interview with Trabzon immigrant TM3 (54, male, 1. 

generation Trabzon) illustrates the role of the male head of household in the decision making 

process: 

 

Researcher: ―Did your mother want to come over?‖ 
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 Esasında benim bey karar verdi. X diye geçer ismi. [...], benim bey. [...] Ġlk gelenlerden. [...] Bir de 

[Y] var. Ġki kiĢi geldi, ilk onlar burayı gördü.  ―Ben gittim gördüm. Çok iyi‖ dedi.. Dedim ne gördün? 

[...] Dedim ―ne gördün? Tarla […], bahçe?‖, tabi bizim oralar öyle; dedi ki ―hepsini gördüm, yayık bile 

gördüm‖ diyor. Hâlbuki burada öyle yayık ne arar, odundan yayık. Yalan diyor [...] Halbuki o burada 

yok. Bana mahsus diyor.  
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 ―[Orası] çok iyi. Severseniz ben sizi götüreceğim, sevmezseniz zorlamam‖ dedi. ―Neden 

zorlamam? E [beğenirseniz] Allah razı olsun diyeceksiniz; bir eksiğiniz olduğunda [ … söveceksiniz]. 

Bizi burada niye bıraktın diyeceksiniz; Seveni ben götürüyorum, gelin‖. Ama burada birileri vardı, 

―onları cebimden olsa da ben o köye götüreceğim‖ dedi. Fakirlerdi çok. ―Onları götüreceğim‖ dedi. 

Neyse geldik yerleĢtik. [...] Kabul ettik, geldik . 

 
191

 Biraz çattık ama kabul ettik sonradan iĢte. Bağırdık biraz, yorulduk ama‖.   
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TM3: ―In those days, we are talking about the 70s, what women wanted didn‘t 

really count. What did it matter, whether she wanted or not. Her husband was 

leaving, so she followed.  

Researcher: ―Did one of your brothers oppose?‖ 

TM3: ―No they didn‘t. How could they object to my father? How could you 

object to your father in those days? How could you ever say a word to your 

father?‖
192

 

 

In some of the individual cases the decision-making family leaders did not themselves 

participate in the act of migration. Rather they encouraged/persuaded some members of their 

families to participate. Younger men, even if these were already married, obeyed these 

decisions, though they may have had some negotiating power. Women on the other hand 

were generally not asked about their opinion. Many of my respondents‘ narratives are 

illustrative of this. TW1 explains that it was her father-in-law‘s decision that she and her 

husband participated in the immigration. In her own words:  

 

My father-in-law sent us here. We came with the people who opted to come 

after there was a demand for a labour force. They resettled us here. They said 

there are furniture and goods in the houses. […] My father-in-law sent my 

husband and he came, but first he came and had a look, and took us later. I mean 

he had first come with other people, with the neighbours, to go around and take 

a look. He talked me into it afterwards (TW1, 61; female, 1. generation Trabzon 

immigrant).
193

 

 

Another common practice throughout the first wave was the arrangement of marriages by 

fathers and father-in-laws, so as to bring partners for their children to the place of destination. 

In the case below the marriage was completed in Turkey so as to register the couple as a 

separate household, so as to benefit from property allocations. TW4‘s explains in the 
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 Araştırmacı: „Anneniz istedi mi gelmeyi?― 

TM3: ―O zamanlar- 70‘li yıllardan bahsediyoruz- o zamanlar kadınların isteyip istememesi ne kadar 

geçerli olurdu ki. Sen istesen ne olur, istemesen ne olur. Kocan kalktı gidiyor, sende gidiyorsun―.  

Araştırmacı: ―Ağabeylerinizden karĢı çıkan oldu mu?― 

 

TM3: „Yok, yok. Babama nasıl karĢı çıkacaksın? Babaya karĢı çıkmak o zaman olur mu ya? Babaya 

bir Ģey diyebilir misin?― 

 
193

 Kayınbabam gönderdi bizi buraya. Buraya istek üzeri gelenlerle biz geldik. Öyle yerleĢtirdiler bizi 

buraya. […] [EĢimi] kayınpeder gönderdi, o da [eĢim] geldi. ama ilk geldi, bir baktı,  sonradan bizi 

almaya geldi. Yani baĢka kiĢilerle geldi komĢularla, buraları gezdi geldi. […] O da beni kandırdı. 
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following that it was not possible for girls to object to their father‘s decisions. She narrates 

her coming to the island, involuntarily, as an immigrant bride as follows: 

 

TW4: My father-in-law came and settled here. He went back to Turkey to 

marry off his grand child. His grandchild was X. He […] was in love with my 

sister. […] He went to Turkey to take her to Cyprus. He saw me there and 

wanted to marry me to his son. His son was really young, so was I. But he 

insisted. That was how they took me. I came here with my sister as a bride. 

[…]. 

Researcher: ―Well, […] did you know your husband [before]?‖  

TW4:  ―No‖. 

Researcher: ―Did you want to come here?‖ 

TW4: ―No, I never wanted. I cried a lot. […] in those days the circumstances 

were not suitable to think of marriage. And do you know, what we thought of 

Cyprus? We were children, and we had the feeling that we were going to a 

place of darkness. They were talking about the war. We had never seen a war. 

We had only heard of it. […]‖ 

Researcher: ―Who made the decision then, when you didn‘t want to come and 

cried?‖ 

TW4: ―Back then when the older people spoke the young had no say. We 

could not express our views when the father was present. Married or not. There 

was no such thing. If your father had made a decision, you had to obey‖. 

Researcher: ―So it was your father who made the decision.‖ 

TW4: ―Of course. My father-in-law and my father decided together. Nowadays 

things like that only exist in the Eastern Anatolian regions. They make a 15 year 

old girl marry a 60 year old man. Now, such things do not exist anymore but the 

wishes of the parents are still important‖. 

(Interview with TW4; 55; female, 1.generation Trabzon).
194
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 TW4: ―Kaynatam geldi buraya yerleĢti. Torununu evlendirmek için tekrar Türkiye‘ye döndü. 

Torunu dediğim X. O […] benim kız kardeĢimi seviyordu. […] Onu almak için Türkiye‘ye geldi. Beni 

gördü. Beni de ille de oğluna alacak. Oğlu da küçük ben de küçük ama ille de alacak dediler iĢte. O 

Ģekilde getirdi beni. KardeĢimle beraber buraya gelin geldik [...] 

Araştırmacı: ―Peki eĢini […] tanıyor muydun?‖ 

TW4: ―Hayır‖.  

Araştırmacı: ―Gelmeyi istedin mi?) 

TW4: ―Hayır hiç istemedim. Çok ağlayarak da geldim. [...]. O zamanki Ģartlarda da böyle evlilik 

düĢünmek çok zordu. Bir de Kıbrıs bize nasıl bir yer gibi gelirdi biliyor musun? Çocuktuk, sanki böyle 

karanlık bir yere gidiyoruz. Bir de savaĢ diyorlar ya biz hayatta savaĢ görmemiĢiz. Ġsmini duymuĢuz o 

kadar. […]‖ 

Araştırmacı: „Peki kim karar verdi, sen istemedin ağladın?―  

TW4: ―Eskiden büyükler konuĢtuğu zaman biz küçükler konuĢamazdık. [...]. Biz babalarımızın 

yanında kesinlikle böyle konuĢamazdık. Evleniriz, evlenmeyiz... Öyle bir Ģey yok. Yani baba neye 

karar verdiyse odur.―  

Araştırmacı: „Yani baban karar verdi.―  
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Many women I talked to, who were married at the time of their immigration have told me 

that they were unwilling to migrate to Cyprus at first.  They were all talked, when not forced, 

into it by their husbands.  Another woman TW3 in her late 80s (1. generation Trabzon) told 

me that when she refused to migrate to Cyprus her husband suggested that she could stay in 

Turkey, but that he would go without her, and take the younger kids along.  For TW3 this 

was unacceptable, because she did not want to be separated from her children.  Another 

woman told me during an informal conversation that she was threatened by her husband with 

divorce and separation form her children, so had to accepted to partake in the migration.  In 

other, less coercive cases, women were persuaded by their husbands to accept the proposal of 

emigration with exaggerated promises of a luxurious life. When asked about who decided for 

her family to migrate to northern Cyprus TW6 explains that it was her father‘s decision, who 

persuaded her mother through the promise of a modern life: 

 

My father. […] I don‘t know. My father and some other older people. […] 

They were influential people. I mean, they knew about things that were 

happening on the other side of the earth. They gathered together and decided. 

―Lets go and take a look. If we like it there, we take our families along, if not 

we don‘t‖. So they came here and went around. They stayed for a couple of 

weeks. My late father, god have mercy on him, liked this place a lot. I mean he 

really loved Cyprus. Back then the electricity poles were just being installed. 

In 1975, think about it, but there was electric power here. He came up to my 

mother and said, ― you press the button and the lights go on. It is that good!‖ 

―You press the button and go upstairs with the lift‖, He must have been to the 

city. Because there is no such thing in the village. No lifts I mean. I don‘t know 

if he had been to hospitals in the city, of some high buildings, I don‘t know 

where there are lifts. […]. He wanted to talk my mother into it. When you look 

to the walls you see your face, when you look to the floor you see your face. I 

think the place my father was describing was the paradise that was how the 

elderly described the paradise to us.  So my mother made her decision too and 

said: ―Ok lets go!‖ But it was hard (TW6, 53, female, 1. generation 

Trabzon).
195

 

                                                                                                                                           
TW4: „Tabii... Kaynatamla babam karar verdi. ġimdi o Ģeyler doğu taraflarında kalmıĢ. 15 yaĢındaki 

kızı 60 yaĢındaki adama verebiliyorlar. Bizde kalmadı öyle bir Ģey ama gene de anne baba Ģeyi çok 

önemlidir […].―   

 
195

 Babam. [...] Bilmiyorum. Babamla iĢte bir kaç büyükler. [...] Böyle ağa adamları gibiydi. Yani 

dünyanın diğer ucundan haberi olan bir insandı. Toplanıp karar verdiler. ―Gidelim bir görelim, 

bakalım. Seversek ailemizi alır gideriz, sevmezsek almayız‖. Gelip buraları gezdiler. 1-2 hafta burada 

kaldılar. Babam rahmet olsun burayı çok beğenmiĢti. Yani Kıbrıs‘ı sevmiĢti. E o tarihlerde bizim 
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TW1‘s story is similar. She explains:  

 

[…] What they had told us. They told us that when you‘d approach a house, 

the doors would automatically open; [that there are] luxurious houses, 

everything is clean; but as we arrived we did not find anything like that. I mean 

we were really deceived. […]. We were young; when they told us that the 

houses are so and so good, so and so furnished, very good, we were misled, 

[thinking] there would be good jobs, high salaries. But as we came we didn‘t 

find anything. (TW1, female, 61, 1. generation Trabzon).
196

  

 

Similar patriarchal mechanisms operated within the immigrant families coming from Mersin. 

Contrary to Trabzon immigrants these families were nuclear families, which had already 

experienced migration, as they had already migrated from their villages to the city (see 

Chapter 4). In these families, it was the men who made the migration decisions and 

persuaded/made their wives follow. This is apparent in MW1‘s (76) narration: ―My husband 

said ‗let‘s go‘. [He] went [to Cyprus], came back and said ‗it is nice there‘. I had to be 

convinced. Could a mother of four be separated/ divorced? She has to [follow], so I came.‖
197

   

Later during the interview she explains a more detailed story of the conflict in the household 

due to the migration decision of her husband and how she was finally ‚coerced‘ into 

migration:  

 

I said ―you are not going‖,  I said ―I won‘t go‖. ―Why won‘t you go‖ they asked 

me. ―They will give you cars, fields, houses‖. ―I don‘t care what they give […]!‖ 

I said. My husband said ―I‘ll go whether you come or not‖. I came here with my 

                                                                                                                                           
oralara elektrik direkleri daha yeni dikiliyordu. DüĢün 75‘de, buranın elektriği vardı. Geldi dedi ki 

anneme; ―hanım düğmeye basıyorsun ıĢık yanıyor. O kadar güzel‖.. Düğmeye basıyorsun, asansörle 

yukarı çıkıyorsun‖. Yani Ģehirlere gitmiĢ muhakkak ki çünkü köyde öyle bir Ģey yok. Yani asansör 

falan yok. Artık Ģehirlerde de hastanelere mi gitmiĢ, apartmanlara mı gitmiĢ, nerede var bilmiyorum. 

[...].Annemi kandırmak için. ―Duvara baktığın zaman resmini görüyorsun. Yere baktığın zaman 

resmini görüyorsun‖. Herhalde babamın anlattığı yer bir cennet, büyüklerimiz cenneti öyle anlatırdı 

bize. Annem de karar verdi. ―Ġyi‖ dedi, ―gidelim‖. Ama çok zor geldik.  
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 [...] Ama bize nasıl söylemiĢlerdi. Yok eve yaklaĢırsın kapılar kendi baĢına açılır, lüks evler, 

tertemiz; ama geldik hiç öyle bir Ģey bulamadık. Yani biz çok aldandık.. [...]. Biz gençtik; evler öyle 

iyi, böyle eĢyalı, çok iyi denince biz bunlara aldandık. ĠĢler iyi, maaĢlar çok yüksek diye. Ama geldik 

hiçbir Ģey bulamadık. 

 
197

 ―[EĢim] dedi ki: ‚Biz de gidelim‘. [O] gezdi geldi ―buralar güzel dedi‖. Ben de mecbur yanı ikna 

oldum. Dört çocuğunun anası ayrılır mı? Mecbursun. çektik geldik iĢte―. 
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daughter in my arms, weeping and  yelling.  We got out of the ferry in 

Famagusta […]. I didn‘t know who they were, whether they were ghiaour or not, 

we came from there. They put us in the cars, sent us to Nicosia. We spent one or 

two months there.  They [the men] went and looked around.
198

 

 

The interview with MW2 (>80) below reveals a similar story, in which the woman takes part 

in the movement rather involuntarily. MW2, though did not speak extensively about it, due to 

her hearing and health problems, had explicitly stated that the migration decision for her 

nuclear family was not her own. 

 

Researcher: „Who made the migration decision?― 

MW2: „They decided there, and we came. How would I know! I don‘t know.― 

Researcher: „Did you want to come?― 

MW2: „I came whether I wanted to or not.― 

Researcher: „Tell me a little bit about it.― 

MW2: „I don‘t know, I don‘t know. How did we come? When we first came the 

children were so young, they grew up here, we married them off, we have, we 

have daughter-in-laws.‖  

Researcher: „Did you like it here when you first came?― 

MW2: „Whether I liked it or not I came, we didn‘t go back either, we stayed 

here.― 

Researcher: „Did you wish to go back/return?― 

MW2: „Say I didn‘t. What‘s it going to change? My husband wanted to come 

here, so I came along [...] It was my husbands decision. He came as a migrant.―  

Researcher: „Did you want to come along back then― 

MW2: „No I didn‘t but what could I  have done? [...] They had come here for a 

visit, to look around, and they made the decision. So we migrated. Should I get 

separated /divorced and stay behind? You can‘t stay behind. It is not possible to 

stay alone [...] with all the kids.―
199
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 Gitmeyeceksin‖ dedim ben, ben „gitmem ben‖ dedim. ―Niye gitmen?‖ diyorlar bana… ―Orada 

araba, tarla, ev verirler‖ dediler. ―Verirlerse versinler [...]! Ne verirlerse versinler‖ dedim.  [EĢim] de 

―ben sen gitmezsen de gideceğim‖ dedi. Elimde kızım ağlaĢa çığrıĢa geldik. Vapurdan indik, 

Mağusa‘da […]. Bunlar neci, gavur mu ne bilmem, oradan geldik. Gele gele doğru arabaya bindirdiler, 

oradan LefkoĢa‘ya yolladılar bizi. Orada da bir iki ay da öyle orda geçti. Oradan da geldiler gezdiler 

tozdular. 

 
199

 Araştırmacı: „Kim karar verdi?―  

MW2: „Oradan karar vermiĢler, öyle gelmiĢizdir. Ne bileyim ben. Bilmiyorum.― 

Araştırmacı:  „Siz istediniz mi gelmeyi?‖ 

MW2: „Ġster istemez geldik iĢte― 

Araştırmacı: „Anlatın biraz.― 

MW2: „Bilmiyorum, bilmem. [...]  Nasıl geldik? Hep geldiğimizde ufak ufaktı çocuklar. Hepsi 

büyüdü, gelin aldık.―[...] 

Araştırmacı: „Beğendiniz mi ilk geldiğinde buraları?― 

MW2: „Yahu, beğenir beğenmez iĢte geldik. Ne yapacağız? Geri de gitmedik, oturduk bakalım.  
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In the light of these findings, it can be argued that calling the migration decision a ‗household 

decision‘ as does NELM theory, without further analysing the decision making processes 

within the family is misleading. The family should not be considered as a peaceful and 

harmonious unit in which all individuals share same motivations, rather it must be 

emphasised that migration decisions cannot be explained without taking area of origin 

specific patriarchal power relations into consideration.  

 

6.2.2 Rational Calculations 

 

Field research revealed that the immigrants‘ main motivation in partaking in this migratory 

movement was their desire for a better life. Both Trabzon and Mersin immigrants have 

narrated the hardships they had in Turkey. Although not unemployed, most of the Mersin 

immigrants were rather poor and/or propertiless. In this sense MW2 (>80, female, 1. 

generation Mersin) regards that their main motivation for migration was their state of poverty 

in Mersin. She states in this respect: „Hardship, it was all hardship. All because of poverty. 

Would we have immigrated if we had [wealth]? We came because of poverty―.
200

. MM3 

narrates their deprivation in Mersin as follows: 

 

We were children; I had just finished primary school back then […]. If we had 

something perfect we would not have come here. We had a small place. We 

did our thing there [farming]. My father would also take other jobs whenever 

he found one. Like that you see. So [...] he brought us all here (MM3, 51, male, 

1. generation Mersin).
201

  

                                                                                                                                           
Araştırmacı: ―Siz istediniz mi geri gitmeyi?― 

MW2: „Ġstemedim mi diyelim, ne fayda? Bey istedikten sonra insan [...] gelecek. [...] Beyim karar 

verdi. Göç geldi buraya―. 

Araştırmacı: „Siz istediniz mi o zaman?― 

MW2: „Ġstemedim de, ne yapayım? [...]Kendi gelmiĢler gezmiĢler buraları, karar vermiĢ. Göçtük 

geldik. Ben orada ayrılıp da kalayım mi? Kalman. Kalınmıyor [...] çocuğun arasında kalacaksin, 

kalınmıyor.―  

 
200

„Zorluktu hep zorluktu. Yoksulluktan hep ya. Var olsa buraya göçer gelir miydik? Yoksulluktan 

geldik―. 

 
201

 Biz çocuktuk, ben o zaman ilk okulu bitirdim, [...] 4/4 lük bir Ģeyimiz olsa zaten buraya gelmezdik. 

Belli bir ufak yerimiz vardı. Orada kendi Ģeyimizi yapardık. Babam ek baska isler buldukça çalıĢırmıĢ. 

Yani o Ģekilde. Öyle de Ģey yaptık, [...] hepimizi getirdi buraya. 
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MM5 (41) a second generation male immigrant from Mersin makes a similar comment 

regarding the whole group of Mersin immigrants: 

 

My guess is that they gave them houses for free. They told them they would 

give them land for free. That is why, what else could it be? Or may be their 

businesses there [in the place of origin] were not so good. Why would a person 

come here anyway? It s/he had a good business/ job, s/he would surely not 

come here for an adventure.
202

  

 

In this sense not only better earning possibilities but especially houses and fields, which were 

promised to the immigrants were effective in the facilitation of the movement. As MM1 (67, 

1. generation Mersin) asserts it was the prospect of property ownership which motivated him 

the most, rather than employment related reasons, since in his opinion he could also find 

work elsewhere. 

  

When I came from there I found some welding jobs. [I thought] I would work 

in any case, and when it comes to worse I would have acquired a house and 

some land. Back in Mersin we used to live in a rented house. I had a welding 

shop which I also rented. […] I used to pay 350 liras for that shop back then. I 

used to pay 650 liras for rent. I came here and I saved that money. I carried out 

with my job. I never got into debts.
203

   

 

Land allocation prospects were especially motivating for the farmers who were attached to 

the land for their livelihoods. In this regard both Mersin immigrants, most of who were 

engaged in vegetables and fruits production in Mersin; and Trabzon immigrants, most of who 

were farmers, were attracted to Cyprus due to the promise of agricultural land. In this respect 

the at the meso-level identified factor, i.e. small peasantry and landlessness seems to reflect at 

the micro-level. TM2‘s narrative illustrates this: 

                                                                                                                                           
 
202

 Benim tahminim bedava ev verdiler. Bedava tarla vereceğiz dediler. Ondandır, baĢka niye olsun ki? 

Ve yahut oradaki iĢleri çok iyi değildir. Ġnsan baĢka niye gelir ki? Oradaki iĢi çok düzgün olsa, buraya 

bir maceraya gelmez herhalde. 
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 Ben kendim oradan çıktığımda burada biraz kaynak iĢi vardı. Ne de olsa çalıĢırız, hiç olmazsa bir 

ev alırız, arazi alırız. Orada Mersin'de kirada otururduk, kaynakçı dükkanım vardı, kiraydı. [...] O 

zamanın parasıyla dükkana 350 lira para öderdim. Ben her ay 650 lira kira öderdim. Buraya geldim o 

kiradan kurtuldum. Zanaatıma da de devam ettim. Hiç borçlanmadım. 

 



 

226 

 

We were not poor thank god. But we did not have land. We had 12 donums [1 

donum is about 1000 square meters]. We were 14 brothers and sisters. You see 

we had 11 donums of land in Turkey. My father thought about that you see. 

Well in any case it was because of poverty and due to the decision of the 

[Turkish] Cypriot government that my father thought about it favourably and 

came. And we did not object (TM2, 59; male, 1. generation Trabzon).
204

   

 

TM3 (54; male, 1. generation Trabzon) too refers to the problems related to landlessness, 

demographic developments and hardships of making a living based on agriculture alone. 

  

It was probably a lot of property back then, but it is like in Cyprus: Imagine 

there is a village of 750 households in the present, but in 10 years there will be 

2000 households there. What happens to the land? It will be divided. My 

grandfather for instance divided his land among his 7 children; those 7 children 

had 50 children of their own in total. They will divide their land too. [...] Back 

home, in Karadeniz, the living conditions are not like you can imagine. There 

it is highlands. You would collect hazelnuts once in one year, one in twelve 

months. Sometimes you may have to divide that too; or what would you do if 

you had two tons of hazelnuts? Two tons of hazelnuts would make 7.000-8.000 

liras in a year (approximately 2.500 –2.850 Euros). There is nothing else, you 

have to go abroad. But here [in Cyprus] it is not like that.
205

 

 

Moreover the skills of both groups were demanded by the Turkish Cypriot government, 

which was recruiting an agricultural workforce.  In this sense the immigrants also perceived 

their human capital to be suitable for immigration to northern Cyprus and settlement in rural 

places. This was referred to by a second generation immigrant with parents from Trabzon 

(TM6, 37, male) who explained, regarding the decision of migration and settlement of his 
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 Yoksulluk yoktu Ģükür olsun. Ama arazimiz yoktu yani. 12 dönüm arazimiz vardı. 14 kardeĢiz. 11 

dönüm arazimiz vardır yani Türkiye‘de. Yoksulluk yoktu. Yine  de babam düĢündü yani. Gene de 

fakirlik nedeniyle ve Kıbrıs hükümetinin aldığı kararlar nedeniyle babam da sempati duydu, geldi. Biz 

de karĢı çıkmadık ona.  
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 O zamana göre çok mal belki ama, Ģimdi Kıbrıs gibi: Bir köy düĢün, orası iste 750 hane Ģu an ama 

10 sene sonra bu oluyor 2000 hane. Ne oluyor arazi? Bölünüyor. ġimdi benim dedem mesela bölmüĢ 

çocuklarına, 7 tane çocuğuna bölmüĢ araziyi, 7 tane çocuğun da olmuĢ yine 50 tane. Onlar da 

bölünecekler. [...] Bizim orada, Karadeniz‘de, geçim Ģartları düĢündüğünüz gibi değil. Orası dağlık bir 

bölge. Yıl 12 ay, bir fındık toplayacaksın. O fındığı da zaman zaman bölüyorsun veya 2 ton fındığın 

olsa ne olur? 2 ton fındık ederse eder 7.000-8.000 lira para yılda. BaĢka bir Ģey yok, gurbete gitmen 

lazım. Ama burada öyle değil. 
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grandfather, that it was their rural background, which made him want to settle in Bahçeli 

village :  

 

My grandfather came here first and had a look at whether  this place was suitable 

for us, whether we could live here. He came to this village [and saw] the olive 

trees were full of olives. He saw the apricots. He never saw anything like that. 

He saw all the agricultural land. We are agricultural labourers, because they did 

not know anything other than agriculture they left Kyrenia and settled in the 

village. [...] [Anyway]  when they saw this place they thought it was more 

suitable for them. Not Kyrenia.  My family had not seen the city before. But I am 

not referring to my father, they had buses back there [in the city], they were in 

the transportation sector.
206

  

 

The above explanations comply with the explanations offered by neoclassical economics 

models, which postulate that at the micro-level migration decisions are made rationally on the 

basis of cost-benefit calculations. Furthermore, the research revealed that rational 

considerations were not always confined to economic calculations i.e. the prospect of higher 

incomes.  Another important motivating factor especially for Trabzon immigrants was the 

prospect of a modern life.  This is especially true regarding immigrants who came from the 

Ayvadere village of Trabzon.  In this regard TM3 (54, male, 1. generation Trabzon) 

emphasizes that the rural life of this community in Turkey‘s Trabzon was rather deprived of 

technological advancements, so that the immigrant committee who had visited Cyprus prior 

to the community‘s immigration, in which was also his father, were rather impressed with the 

relatively advanced technological situation in Cyprus:    

 

My father was a wise and beloved person in the district, in Aho district. […]. 

They told him, ‗Uncle […] there is such a thing, lets go there‘. Like a leader. So 

they went there […]. They came here, they traveled around, looked around. My 

father saw everything. When he came [back to Turkey he explained] everything, 

pardon my language, that the toilets were so modern, that there was hot water in 

the houses. Back then, there was no running water in the houses in Turkey, water 

was only outside. There was no electricity, except for in the cities; in the villages 
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 Dedem önce buraya gelip bir bakmıĢ bize uygun mu yaĢayabilir miyiz diye. Geldi köye zeytin 

ağaçlarının dalları yerde. Zerdalileri bir görmüĢ. Hayatta gördüğü yok. BakmıĢ tarım arazisi. Biz tarım 

iĢçisiyiz. Tarımdan baĢka bir Ģeyden de anlamadıkları için Girne‘yi bırakmıĢlar, köye yerleĢmiĢler. [...] 

Burayı gelip gördükten sonra kendilerine daha uygun olduğunu düĢünmüĢler. Yani Girne değil de. 

Benim ailem Ģehri çok fazla görmüĢ insanlar değil. Ha babamlardan kastım yok çünkü zaten orada 

nakliyecilikle uğraĢıyorlarmıĢ. Otobüsleri varmıĢ. 
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there was no electricity. He came back and said: ―We‘ll go there‖.  Well, of 

course, they hesitated a little. People, the relatives stood up, ―you cannot go, you 

cannot do that‖. ―I will go, this place is so and so‖ he said.
207

  

 

As was explained in the previous section leaning on TW1‘s and TW6‘s narratives women 

were especially persuaded to migrate through exaggerated promises. The promise of a more 

‗modern‘ daily life, in modern houses, had therefore constituted an efficacious motivation for 

groups from rural regions, like for Trabzon immigrants to undertake the immigration 

movement. Considering the perception of the degree of advancement in Cyprus relative to 

Turkey TM1‘s (58 male, 1.generation Trabzon)
208

 narration is illuminating:   

 

The conditions back then were not what they are today. How possible is it now 

that I go to Hawaii? I can‘t go. In 1975 Cyprus was like Hawaii for Turkey. Do 

you understand what I mean? […] According to the point of view of the people 

from Turkey back then, there was no Internet, no television, it was as simple as 

that. Cyprus was such a popular place. It was a miracle even to come to Cyprus 

as a tourist let alone settling here and that is a fact.
209

 

 

Against this background it can be argued that it was especially the practical evaluative 

dimension of migrants‘ agencies that dominated their rational calculations. These calculations 

were based on an acknowledgement of own human capital, situation of relative deprivation- 

especially in terms of landlessness and lack of technological advancement in the area of 

origin – and opportunities involved in migration, like house and land allocations promised by 

the Turkish Cypriot state. 
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 Babam da bizim kazada, Aho kazasında, çok aydın bir adam, sevilen bir adam. [...]. Diyorlar buna 

ki ‗[…] amca böyle bir Ģey var, gel gidelim oraya.‘ Bir öncülük. Gidiyorlar oraya. [...] Geliyorlar 

buraya, geziyor, bakıyorlar, babam görüyor tabii. Babam geliyor, her Ģeyiyle, affedersin, bakıyor ki 

tuvaletler o kadar modern, evde sıcak su akıyor. O zamanlar Türkiye‘de evlerde su akmıyor, dıĢarıda 

su var. Elektrik yoktu evlerde, yani Ģehirler hariç elektrik yok ki köylerde. Geldi, dedi ‗gideceğiz 

oraya‘. Tabii biraz olur, olmaz diye Ģeyler ettiler. Ġnsanlar, akrabalar havaya kalktı ‗Gidemezsin, 

edemezsin‘ diye; dedi ‗Gideceğim. Böyle bir yer burası.  

 
208

 It must be noted that this immigrant had an opinion on Cyprus, since he was in Istanbul prior to his 

immigration. Many other immigrants, as was explained, did not have any knowledge at all on Cyprus.   

 
209

 O günkü koĢullar Ģimdiki gibi değil. ġimdi benim Hawai‘ye tatile gitmem ne kadar mümkün? 

Gidemem. 75‘te Kıbrıs, Türkiye için Hawai idi. Neden bahsettiğimi anlıyor musun? […] O günkü 

Türkiye‘dekilerin bakıĢ açısına göre, internet yok, televizyon yok, öyleydi. Kıbrıs o kadar popüler bir 

yerdi. YerleĢmeyi geç, Kıbrıs‘a turist olarak gelmek bile bir mucizeydi. ĠĢin gerçeği bu. 
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6.2.3 (Lack of) Migrant Networks  

 

According to Arango (2000) migrant networks play a strong causative role in the causation of 

migration. As he puts it: 

 

The importance of social networks for migration can hardly be overstated.  It can 

be safely said that networks rank among the most important explanatory factors 

of migration.  Many migrants move because others with whom they are 

connected migrated before.  Migration networks have a multiplier effect, which 

is implicit in the formerly fashionable expression ―chain migration‖ (ibid: 291-

292) 

 

Yet the first wave of migration from Turkey to northern Cyprus in general and to Bahçeli in 

particular, took place in the absence of formerly established migrant networks. These initial 

immigrations involved pioneer migrants, who, as was argued, did not have much knowledge 

about Cyprus.  In this sense it can be argued that the lack of networks could have acted in an 

migration-impeding way. Lack of ―risk diminishing‖ networks (Morawska 2007), or social 

capital could have increased the feelings of fear and insecurity during the movement of the 

pioneer migrants. These fears and insecurities were often mentioned by the immigrants 

especially by women. On the other hand though, lack of networks can also be considered a 

contributing factor to the immigrants‘ motivations to bring more people from their social 

circles along, and thus it can be contributing to the continuation of immigration (see 

Bakewell, De Haas & Kubal 2011). This may be explained by the habitual/iterational 

dimension of agency directed towards the preservation of traditional social relations and 

customs acquired in the place of origin. In this respect the iterational agency of pioneer 

migrants dominated in their actions which were directed towards formation of social capital 

and plays an essential part in the formation of the migration system, which in turn has 

emergent properties i.e. the power to further perpetuate migration (ibid.). The pioneer 

migrants in the northern part of Cyprus were not only pioneers in settlement but also the 

pioneers in network formation. Yet after a developmental threshold these networks have 

become self sufficient in perpetuating migratory links (ibid). 

 

In this regard it can be argued, that the swift emergence of migrant networks were discernible 

within the first wave of immigration itself i.e. in years between 1975-1980; which in turn 
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generated, along with other factors (like the continuation of incentives), the perpetuation of 

migration and changed its scope to include further immigrant profiles. This is why the first 

wave does not solely consist of immigrants brought by the state within the framework of the 

bilateral labour agreement of 1975, but also those immigrants who participated in the 

movement through networks constructed both in the place of origin and in the place of 

destination. One of the middle-ranking government officials of the period, had noted in this 

regard that migrant networks had indeed become discernible to the authorities in Cyprus: 

  

We noticed at one stage, that some people would come on their own initiative. 

One person would come to Famagusta, by ferry, on his own, find a vehicle in 

Famagusta and go to Kumyalı. We followed such a person, [and saw that] a 

friend of his would communicate with him, would find for him a place, and he 

would come and occupy a house (I1, policy implementer).
210

  

 

Many immigrants in Bahçeli also narrated how migrant networks functioned. MM4 (57, 

male, 1. generation Mersin) for instance explained that he came to North Cyprus via family 

links. Note that MM4 was not a protocol immigrant either. His migration story is given in the 

quotation below: 

 

I was a student then. I was a student. I had just finished high school. My late 

brother came here as an immigrant and I was curious, so I came too. When I 

came I wanted to return. I wanted to join the military. When I did not pass the 

university exams I stayed. I did my military service in Erenköy here [in 

Cyprus].
211

 

 

Similar transnational networks still perpetuate immigration to the village today, primarily via 

transnational marriage arrangements. The narratives of some of the immigrants included in 

the sample are indicative of these networks. Below are some examples:  

 

                                                 
210

 Baktık ki bir yerde adam kendi çıkıyor. Feribotla geliyor Mağusa‘dan; Mağusa‘dan vasıta bulup 

Kumyalı‘ya gidiyor. Böyle takip ettik birini, onun o köydeki adamı veya arkadaĢı onunla haberleĢiyor, 

ona yer ayarlıyor, geliyor evi iĢgal ediyor. 

 
211

 Talebeydim ben o zaman. Talebeydim yani liseyi bitirmiĢtim. Rahmetli ağabeyim buraya göçmen 

geldiği için merak ettik, geldik. Dönmek üzere gelmiĢtim. Askere gidecektim. Üniversiteyi 

kazanamayınca öyle kaldık gittik iĢte. Erenköy‘de de askerliğimi yaptım, burada. 
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Our first arrival was a little interesting. We gave away a girl in marriage here. 

We came here afterwards. They had come three months before us. […] It was the 

first or the second month of 76. I don‘t want to lie. They gave in the application 

later. Only then we immigrated here as a family. […] Then there was DenktaĢ. 

They brought us here in collaboration with the housing and settlement agency of 

Turkey.  There was a dormitory in Famagusta. They brought us to that 

dormitory. They said to us, ‗wherever you like‘. We liked Bahçeli.  So we 

moved there. They gave us land. They gave us houses. Or more precisely they 

gave these to those who were married. […] I was single when I came. […]  I got 

married here. I married in 79. I married someone from Turkey [Trabzon] (TM2, 

59; male, 1.generation Trabzon immigrant).
212

   

MW3: „My husband was engaged with someone else before and he was 

officially married. He came to Turkey to get a divorce.  Then they came to see 

me, upon someone‘s recommendation, because he was thinking of getting 

married [again]. It was an arranged marriage. They came and the next day we 

were bound together in a promise of marriage. In one day, it was very sudden.― 

Researcher: „Did you know you were coming to Cyprus when you got 

married?― 

MW3: „Yes―. 

Researcher: ―Does it mean that you desired to come to Cyprus?‖ 

MW3: „With my husband. My husband came to me 15 days before the wedding. 

I actually wanted to stay [in Turkey] but his family did not want him to.― 

Researcher: „Where did you want [to live]?― 

MW3: „I wanted to live in Turkey, I wanted my husband to live in Turkey. [But] 

then I came here with our mutual decision―  

(interview with MW3; 48, 1.generation Mersin, arrival in 1997).
213
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 Bizim ilk geliĢimiz biraz enteresan oldu. Biz buraya bir kız verdik. Öyle buraya geldik. Onlar 

bizden 3 ay önce gelmiĢlerdi buraya. [...] 76‘nın birinci ya da ikinci ayı. Yalan söylemiĢ olmayım. 

Ondan sonra dilekçe verdiler. Sonra biz aile olarak buraya göç ettik. [...] Zaten o zaman DenktaĢ vardı. 

TC‘nin Ġskan Bakanlığıyla beraber bizi alıp getirdiler. Magosa‘da göçmen yurdu vardı. Bizi o göçmen 

yurduna getirdiler. ĠĢte ‚nereyi beğenirseniz‘ dediler. Biz de o zaman Bahçeli köyünü arzu ettik. O 

Ģekilde oraya yerleĢtik. Arazi verdiler. Ev verdiler. Daha doğrusu evli olanlara veriyorlardı.[...] Ben 

bekardım geldiğimde. [...]Burada evlendim.[...]79‘da evlendim. Ben Türkiye‘den aldım. 
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 MW3: „EĢim daha önce bir baĢkasıyla niĢanlı ve resmi nikahını yapıyor. Nikâhtan boĢanmak için 

Türkiye‘ye gidiyor. Oradan da iĢte evlenmeyi düĢündüğünü söyleyip beni görmeye geliyorlar tavsiye 

üzerine. Görücü usulü oldu. Geldiler, ertesi gün de söz kestik. Bir günlük, çok ani― 

Araştırmacı: „Kıbrıs‘a geleceğinizi biliyor muydunuz evlenince?― 

MW3: „Evet.― 

Araştırmacı: „Yani Kıbrıs‘a gelmeyi istediniz mi?― 

MW3: „EĢimle beraber. EĢim düğünden 15 gün önce yanıma geldi. Ben de azıcık orayı istedim ama 

ailesi istemedi.― 

Araştırmacı:“ Nereyi istediniz?― 

MW3: „Türkiye‘de yaĢamayı, eĢimin Türkiye‘de yaĢamasını. O zaman yine ortak kararla ben buraya 

geldim.―  
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Researcher: ―How did you come to Cyprus?―  

TW8: „I came here as a bride. It was arranged. They came and asked for my 

hand. I mean I came as a bride―. 

Researcher: „Are you from Trabzon Araklı?‖ 

TW8: „Yes. We are from the same village.‖ 

Researcher: ―Did you know your husband?‖ 

TW8: ―No, I didn‘t know him before. He is a relative, but I did not know him. 

They came here [to Cyprus] many years ago, during the migration time. He was 

born and raised here. I came from there 11 years ago‖  

(interview with TW8, 34, 1. generation Trabzon, arrival in 2003). 
214

 

 

Transnational marriage networks were less predominant among Mersin immigrants, who 

sought to increase their social capital, especially in the initial years of migration, through 

incorporation into the larger immigrant community in the village and into the Turkish Cypriot 

society in general. This can be regarded as one important reason behind the more liberal 

marriage practices observed in this group in contrast to the Trabzon group, especially in the 

initial years of settlement. The Mersin immigrants themselves stated during the interviews 

and during informal conversations that their group had a more open perception of marriage 

with native Turkish Cypriots and with Trabzon immigrants as did the Trabzon group 

(especially interviews with MM1, MM3, MM5).  

 

6.2.4 Culture of Migration, Geographical Proximity and Promise of Return 

 

The contingent factors of culture of migration, geographical proximity and the promise of 

return made by the state all acted in ways so as to reinforcing the migration decisions of the 

immigrants in the case of Bahçeli village. As was argued before, both communities who 

immigrated to the village from Trabzon and Mersin were familiar with the concept of 

migration. Thus a ―habituated culture of migration‖ (Morawska 2007: 21) can be argued to 

have played an important role in the migration decision making for both groups. As TM3 (54, 
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 Araştırmacı: „Kıbrıs‘a geliĢin nasıl oldu?― 

TW8: „Gelin olarak geldim. Görücü usulü geldiler istediler. Öyle yani gelin olarak geldim. 

Araştırmacı: „Trabzon Araklı‘dan mısın?― 

TW8:  „He. Aynı, aynı köydeniz―.  

Araştırmacı: „EĢini tanıyor muydun?―  

TW8: „Yok önceden tanımazdım. Akrabamız ama tanımazdık. Çok önceden onlar göçmen zamanı 

buraya gelmiĢler. Burada doğup büyümüĢler. Ben oradan geleli 11 sene oldu iĢte.―  
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male, 1. generation Trabzon) emphasised, the Karadeniz region had a long-standing 

emigration tradition: 

 

There, where we come from, is full of migrations. [...] In other words the 

Karadeniz people have always emigrated because there are no factories, there is 

nothing. What will you do? Not everyone can do animal husbandry. There is no 

agriculture, no factories
215

  

 

Whereas the ―culture of migration‖ pertained to the iterational dimension of immigrants‘ 

agencies, the ―geographical proximity‖ of the island of Cyprus and mainland Turkey as well 

as ―the promise of return‖ made by the state allowed easier decision-making.  According to a 

Turkish policy maker P4: 

 

 [The immigrants] were given the promise [to be brought back to Turkey]  [...]. 

There was a guarantee that you would be brought back if you didn‘t like it and 

all of the material costs of that return would be compensated by the state. There 

was such a decision.
216

 

 

Last but not the least, it can be argued leaning on Morawska (2007) that geographical 

proximity not only acts as a factor which enables quick access to a nearby destination country 

but also acts as a ―security net‖ since it allows, ―quick and easy‖ return when need be (ibid: 

22-24). Thus it can be argued that it was this factors which contributed to the initial migration 

decision of the groups as well as to the rather quick returning decisions among the first 

immigrants, so that a rather large proportion of initial immigrants returned shorty after their 

arrival in the island.  

 

6.3 The Causation of the First Wave of Migration  

 

Regarding the complexity of social reality, that is the multi-dimensional and multi-factorial 

character of causal mechanisms, it is not possible to identify and isolate one single cause of 
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 [...] bizim orası hep gurbet [...] Yani Karadeniz insanın gurbette oluĢu odur, fabrika yok, hiç bir Ģey 

yok. Onun için ne yapacak? Herkes hayvancılık yapamaz ya. Tarım yok, fabrikada çalıĢacaksın, yok. 
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 [Geri götürülme sözü] verildi [...] Garanti vardı ve beğenmezseniz geri döneceksiniz ve bu geri 

dönme olayındaki her türlü mali külfet devlet tarafından karĢılanacaktı. Böyle bir karar vardı.  
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migration, which can be applied to explain the first wave of migrations from Turkey to the 

northern part of Cyprus.  Rather, there are various causes, which may be different as well as 

contradictory at different levels of aggregation.  This means, that considering the interplay of 

the agency of immigrants, the local-level structural and cultural conditions as well as those 

found at the meso-level along with macro-level agency of corporate actors, a very complex 

web of social interactions can be identified.  It is in this sense impossible to consider 

immigration from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus in its first wave without referring to 

rural transformation processes taking place in Turkey; nor is it possible to account for this 

migratory movement without understanding the historical ties between Turkey and Turkish 

Cypriots prior to the division in 1974.  More importantly one must not forget to consider the 

cultural context within the latter, which was especially hallmarked by a discourse of Turkish 

nationalism that was further developed and strengthened during the hostile ethnic relations 

between Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots.  Taking these into account, one must move 

from an economic approach to a multi-dimensional approach to migration to explain the first 

migration wave from Turkey to the islands‘ north, as well as to the Bahçeli village.  

 

The case of the first wave of immigration from Turkey to northern Cyprus in general and the 

case of Bahçeli village in particular is further illustrative of the challenge of not losing the 

sight of different levels of aggregation when attempting a causal explanation. The multi-

dimensional character of causes of migration becomes much obvious when one takes into 

account the findings of this chapter regarding the micro-level agents of the movement, i.e. the 

migrants themselves. As has been argued, although not uniform and locally specific, most of 

these families (especially Trabzon farmers) did not even have much of an idea on Cyprus and 

Turkish Cypriots prior to their immigration.  The knowledge of the war which most of them 

acquired sparsely shortly before immigration, did not act in an immigration inducing way, 

and when at all, it induced fear and feelings of insecurity for the people who were to be 

resettled in the island.  Thus looking at the micro-level one cannot find the effects of cultural 

factors identified at the macro-level, i..e. Turkish nationalism and perceived ethnic ties 

between Turkish Cypriots and Turkey, to have a dominant role in the facilitation of the 

movement.  Among the most important motivations of migration at the micro-level were the 

perceived opportunities for a better life especially defined as a more modern life and property 
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ownership.  

 

At the micro-level, it can be seen that the migration decision for the groups was the outcome 

of an interplay of all three dimensions of agency. The practical-evaluative dimension 

involved decision-making on the basis of rational calculations taking into account own 

human capital, relative deprivation including landlessness (for Trabzon immigrants also lack 

of technological development), and opportunities offered by the states. The iterational/ 

habitual dimension involved for both groups of immigrants an internalised culture of 

migration, as well as the urge to swiftly construct networks. The projective dimension of 

decision making on the other hand involved the geographical proximity of the island to 

Turkey and the promise of return made by the states.     

 

The micro-level reasons and motivations of immigrants notwithstanding, it can be argued, 

using retroductive logic that the ideas on ethnicity and nation have been indispensible in the 

causation of the first wave migration from Turkey to North Cyprus. On the one hand, partly 

owing to the ethno-nationalist ideologies at work, it was the physical division of Cyprus in 

1974 and the subsequent ethnic homogenisation of the island, which made it possible for the 

governments (Turkish and Turkish Cypriot) to implement such a policy of migration and 

settlement. On the other hand, the dominant Turkish nationalist discourse among Turkish 

Cypriots allowed them to utilise migration for nationalist political goals.  In this sense  

immigrants from Turkey in North Cyprus have become crucial elements of Turkish Cypriot 

nation-state building.  This prioritisation of the macro-level in the explanation, partly 

supports a cultural approach rather than the economic approach in the explanation of the first 

immigration wave to the northern part of Cyprus in general and immigration to Bahçeli 

village in particular. Yet, taking into account the economic factors dominant in the generative 

mechanisms especially at the meso and micro-levels, it is more suitable to speak of a multi-

dimensionality of the causation of migration.  

 

Before moving on to the analysis of consequent community formation in the case of the 

Bahçeli village, another point to highlight is the initiation of a ‗migration system‘ as an 

emergent.  It can be argued that the first wave of migration from Turkey to northern Cyprus, 
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of which the case of Bahçeli is a more or less typical example, was the first step in the 

creation of a migration system between the two states.  In other words, a migration system 

can be agued to have come into existence between these two countries, which, being an 

emergent and having causative powers of its own, ensures the perpetuation of migration from 

Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus to this date.  

 

 
 

 

Figure 3: Multi-dimensional Causation of Migration  



 

237 

CHAPTER 7 

 

 

IMMIGRANTS’ ETHNIC COMMUNITY FORMATION AND PRESERVATION 

 

 

The recognition of the multi-dimensionality of migration, as was argued in this thesis, 

requires not only an explanation of its causes but also the incorporation of the explanation of 

its consequences into the analysis.  Thus following the previous two chapters, which 

endeavoured an exploration and explanation of the causes, this chapter scrutinizes the effects 

of the first migration wave in the Turkish Cypriot society, which will be analysed with the 

thematic focus on immigrants‘ ethnic communities.
217

 As was argued, the critical realist 

morphogenetic approach‘s emphasis on social change enables a study of migration in both its 

causes and consequences in a theoretically coherent whole. Within this framework migration 

is conceptualised as a process and an emergent phenomenon having intended as well as 

unintended consequences. Migrant communities can be regarded as an example to the latter, 

especially in regards to the agential motivations of the corporate actors at the macro-level, 

which were argued to be especially influenced by ideas of ethnic and national unity of 
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 The first wave of immigration of Turkish citizens to the northern part of Cyprus can be argued to 

have had a variety of significant social consequences, that is, it is related to the emergence of novel 

structural and cultural entities in the Turkish Cypriot society. One of most the significant consequences 

of this initial wave of migration can be regarded as the formation a migration system between Turkey 

and the northern part of Cyprus encompassing relatively stable exchanges of people, ideas and goods 

between the two states, which have persisted ever since (Fawcett 1989).  The migratory ties between 

Turkey and North Cyprus which were created as a result of this first wave were something novel and 

unprecedented: although political and social relations were present between Turkish Cypriots and the 

Ottomans, such migratory ties between the two geographies were not found previously (see KurtuluĢ & 

Purkis 2009). This migration system has emergent properties, which, when activated through 

necessary mechanisms, have been causative of further migrations even though the initial conditions of 

migration had changed. This is clearly seen when the second and the third waves of migrations from 

Turkey to northern Cyprus are analysed: the latter took place without the active agential facilitation by 

the states of Turkey and northern Cyprus, and they were not encouraged, unlike the first wave, through 

property distributions to the individual immigrants by the state. Thus, it can be argued, that the 

migration system fulfilled the important criterion of self-perpetuation, which was described by 

Bakewell, de Haas and Kubal (2011) as ―once a critical number of migrants have settled at the 

destination, migration becomes self-perpetuating because it [the system] creates the social and 

economic structures- in particular the migrant networks- to sustain the process‖ (ibid: 6). Thus the 

following two waves of migrations have conditions, reasons and motivations that are different from 

those which had been dominant for the first wave (see KurtuluĢ & Purkis 2009; 2014). 
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Turkish Cypriots and Turkish nationals. The nationalist aspirations of state building 

notwithstanding, migrant communities were formed, and/or preserved by the incoming 

migrants especially through the influence of such mechanisms that also included further 

structural and cultural factors as well as conflicting agential motivations by, for instance, 

some native Turkish Cypriot groups with counter-ideologies.  

 

7.1 Social Consequences of Migration and Settlement – Immigrants’ Ethnic 

Communities  

 

Ethnic communities of immigrants can be conceptualised, firstly, as formations resulting 

from a reaction to exclusionary social and cultural conditions found in the receiving context 

(Castles & Miller 1998; Kaya 2012). It can be argued in this sense that the first wave of 

migration from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus is causally related to the emergence of 

a novel set of social relations especially marked by changing ideas on nation and ethnicity in 

the receiving context.  Whereas the pre-1974 era was marked by a dominant Turkish 

nationalism within which Turkish Cypriots were perceived as belonging to the Turkish nation 

represented by motherland Turkey (see Chapter 5), the post-1974 era witnessed the 

development of a new ―reactive‖ national identity by Turkish Cypriots which emphasised the 

distinction of the former from Turkish nationals and their similarity with Greek Cypriots (see 

Kızılyürek 2002; Erhürman 2006; ġahin 2008; Hamit 2008). This also entailed, on a practical 

rather than symbolic level, the development of ethnically charged relations between the 

incoming groups of immigrants from Turkey and the indigenous Turkish Cypriot population.  

This, in turn, gave rise to, in interaction with other social factors, various structural and 

cultural processes of discrimination, exclusion and othering of immigrants (see Erhürman 

2006; Hamit 2008). 

 

On the other hand, immigrants‘ ethnic communities also necessitate the taking into account 

of the processes of boundary formation by the immigrants. It takes into account that 

immigrants strategically preserve, rather than readily give up some of the social, cultural, 

economic and political characteristics they bring along, like their ethnic identities, traditional 

and religious practices, ways of living, customs, beliefs etc. as well as forming and/or 

preserving solidarity networks among themselves. In this sense a focus on immigrants‘ ethnic 
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communities exemplifies migrants‘ agencies, rather than representing them as passive victims 

being excluded from the receiving society and at the same time not representing them as 

‗inferior‘ groups incapable of adaptation. Thus, the consideration of immigrant ethnic 

communities requires a focus on boundary building processes from within and without. 

 

Referring to ethnic communities does not suggest separation or marginalisation, but a form of 

incorporation into the host society. Immigrants have several options of incorporation into the 

host societies, which may be argued to range between the ideal types of assimilation, 

separation, integration and marginalisation (Berry 1997: 9).
218

 Yet, as was explained above, 

these options are rarely freely chosen. Rather the actual forms of incorporation are 

determined by a complex web of interactions between relevant structural and cultural factors 

as well as the immigrants‘ and the (especially receiving) states‘ agencies. In real cases, 

various mechanisms involving these factors usually give rise to hybrid forms of 

incorporation. In this sense, ethnic communities can be regarded as one such form of 

immigrants‘ incorporation into the receiving society. Therefore as well as describing 

boundary building processes from within and without, ethnic communities are conceptualised 

in this study as structural and cultural entities that enable immigrants‘ incorporation by 

providing them with various material and non-material means to cope with the disorienting 

and alienating experience of migration. Through ethnic communities, the immigrants are able 

to have simultaneous reference to the society and culture of origin and destination in their 

everyday lives. Immigrant communities also involve affective elements, like identification 
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 According to Berry (1997) these are the four acculturation strategies that immigrants employ in the 

receiving states taking into account the issues of „cultural maintenance― and „contact and 

participation― (ibid: 9). Acculturation is defined here in a ―neutral‖ way as ―those phenomena which 

result when groups of individuals having different cultures come into continuous first-hand contact 

with subsequent changes in the original culture patterns of either or both groups‖  (Redfield, Linton & 

Herskovits 1936: 149 in ibid: 7).  Within this framework, taking into account the immigrants‘ point of 

view, Berry defines firstly the assimilation strategy as when ―individuals do not wish to maintain their 

cultural identity and seek daily interaction with other cultures‖; secondly, separation strategy as ―when 

individuals place a value on holding on to their original culture, and at the same time wish to avoid 

interaction with others‖ (ibid: 9). Berry thirdly speaks of integration strategy ‖[w]hen there is an 

interest in both maintaining one‘s original culture, while in daily interactions with other groups […], 

while at the same time seeking to participate as an integral part of the larger social network‖.  Finally, 

fourthly, marginalisation is defined as an immigrant strategy ―when there is little possibility or interest 

in cultural maintenance (often for reasons of enforced cultural loss), and little interest in having 

relations with others (often for reasons of exclusion or discrimination)‖ (ibid.). 

 



 

240 

and belonging to (though with varying degrees) both the country/ area of origin and the 

country of destination. This is in line with the arguments of Glick-Schiller et al. (2004) who 

have demonstrated that migrant incorporation does not have to follow an assimilationist logic 

in practice. The scholars argue: 

 

[…] migrants manage to become incorporated in different local, national, 

transnational, regional, and global contexts at the same time. Being included in 

one national or transnational context is neither the precondition for nor 

precludes inclusion in another context. […] migrants engaged in […] various 

pathways of incorporation become part of […] states and localities and make 

claims as members of these societies but not in the ways in which integration 

has previously been understood […] (Glick-Schiller et al. 2004: 15).  

 

Indeed migrant communities must be viewed in the light of the above, as functioning 

primarily as solidarity networks, as forms of social capital, which facilitate and ease 

adaptation rather than inhibit it (see Cattacin 2006). Therefore migrant communities are, 

although they definitely are not indicative of assimilation, modes of incorporation rather than 

separation, segregation or marginalisation. They are, to a great extent, but not exclusively, 

directed against exclusion and othering by the host society, and towards overcoming various 

obstacles in this respect.  

 

Last but not least, the formation of immigrant communities in the receiving context need to 

be understood as pertaining to morphogenesis, that is, to social change brought about by the 

interplay of structure and culture as well as the various agencies -i.e. of the states, of the 

immigrants and of the non-immigrants (see Archer 1995; Porpora 2013). Immigrant 

communities modify the existing structural and cultural contexts of the receiving societies 

and add to these new ones; and in so doing, they are rather significant elements of social 

change (morphogenesis) in modern societies (see ibid.).  

 

Immigrants from Turkey have been forming ethnically and culturally defined communities 

throughout Europe since the 1960‘s when labour migrations was initiated from Turkey to 

several European countries on the basis of various bilateral agreements. Immigrant groups 

from Turkey in Europe, termed by several scholars as Euro-Turks (see Kaya 2009; 2012; 

Kaya & Kentel 2005; 2007), had initially formed their local neighbourhood-based migrant 
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strategies, which entailed to a great extent, some separation from the receiving society and a 

primary socialisation which was ―carried out with other Turks, preferably hemsehris (fellow-

villagers, Landsmannschaften), in private homes, mosques, public restaurants, and coffee 

houses (the exclusive domain of men), and on structured occasions such as the large parties 

frequently held in rented halls to celebrate engagements, weddings and circumcision 

ceremonies […]‖ (Kaya 2012: 12). In this way Euro-Turks have developed, similar to other 

migrant groups, kinship and area-of-origin based solidarity networks in the receiving 

societies (ibid.).  

 

Immigrant Turkish nationals in northern Cyprus too have been forming ethnically defined 

communities since their arrival in 1975. Various scholars and researchers writing about the 

subject of immigrants from Turkey in the northern part of Cyprus have remarked that these 

immigrants constitute identifiable groups in the Turkish Cypriot community. KurtuluĢ and 

Purkis, for instance, talk about problems of adaptation and integration of immigrants. They 

describe the social exclusion, segregation and ghettoization experiences of immigrants (ibid 

2008; 2009, 2014).  Erhürman (2006) reckons, that the othering of the immigrants from 

Turkey as a homogeneous group of Türkiyeliler (people from Turkey) was done especially by 

the Turkish Cypriot left within its project of constructing a common Cypriot identity for 

Greek and Turkish Cypriots. Navaro-Yashin (2006) on the other hand describes the othering 

of the immigrants by the native population as a whole through the use of ―symbols of 

lifestyle, class and culture‖ (ibid: 92). She argues:  

 

Under Turkey‘s military and political control in northern Cyprus since 1974, 

Turkish Cypriots and people from Turkey have been put in contingent, 

complex, and specific relations of power. Turkish Cypriots and settlers from 

Turkey perceive cultural difference in one another, though they are classified 

as ―kinsmen‖ or as members of the same ―ethnic‖ or ―national group‖ in 

dominant political discourses (Navaro-Yashin 2006: 95)
219

. 

 

From the immigrants‘ side these ethnic communities are especially discernible in regards to 

the transnational ways of being and belonging of their members.  As this chapter will further 
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 Similarly, Lacher and Kaymak (2005) too argue that it was close contact with one another that 

caused Turkish Cypriots and immigrants from Turkey to start to perceive cultural difference in each 

other, despite the fact that ―cultural identity continues to be officially proclaimed to this day‖ (ibid: 

155).  
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argue these communities are primarily based on ties of common-area of origin (hemşehrilik) 

rather than a wider sense of national belonging, so that it can be argued, as does Hatay (2005) 

that  ―[t]he Turkish immigrants constitute a heterogeneous population, with varying degrees 

of attachment to the island and integration into the Turkish-Cypriot community‖ (Hatay 

2005: 1, italics added).  

 

Immigration of Turkish nationals to the northern part of Cyprus was facilitated as was argued 

in the previous chapter not only due to economic reasons but also with political motivations 

of the states (Chapter 5). The latter have justified their acts by utilising primordialist ideas of 

ethnicity and nationalism within the framework of the in Chapter 5.2.2 described Turkish 

nationalist ideology, which assumed ethnic and cultural sameness between Turkish Cypriots 

and Turkish nationals. Based on such official views of ethnicity stressing common roots, 

origins and blood-ties, as well as common religion and language between the immigrants and 

the indigenous population, it was reckoned that the immigrants would readily and swiftly 

assimilate into the Turkish Cypriot society. Therefore immigrants‘ incorporation into the 

receiving society was not regarded as an issue to be taken into consideration. Oral history 

interviews have revealed that many of the politicians then involved in policy making (and 

who identified with the Turkish nationalist discourse) often had an assimilationist approach 

to the immigrants‘ incorporation into the Turkish Cypriot society.
220

  As I2, a Turkish Cypriot 

government official involved in the resettlement of immigrants (policy implementer of the 

period), put it: ―[The immigrants] were given credits to make them adapt economically but I 

do not remember anything intense regarding their social adaptation, like education/training 

etc.  That [type of adaptation] was regarded as the job of the children who were going to 

grow up here‖.
221

 In this line of thought the Turkish nationalist officials at the time had 

reckoned that social integration or rather assimilation of immigrants would occur naturally, at 

least in the second generation.  
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 The opposition politicians, and some policy implementers who also defined themselves in the 

opposition (on the left) on the other hand stressed the cultural discrepancies between the immigrants 

and native Turkish Cypriots.  

 
221

 Kredi verildi ekonomik olarak adapte olabilmeleri için, ama sosyal adaptasyon konusunda yoğun 

herhangi bir Ģey hatırlamam, böyle eğitimler yapılsın vs. O burada yerleĢmiĢ ve burada büyüyecek 

olan çocuklara bırakıldı o iĢ―. 
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At the same time though, cultural differences were observed even by Turkish nationalists 

upon first contact. I1 for instance, who identifies with the Turkish nationalist ideology, which 

underlines cultural sameness between Turkish Cypriots and Turks from mainland, did 

mention that there existed some cultural difference between the immigrant groups and the 

native population. He stated: ―You may have heard about those who settled in Varosha, that 

they have cut the feet of the tables, that they could not use toilets, bath tubs etc. Of course 

they had a different culture, things like that would happen you see‖.
222

 Another interviewee 

(P2) who was a high-ranking policy maker and later politician during the first migration wave 

narrated the following incident, while later on during the interview underlining that he 

perceived the adaptation of the immigrants to have been accomplished:  

 

Now I drive around to see what is happening, how things are going, because 

we gave these people houses, places, goods, everything that we could within 

the limits of those conditions back then. We gave them fridges, washing 

machines, we gave and we gave. […] Once I came across a man, during the 

time of olive harvest, who was walking, in front of three women, his hands 

behind his back. The women were carrying the baskets with olives. […] I said 

‗stop‘ [to the driver] and I got out. […] I said to the man: ‗is that not 

disgraceful, who are these?‘ He said ‗they are my wives, and the one at the 

back is my daughter‘. ‗And, what are they carrying on their backs in those 

baskets?‘ ―We collected the olives that the state gave us‘ […]. I said ‗hey Mr. 

your hands are behind your back, why don‘t you carry a basket too? You make 

the women carry. How can you do that, how can you make women suffer like 

that?‘ I scolded him. […] The man didn‘t tell me anything, but the women 

dropped their baskets and attacked me. They said ‗We are his wives, who are 

you? What‘s it to you?‘ This is a thing, because they were used to that way. 

Even today it is the women who collect the tea leaves in Karadeniz. I tried to 

defend women‘s rights, but they almost beat me up, would my driver not 

interfere. I mean, these are real, these things that I just told you are the recent 

history of Cyprus; we had experienced these things.
223
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 „MaraĢ‘a yerleĢenler, belki duydunuz iĢte, yani masanın ayaklarını kesip Ģey yaptılar, tuvaleti 

kullanamama, banyoyu kullanamama vesaire. Tabii farklı bir kültür, bunlar da olacaktı yani― 
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 ġimdi ben arabayla zaman zaman dolaĢırdım, neler olup, neler bitiyor çünkü bu insanlara biz ev 

verdik, yer verdik, içine eĢyalar verdik, hatta o günün imkânlarında neyimiz varsa verdik. Buzdolabı 

verdik, çamaĢır makinesi verdik, verdik. [...] Ve dolaĢırken baktım, bir adam zeytin toplama zamanı, 

önde gider, elleri bağlı, arkasında da 3 tane kadın. Bunların da sırtlarında küfeler, zeytin yüklü giderler. 

[...] dedim ‗dur‘, indim aĢağıya. [...] Dedim adama ‗Ayıp değil mi sana, bunlar kim?‘ ‗Avratlarım‘ dedi 

‗En arkadaki de kızım'. ‗E? Bunların sırtında taĢıdıkları küfeler, ne taĢıyorlar?‘, ‗Devletin bize verdiği 

zeytinleri topladık‘. [...]‗Bey‘ dedim ‗Senin ellerin arkada bağlı, yüklensene bir küfe de sen. Kadınlara 
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Another cultural characteristic, which was alien even to the most Turkish- nationalist policy 

maker or implementer at the time was polygamy which was not that uncommon among the 

immigrants. The following excerpt is from the oral history interview with I2 (a policy 

implementer of the period) and can be illustrative in this respect:  

 

I have an interesting memory there too, let me tell you that. I don‘t know 

whether it was the Konya group or the Adana group, but in one of those groups 

there was a man with two wives. He was officially married to one of those 

women [civil marriage] and the other one was his second wife with whom he 

had a religious marriage [imam nikahı]. Well of course, there was no such 

thing in our society. One house was assigned to the man for his family with his 

official wife, and another house was assigned to his second wife for the man‘s 

family with that woman. The man objected: ―This woman is my wife so you 

have to allocate that house to me too‖ he said. However one person could not 

be allocated two houses. He said ―I am the head of the family, the head of both 

families, so you have to allocate both houses to me‖. Yet our laws and 

regulations did not allow that, therefore we assigned one of the houses, in 

which he lived with his officially married wife and their children to the man 

and the other house to his second wife as if she was [the head of] family. 

Because we could not have done otherwise at that time. The social structure of 

their village [of origin] could have been like that, but the conditions here are 

different and despite all the clamour and insistence from the man, we assigned 

the house to the woman [the second wife].  It was an interesting incident.
224

 

 

                                                                                                                                           
yükledin, böyle Ģey mi olur, ezilir mi kadın böyle?‘ Ben bir orada çıkıĢtım. [...], adam bana hiç bir Ģey 

söylemedi, kadınlar attı küfeyi, bir saldırdılar bana. Dediler ki ‗Biz onun avratıyız, sen kimsin sen, sana 

ne oluyor?‘ diye. ĠĢte bu Ģey meselesi, öyle gördü çünkü. Bugün Karadeniz‘de bütün çayları toplayan 

kadınlar. Biz aradık kadın hakları savunuculuğu yapalım, Ģoför, moför, durun, murun filan dedik ve 

yatıĢtı olay yoksa kadınlar beni dövecekti. [...] Yani bunlar var, yani bunlar, iĢte bu anlattıklarım, 

Kıbrıs‘ın yakın tarihidir, bunları yaĢadık. 
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 Orada da ilginç bir anım vardır, onu da anlatayım. Hangi kafiledeydi bilmiyorum, Konya kafilesinde 

mi, Adana kafilesinde mi, iki eĢli bir erkek vardı, biri normal nikahlı, biride imam nikahlı. Bizde tabii 

böyle bir Ģey söz konusu değildi. Normal nikahlı aile için adamın adına bir ev tahsis edildi, imam 

nikahlı olan aile için, imam nikahlı karısı adına. Adam karĢı çıktı buna, „Hanım benim hanımım, evi de 

bana tahsis edeceksiniz― dedi. ġimdi bir kiĢiye iki ev tahsis edilmediği için. „Aile reisiyim ben, her iki 

ailenin de reisiyim ben, bu iki evi de bana tahsis edeceksiniz― dedi. Tabii bizim kanunlarımız, 

yasalarımız buna uymadığı için, normal evli eĢinin ve çocukların kaldığı evi adamın üzerine tahsis ettik, 

imam nikahlı eĢi de, imam nikahlı bayana Ģey yaptık, aileymiĢ gibi. Çünkü biz o Ģeyi yapamazdık o 

dönemde, sosyal yapı onların öyle olabilir köyünde ama burada durum değiĢik olduğu için adamın 

bütün bağırmalarına, çağırmalarına, ısrarlarına rağmen o ev kadına tahsis edildi. Yani ilginç olay 

olarak.  
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I2 asserted once again in the interview that the Turkish Cypriot state‘s administration of the 

period thought that such discrepancies would be easily overcome. The following memory of 

his dialogue with one of the main actors of this migration policy is noteworthy in presenting 

this assimilationist presumption of the politicians despite their initial realisation of ‗cultural 

difference‘: 

 

Well, [in one occasion we] […] were watching the incoming groups at the 

harbour. They would come and our teams would pick them up and transfer 

them to the busses and so on. Anyhow, it was the end of a tiring day; an 

evening or night-time arrival. There was a group, a family, a man and with him 

three or four children, a woman holding a child, and the woman was also 

pregnant, in any case [there were] six/seven children in total.  X turned to me 

[…] and said: ‗ […] it is not this man and this woman that we are bringing to 

Cyprus, it is the children […] that we are bringing to settle in Cyprus‘ he said.  

―We cannot change them [the man and the woman], their way of clothing and 

appearance. But these children […] will grow up here and will look like us‖. 

Now this was an interesting point, an interesting opinion, it really was. 

Because when these families arrived, they were really very different, especially 

in regards to social aspects. Culturally, regarding their way of living, they were 

very different. There were many examples in Famagusta. For instance they 

would remove the European-style toilets, and try to make things suitable for 

performing ablution […].  They would take apart the bathtubs because they 

could not bathe in those, they would convert those to shower baths.
225

 

 

It was also revealed that especially those policy makers, politicians and policy implementers 

who identified with the Turkish-nationalist ideology tended to perceive this assimilationist 

project to have been successful. The following excerpt from an interview with P2, who was 

quoted above narrating his encounter with a male immigrant who would make his wives and 

daughters to do the carrying olive baskets, is illustrative: 
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 ġimdi […] [biz] limanda gelen kafileleri izlerdik. Çünkü onlar gelirler, bizim ekipler onları alırlar, 

otobüslere aktarırlar vs. Her ne hal ise. Yorgun bir günün de sonuydu, akĢam üstü, gece gibi bir olaydı 

geldikleri. ġimdi bir grup, aile tabi, bir adam, yanında iĢte üç dört tane çocuk, bir kadın, kadının 

kucağında çocuk ve kadın hamile, yani baktığında 6-7 tane çocuk. X döndü bana [...],‗ […]biz bu 

adamla kadını getirmiyoruz Kıbrıs‘a‖ dedi. ‗Biz bu çocukları getiriyoruz Kıbrıs‘a yerleĢtirmeye‘ dedi. 

‗Biz onları değiĢtiremeyiz, yani bu kılık kıyafet. ama bu çocuklar [...] burada büyüyecekler, bize 

benzeyecekler‘. Yani ilginç bir saplamaydı, ilginç bir değerlendirmeydi, gerçekten yani. Çünkü 

geldikleri zaman bu aileler, sosyal yapıları özellikle, çok farklıydı. Kültür açısından, yaĢantı açısından 

çok farklıydılar. Yani Mağusa‘ da çok örnekleri olurdu. Mesela alafranga tuvaletleri sökerlerdi 

alaturka tuvalete dönüĢtürürlerdi, abdest alma olayını [...] sağlamaya çalıĢırlardı. Küvetleri sökerlerdi 

banyolardan, çünkü onun içerisine girip yıkanmaz ve normal duĢa çevirirlerdi. 
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[…] I told them that day in the Council of Ministers meeting: ―My […] aim is 

to make the people who have settled in Cyprus say I am a Cypriot, my 

motherland is Turkey; just like when you ask someone from Turkey where are 

you from and [they say] I am from Turkey but […] originally I am from 

Adana‖. I said ―the day we make them say that, this thing will be over‖. And 

today we are at that point. […] We are at that point. Even when some 

politicians speak [otherwise] I I do not care. You should consider the reality. 

This is the reality today.
226

  

 

Based on the oral history interviews with the policy makers and implementers of the period 

of the first migration wave, it can be stated that for both right-wing and left-wing  officials 

and politicians, the migration policy‘s success can be measured against the extent of 

assimilation of the immigrants. As the previous comment illustrated, right wing supporters 

tend to think the project to be successful in that the majority of the incoming group in the first 

wave have assimilated (interviews with P1, P2, P3, P4, I1).  The following comments can be 

illustrative: 

 

Today this population has completely adapted. I am talking about this 

population, not about those who were floating and wandering or the ones that 

commit murders, those are rubbish, the ones we don‘t want.  I was in the 

hospital for a month. Do you know who I saw?  The daughters and the 

grandchildren of this population, they are serving me as nurses. They are nice 

and cheerful, in the Near East University Hospital, in Famagusta General 

Hospital. In fact this project was very successful. I can definitely say that (P1, 

high-ranking policy maker).
227

  

 

What is the situation now? When an immigrant that we brought in 74, 75 was 5 

years old or 10 years old, s/he is now over 40 years old. He is a lieutenant, a 
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 [...] ben o gün bakanlar kurulunda da söyledim ‗Benim […] hedefim, Kıbrıs‘a yerleĢen insanları, 

nasıl ki Türkiyeli birisine sorarsın Nerelisin sen? Ben Türkiyeliyim ama esas […] Adanalıyım, o 

noktaya getirmektir‘ dedim.  Benim kiĢi olarak hedefim ‗Sen nesin?‘ ‗Ben Kıbrıslıyım, Türkiye benim 

anavatanım‘ [dedirtmek]. ‗Bunu söylettirdiğimiz gün, bu […] bitecek‘ dedim. Ve bugün o noktadayız 

yani. […] Bugün o noktadayız. Yani bazı siyasiler konuĢur, eder ama ben hiç üstünde durmam. Bir de 

gerçeğe bakacaksınız. Bu gerçek bugün budur.  
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 Bugün bu nüfusun tamamıyla adapte olduğunu, bu nüfusun ama. Öyle yüzen, gezeni unut, cinayet 

iĢleyen, bilmem ne eden, onlar iĢin zibil tarafı, istenmeyen taraf [...]. Ben bir aydan beridir tedavi 

gördüm hastanede. Biliyor musun kimlere rastladım? Bu getirilen nüfusun kızına ve torunlarına 

rastladım, hemĢire olmuĢ bana hizmet eder. Ne güzel, güler yüzlü, Yakın Doğu‘da, Mağusa Genel 

Hastanesi‘nde. Bu proje esasında son derece baĢarılıydı. Bunu kesinlikle söyleyebilirim. 
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commander/major in the military , a police officer. In the hospitals, since our 

girls do not want to become nurses, it is to 80% their children who have 

become nurses. I mean they are […] in governmental offices, they take part in 

the police department, everywhere, in the health sector in the educational 

sector. It was obvious in the beginning that not all would successfully adapt 

but there is a restructuring now.
228

 

 

Similar statements were made by P3
229

 and P4
230

. Yet, on the other hand, not all perceived the 

project to have reached the ideal outcome of assimilation. Opposition politicians of the time 

tend to view the assimilationist project less successful. For instance O3, an opposition 

politician of the period, believes that the settlement policy of the administration back then, 

purposefully created an atmosphere of conflict between various migrant groups coming from 

the southern part of Cyprus and from Turkey; and it is only since some years that these 

groups have been having a peaceful relation with one another: 

 

Think of Limassol, think of Larnaca, think of Paphos. The people of these 

places, people from neighbouring villages, have had social and economic 

relationships with one another. You took these people and threw one over here 

and one over there. All of those ties  among the people broke. And they also 

placed a lot of different people among them […] including a group from 
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 ġimdi nedir durum? Bizim 74‘te, 75‘te getirdiğimiz göçmen, 5 yaĢındaki, 10 yaĢındaki bugün 40 

yaĢının üstündedir, askerde yüzbaĢıdır, binbaĢıdır, poliste subaydır. Hastanelerimizde, bizim kızlarımız 

nurse olmak istemez, hastanelerde %80 onların çocuklarıdır. Yani onlar artık Ģey etti ve devlet 

dairelerinde, poliste, her yerde, sağlıkta, eğitimde artık bulunuyorlar. Tabi baĢlangıçta bunun hepsinin 

tutmayacağı belliydi ama bir yapılanma oldu. 
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 [...] as far as I know, among the global resettlement projects, this is one of the most successful ones. 

I mean regarding the rate of return. [...] I mean there were advantages here: there is a common 

language, a common religion, a common culture. These elements have simplified the job. This is why, 

to my knowledge, even in the first year, many people had married Turkish Cypriots.  ([...] benim 

bildiğim kadarıyla dünya ölçeğinde yapılan iskân faaliyetleri içerisindeki en baĢarılı örneklerden biri 

budur. Yani bu geri dönüĢ oranı itibariyle, [...]. Yani bunun avantajları Ģunlar: dil birliği var, din birliği 

var, kültür birliği var. Bu gibi unsurlar iĢi kolaylaĢtırdı. Bu yüzden benim bildiğim daha ilk yılda çok 

sayıda insan Kıbrıslı Türklerle evlendi). 
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 Indeed I saw in my short visit to Cyprus last year that, the new generation which was born in 

Cyprus is not different at all, I mean in terms of dialect, in terms of behaviour, dressing, way of life. 

They have completely adapted. This is a very pleasing and nice thing. All of those problems I referred 

to will disappear. (Nitekim geçen sene bir kısa süreli Kıbrıs ziyaretinde Ģunu gördüm, Kıbrıs‘ta doğan 

yeni neslin hiç farkı yok, yani dil olarak, davranıĢ olarak, giyim kuĢam  olarak yaĢam tarzı olarak. 

Tamamen adapte olmuĢ. Bu çok sevindirici tabi çok güzel bir olay. Zamanla bütün o dediğim 

eskilerinden kaynaklanan problemler ortadan kalkacaktır). 
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Turkey; and all the ties among the people broke. These people are only 

recently starting to develop a new way of interaction with each other, to have a 

different way of cultural relationship and to develop a different identity.
231

  

 

I4, an official of the period who dealt with the settling of the immigrants reckons contrary to 

the argument of especially P1 and P2 that the immigrants still do not identify with Cyprus.  

 

They run away after selling [the properties]. I know a lot of people who came 

and settled, acquired a house and land; sold the house, sold the land, then run 

away and bought a house in Adana. Those that we employed as civil servants 

did the same thing. There is a saying that everything gets back to its roots. 

Everything returns to its original state. I mean, I came from Turkey I have a 

longing for that place. Our dead, our graves, my mother, my father, my 

grandmother, my aunt are still there. The longing for home is very important. 

If a man has a  successful business, drives a Mercedes, feels that he has a much 

better standard [of living] here than he would over there [in Turkey] and feels 

that he has acquired a high value in this society then he wouldn‘t run away. 

But everyone less than that will run away. They will go. What are they waiting 

for? There will be a solution, they will acquire the EU passport and go from 

here to Italy, Spain. We don‘t have money here [in Cyprus]! Even we cant 

handle the life here in this country. Even we can‘t handle the expensiveness of 

life. If we cannot do it, it is a lot harder for them.
232

 

 

The different opinions of the officials and politicians of the period notwithstanding, as the 

rest of this chapter will demonstrate in more detail, communities of the incoming migrants 
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 DüĢün sen Leymosun‘u, düĢün sen Larnaka‘yı, düĢün sen Baf‘ı 500 sene bu insanlar hep bir 

merkezle, civar köyler birbiri ile muhabbetli ya da ekonomik iliĢki içinde oldu. Sen onları aldın birini 

aramana attın, birini karamana attın. Bütün o bağlar koptu insanlarda. Bunların arasına bir hayle de 

baĢka insan yerleĢtirildin [...], ve sonuçta bir de Türkiyeli kesim de yerleĢtirdin; ve bütün insanların 

birbirleriyle bağı koptu. ġimdi yeni yeni insanlar baĢlıyor bir yeni iliĢki biçimi, sosyal, kültürel bir 

baĢka iliĢki biçimi geliĢtirsinler ve bir baĢka kimlik oluĢsun.  
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 Bunların satıĢından sonra kaçarlar. Ben çok insan bilirim geldi yerleĢti aldı toprağı aldı evi; evi de 

sattı, toprağı da sattı sonra kaçtı gitti Adana‘da ev aldı. Memur da yaptık o memur yaptıklarımız da 

ayni Ģekilde yaptı. Her Ģey aslında rücu eder diye bir atasözü vardır. Her Ģey aslına döner. Yani ben 

eğer çıkıp da geldiysem Türkiye‘den oraya karĢı özlemim var. Ölülerim, mezarlarım, anam, babam 

nenem halam oradadır. Ġnsanlardaki sıla özlemi çok önemlidir. Ha burada iyi yere gelecek bir adam 

ticaretle iĢtigal edecek Mercedes sürecek kendini oraya göre çok iyi konumda görürse ve bu toplumun 

içinde bir değer olduğunu hisseder o zaman kaçmaz. Ama bunun altındakiler kaçacak. Gidecekler. 

Neyi beklerler? AnlaĢma bitecek AB pasaportunu alacaklar ellerine ve buradan da artık Ġtalya‘ya, 

Ġspanya‘ya… Sende para yok ki! Bu memleketteki hayatı biz bile çekemiyoruz. Pahalılığı biz bile 

çekemiyoruz. Yani biz yapamadıktan sonra onların yapması çok daha zordur. 
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have largely been preserved and were reproduced, so that differences between the immigrants 

and the indigenous population can be observed regarding their socio-economic and political 

positions, inclusion and exclusion, transnational ways of life and self identification. The 

following will regard the causes of the formation/ preservation of immigrants‘ ethnic 

communities in the case of the first wave of migration from Turkey in general and in the case 

of the Bahçeli village in particular, concentrating on macro, meso and micro-levels 

respectively. 

 

7.2 Looking at the Macro-Level  

 

The following sections endeavour a causal analysis of the Türkiyeli communities at the 

macro-level. Whereas the first subsection considers the structural context, the subsection that 

follows considers the cultural context and the roles of various corporate actors (states and 

political parties) that are located within each, which can be causally related to the formation 

and preservation of ethnic communities among the immigrants from Turkey. 

 

7.2.1 The Structural Context:   

 

According to Castles and Miller (1998) the effects of immigration on the receiving society 

can be diverse and ―depending on the actions of the state and the population of the receiving 

society‖ a type of immigrant community, ranging between ―ethnic communities‖ based on 

mutual accommodation to ―ethnic minorities‖ based on exclusion and segregation is formed 

(ibid: 29).  As was already mentioned, the first wave of immigrants had acquired full nominal 

citizenship rights almost at their arrival (Hatay 2005). Yet citizenship rights do not guarantee 

membership, in the sense of being recognised ―[…] by others as sharing with them some 

essential features of biography and culture‖ (Bauböck 1991: 8). This is because, as Bauböck 

further argues ―citizenship is a specific feature of the political sphere and not of society in 

general‖ (ibid: 10). Accordingly, neither does citizenship predestine the total integration of 

the incoming group into a society, nor does it prevent the formation of ethnic communities.  

Thus even in the presence of citizenship rights, like in the case of the first migration wave 

from Turkey to northern Cyprus, ethnic communities can be constructed in the receiving 
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context primarily as informal solidarity networks. Many times, ethnic communities can be 

regarded as spaces for protection from structural political, economic and social exclusion and 

as a survival strategy for the immigrants. In this respect Kaya (2012) argues the following on 

the issue of immigrant community formation: 

 

When the migrants arrive in the receiving country they are given shelter, 

advice and support by their kin and former neighbours. Their previous social 

group status and class, lack of language, exclusionist incorporation regimes as 

well as the segregationist housing policies of the receiving countries make 

them stick together and develop a web of solidarity by means of informal local 

networks. What defines the boundaries of community here is not necessarily 

ethnicity, but the material conditions […] (ibid: 11-12). 

 

Considering the case of first wave immigrations to northern Cyprus the first structural factor, 

which can be related to the creation of ethnic immigrant communities can be regarded to be 

the communal and segregationist settlement policy it involved. In other words, it was the 

policy of the Turkish Cypriot state, in cooperation with Turkey, which provided a first means 

for the immigrant communities to be established and to a greater extent, to be preserved since 

many of the immigrants had arrived as communities in the first place. As was already 

described, the immigrants, which mostly comprised groups coming from the same place of 

origin, like village communities, were settled in rural areas in the northern part of the island 

which were evacuated by Greek Cypriots after the division. Thus already existing 

communities were resettled together and to a great extent separately from the native 

population and other communities, creating in the place of destination, communities that have 

been preserved upon migration. According to a state official from Turkey (P4) this policy, 

which was preferred by the Turkish Cypriot side, had been discussed in policy making 

circles. As a result of the discussions, a policy was developed which favoured  communal and 

segregated settlement,  as it was thought to be advantageous regarding the adaptation of the 

incoming population to the new environment. 

 

The issue of separate settlement of immigrants and [native Turkish] Cypriots 

can be much discussed.  It has positive and negative sides. The positive side 

was considered to be this: for instance there is a village A in the northern part 

of Cyprus, which was evacuated by Greek Cypriots, with 50-60-80 households.  

It was thought that if you could bring and settle 50-60 households from Turkey 

consisting of people from the same village, these could adapt faster and more 



 

251 

easily. This village has an imam [muslim religious leader]  […], as you know 

he is very important; [and] a teacher. If these persons could be persuaded to 

come along with the villagers, including the mukhtar [village headman], if 

these people could be settled in the same village in a way that they are used to 

living, it was assumed that they could adapt to the place more easily. This was 

not a very wrong approach in the beginning, but, of course, this had a negative 

side: Turkish Cypriots and these Turks coming from Turkey were to be 

constructing a new society, [and] would have to live together […] in Cyprus. 

This was not a provisional application, and in this sense it may be theoretically 

correct that these two communities had to live together and close to one 

another, this was also not a wrong way of thinking.  But as I said these two 

conflicting ideas were discussed and evaluated for a long while. However, this 

was not a decision made by Turkey, I must emphasise and enunciate that.  This 

was the how late Mr. DenktaĢ approached the matter. He said ‗we want a 

village from Turkey as a whole, with its hodja [imam] and its teacher, with all 

of its elements without destroying those structures‘. This approach was also 

embraced here [in Turkey] and was largely employed. But like I said it also 

had a downside
233

           

 

The communal and segregated settlement of the immigrants in the northern part of the island 

can also be argued to have been advantageous to the Turkish Cypriot state allowing the latter 

to benefit from the communities‘ functioning as solidarity networks for the immigrants so 

that it could minimise its own responsibilities towards the immigrants regarding their 

economic and social integration into the Turkish Cypriot community. Through the 

encouragement of communities, states can reduce the burden of  immigrants‘ economic and 
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 ġimdi o Kıbrıslılarla ayrı yerleĢtirileme konusu çok tartıĢılabilecek bir konu. Hem olumlu yanları 

var, hem de olumsuz yanları var. Olumlu yanları Ģu, Ģu düĢünüldü: Mesela kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta Rumların 

terk ettiği A köyü diyelim, 50-60-80 hanelik bir köy düĢününüz. Buraya getirilecek 50-60 haneyi 

Türkiye‘de ayni köyde yaĢayan insanları bir araya getirip oraya iskan edebilirseniz daha çabuk uyum 

sağlayabilecekleri düĢünüldü. Bu köyün mesela imamı, […] çok önemli biliyorsunuz, ondan 

sonra  öğretmeni, bunlar da ikna edilebilir, bu köy ile beraber getirilebilirse, muhtarı dahil, ayni köye 

bu insanlar alıĢkın oldukları ortamdan getirilip buraya yerleĢtirilebilirse oraya daha kolay uyum 

sağlayabilecekleri varsayımıyla hareket edildi. Bu çok yanlıĢ bir yaklaĢım değildi baĢlangıçta, ama 

bunun tabi olumsuz yani da Ģuydu: Bu Kıbrıslı Türklerle Türkiye‘den gelecek Türkler yeni bir toplum 

oluĢturacaklardı […] Kıbrıs‘ta, beraber yaĢamak durumunda kalacaklardı. Bu geçici bir uygulama 

değildi, böyle olunca bu iki toplumun birbiriyle kaynaĢması, bir biriyle entegrasyonu için, bir arada 

yaĢamaları bir birine yakın olarak yaĢamaları belki teorik olarak doğruydu, yani bu da yanlıĢ bir 

düĢünce değildi. Ama dediğim gibi iki farklı, çok bir birine zıt olan düĢünce tartıĢıldı, uzun süre 

görüĢüldü. Yalnız  tabi bu Türkiye‘nin kararı değildi, kesinlikle onu söylemem gerekir. Kıbrıs‘ta 

rahmetli DenktaĢ Bey‘in de bu konudaki yaklaĢımı böyleydi. ―Biz Türkiye‘deki köyü olduğu gibi 

istiyoruz‖ dedi. ―Hocasıyla öğretmeniyle her Ģeyiyle yani, olduğu gibi bütün yapısıyla bozmadan 

istiyoruz‖ diye bir yaklaĢımı vardı. E burada da benimsendi bu görüĢ ve o ağırlık teĢkil etti. Öyle iskan 

uygulaması yapıldı. Ama dediğim gibi, deminki nedenle, yanlıĢ tarafları da vardı ve oldu‖. 
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social welfare and so, as Kaya (2012) argues, immigrant communities as spaces of solidarity 

against the ―structural ills of everyday life such as unemployment, poverty and 

deindustrialisation‖ are being encouraged by neo-liberal states throughout western Europe, 

which are increasingly reducing their spending for social services (ibid: 10). Fenton (2003) 

argues similarly that ethnicity (and thus groups defining themselves in ethnic terms) becomes 

activated in contexts of insecurity and structural discrimination, where states are reluctant to 

provide security to their members. In this sense it can be argued that incoming communities 

in the Turkish Cypriot context were preserved with similar motivations. The newly formed 

Turkish Cypriot state had neither the ideological –since it was assumed within Turkish 

nationalist thinking that Turkish Cypriots and Turks from Turkey belonged to the same ethnic 

group and to the same nation - nor the political and economic means to invest in immigrants‘ 

integration into the society through non-segregationist methods.  It must be underlined once 

again that regarding the communal and segregationist settlement policy of the states it is 

more accurate to talk about the preservation of incoming communities rather than their 

genesis from the scratch. In many cases the incoming immigrant communities were preserved 

whereas in other cases, in which the immigrants started arriving on their own initiative these 

were incorporated into the already present communities according to their place of origin and 

the place of settlement in the destination. 

 

The second factor pertaining to the structural context, which partakes in the mechanisms 

favouring the construction and preservation of ethnic communities by the immigrants, is the 

ethnically informed encounters between the immigrants and the indigenous population in the 

processes of post-partition political and economic restructuring in northern Cyprus. This has 

to do with erecting and reinforcing community boundaries by groups to exclude the ‗others‘ 

when the latter have a minimum of direct contact with each other (Eriksen 2001; 2002). Thus 

as Eriksen (2001) argues, ethnicity does not have much to do with ―objective cultural 

differences‖; so that it is not more important when groups have developed different cultural 

aspects in isolation from one another.  On the contrary, ―[…] ethnicity is frequently most 

important when groups are culturally close and enter into contact with each other regularly‖ 

(ibid: 262). Yet boundary construction by ethnic groups comprise discourses of cultural 

difference.  In this regard O2, an opposition politician of the period explains that the 
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reservation of Turkish Cypriots regarding the sharing of living space with immigrants from 

Turkey was due to the cultural differences which became discernible from the very 

beginning.  

 

When they arrived and moved into a house they did not even manage to live in 

that house. You see, the baths, the bath tubs, hot water, cold water, washing 

basins [in houses], that animals [should be] outside.. For a long time, they […] 

insisted on living like they did in the places they came from. After a while the 

natives did not want them. And as I recall, there were some villages [in which 

native people did not want the immigrants] in that period.  There was X 

[village] for instance. Turkish Cypriots had demolished old houses in that 

village so that nobody else could come and settle.
234

   

 

Some of the state representatives and officials (policy makers and implementers) as well as 

opposition politicians who were interviewed, did explicitly and/or implicitly point out to 

perceived cultural differences between the immigrants and the indigenous population, 

regarding it to be the main cause of conflict between the two groups (i.e. interviews with P1, 

I4; O2; O3).  Whereas the discursive aspects of ethnicity will be further analysed in the next 

section, it can be argued at this point that the cultural difference discourse may be hiding 

another important source of ―ethnic‖ conflict. This relates to the utilisation of ethnicity, using 

the symbols related to culture, customs and lifestyle in everyday life as a tool for competition 

over scarce resources; and entails a conceptualisation of ethnicity, in line with a rational 

choice thinking, as ―no more than a social resource that can be mobilized and manipulated for 

individual gain‖  (Malesevic 2004: 99). This perspective moves away from the symbolic 

aspects of ethnicity and stresses its utilitarian value; so that it argues as mentioned in chapter 

2, that people adhere to their ethnic groups in order to maximise their gain. Moreover, 

ethnicity often ―[…] takes on […] a hierarchical character, where groups are ranked 

according to their differential access to resources and here correlation between class and 

ethnicity is high‖ (Eriksen 2002: 46). In this context it can be argued that ―ethnicity is not 

only about difference‖; in other words ―[i]t is not simply, […] a matter of sustaining 
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 Geldiklerinde ve eve girdiklerinde de o evde yaĢamayı bile beceremiyorlardı. Yani banyoları, 

küvetleri, sıcak su, soğuk su, lavabolar, hayvanlar dıĢarıda. […] Bunlar […] geldikleri yerlerdeki gibi 

yaĢamakta direndiler çok uzun zaman. Bir süre sonra da yerliler istememeye baĢladılar. Ve hatta, öyle 

köyler oldu ki ta o zamanlardan. Benim bildiğim köyler var. Bir X [köy adi] vardı mesela. Orada bir 

dönem Kıbrıslı Türkler gelip birileri yerleĢmesin diye köydeki eski evleri yıkmıĢlardı. 
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boundaries between groups, but also of sustaining inequalities of power and access to social 

resources‖ (Fenton 2003:  134). 

 

Immigration from Turkey to northern Cyprus between 1975-1980 entailed, as was described, 

large scale property distributions.  Groups of immigrants coming in as agricultural labourers 

were allocated houses as well as large plots of land. This had planted the first seeds of 

conflict between the indigenous population and the immigrants. Thus, leaning on Lacher and 

Kaymak (2005), it can be argued that the cultural difference discourse in the northern part of 

Cyprus, was related to ―[…] the larger process of construction of political community in the 

[…] North, in particular the emergence of the state as a major source of patronage and the 

subsequent rise of political conflict over the state‘s distributive capacities‖ (ibid: 155).   

Accordingly, although P1 argued otherwise
235

, field research revealed that at least some 

native Turkish Cypriots may have felt that the immigrants who were receiving a significant 

share within the redistribution process were doing so at the expense of native Turkish 

Cypriots. It was in this context that ethnicity was activated, and immigrants from Turkey 

were defined as the ‗others‘ of the native Turkish Cypriots, against which the latter had to try 

and sustain not only cultural but also structural boundaries of economic power relations in 

circumstances in which the government was incorporating a large number of ‗foreigners‘ into 

the on going redistribution.  I4, a middle-ranking Turkish Cypriot official who was involved 

in the settlement of immigrants as a policy implementer explained the latter with the 

metaphor of a cake:  
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 Regarding the issue of property distributions to immigrant Turkish nationals, P1 as well as P2 - 

both of who were high ranking policy makers, during the first migration wave from Turkey – argued 

explicitly that the indigenous population in the island in general was rather welcoming towards the 

immigrants and did not oppose property distributions to the latter. Those who were sceptical, 

according to P1 were opposition politicians. As P1 put it: „Generally there are those who say ‚you 

could have more resources to distribute today, if you didn‘t give them out to landless immigrants who 

came from Turkey‘. This is especially uttered by the politicians, but our people have in fact accepted 

that as a thing, they did not object to the distributions of property [to the immigrants] as in return to 

what they have received/ gained.  („Genel olarak iĢte ‗Türkiye‘den topraksız gelene vermeseydiniz 

bugün daha çok verebilecek kaynağınız olurdu‘ diyen var. Onu da siyasiler söylüyor daha çok ama 

kendi insanımız bunu bir Ģey olarak kabul etmiĢtir, kazandığına karĢılık bunun verilmesine hiç itiraz 

etmemiĢtir―). 
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Imagine a whole cake. That [cake] belonged to Turkish Cypriots. Everybody 

would have a large enough piece. […]. When there are 10, 50 people everyone 

would have a piece, but when there are 100 people […]. They would even say 

to you [a native Turkish Cypriot], you do not need to eat at all, and give your 

piece to him/her [the immigrant]. You see.
236

   

 

I2 too, who was also a middle-ranking policy implementer during the period, argued that 

although there was not much opposition to the settlement of immigrants in the North, native 

Turkish Cypriots may have opposed it on the grounds that they would have to share the 

available resources with the latter. He argued: ―If there had been a negative reaction, this was 

because, in some places, people believed there would be less resources to be distributed. But 

there was no significant opposition‖.
237

 

 

This is in fact also related to the issue of perceptions of injustice, widespread in the Turkish 

Cypriot society, regarding the post war allocations of various economic resources. The issue 

of property distributions after the division in 1974 is a complicated as well as important issue 

which cannot be discussed here in its entirety (see ibid; Morvaridi 1993). Yet it must be 

borne in mind that the policy of the Turkish Cypriot state on this issue has been rather 

controversial and in so being, it created many conflicts in the society of social, political and 

economic nature. Lacher and Kaymak (2005) argue in this respect that ―[i]n practice the 

regime degenerated, as demands for property in exchange for political allegiance led to 

wholesale redistribution, irrespective of equity‖ (ibid: 154). This policy has further reinforced 

conflict and competition among the groups and so was effective in the activation of ethnicity 

as a means of competition. The following quotation is from an oral history interview with 

opposition politician O3. O3 describes the controversial character of the issue of property 

distributions, by underlining their arbitrariness and the utilisation of this policy as a means of 

political favourism to gain political advantage. According to the interviewee, whereas 

property distributions was used as a means to preserve political power by the ruling party 
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 Bir pasta düĢün, bu Kıbrıs Türk toplumunundur. Herkes gayet rahat yerdi […] 10 kiĢi, 50 kiĢi 

olunca herkese bir parça düĢer ama 100 kiĢi olunca […]. Hatta derler sen yemesen de olur ve parçayı 

ona verir.  Yani. 
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 ―Tepki [...] olmuĢ olsa bile dağıtılan kaynakların azalacağından dolayı belki tepki olabilirdi, bazı 

yerlerde. Ama öyle büyük bir Ģey yoktu.‖ 
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then in power, it created many disputes and ―conflicts of sharing‖ among various groups in 

the population: 

 

[W]ith the resettlement system they created, they assigned a lot of properties to 

those who did not deserve.  They also determined the value of the Turkish 

Cypriot properties left in the southern part the way they wanted by diminishing 

the value of some and valorising others at a higher rate. They created such a 

mechanism. And those many people who wanted to obey the rules and 

regulations were not given any property at all. Thus there was a huge 

indignation in the society, and some civil society organisations were founded 

like the one called Southern Refugees‘ Solidarity Organisation. Those conflicts 

of sharing; and conflicts regarding issues like ‗someone was given too many 

and someone else was not given anything‘ culminated. [...] This was the main 

source of conflict continuing from 1977, when the property law […] was 

passed, until the 1990s. That was the whole issue.  At the same time, they 

announced various political packages and so on and properties were distributed 

arbitrarily through the faulty mechanism they created, and they obtained 

political advantages from that.
238

 

 

It can be argued that this policy, which was effective in the creation of ethnic encounters and 

competition between the two groups also gave rise to the discourse of ‗undeserving winners‘ 

about the immigrants, especially since some native population groups felt that they belonged 

to the deserving group, who however did not receive a fair compensation for the properties 

they left behind in the southern part.  Throughout the years, as the property issue was 

continuously misused for political purposes (see Lacher & Kaymak 2005), this discourse was 

even further established, so that towards the mid-2000‘s when the Annan Plan period had to 

the effect that property prices rose, the immigrants saw themselves confronted by critical 

comments about their rights to property ownership. The following excerpts from in-depth 
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 [...] iĢte buldukları iskân organizasyonuyla hak etmeyen insanlara da büyük ölçüde mallar tahsis 

ederek ve güneydeki malların da değerini kendi tercihlerine göre belirleyip, bir kısmını düĢürüp, bir 

kısmını yükseltip böyle bir mekanizma kurdular. Ve pek çok insan ki kanuna riayet ederdi, usulüne 

göre hareket etmek isterdi, o insanların hiç birine de mal verilmedi. Bunun üzerine toplumda büyük bir 

infial oldu ve iĢte Güney Göçmenleri DayanıĢma dernekleri, bilmem neler kuruldu. Ona verildi, buna 

verilmedi, ona fazladan verildi kavgaları ve paylaĢım kavgaları doruğa çıktı [...] Bu 77 ĠTEM yasası 

geçtikten sonra 1990‘a kadar süren kavgaydı bu, hep buydu konu. Ve bu arada tabii iĢte paketler ilan 

edildi, bilmem neler yapıldı diye bütün bu mallar geliĢi güzel ve onların kurduğu bu yanlıĢ 

mekanizmaya göre hem dağıtıldı ve bundan da rantlar elde edildi ve aynı zamanda siyasal rantlar da 

edildi. 81, 85 ve 90 seçimlerinde UBP‘nin sloganı hep ‗koçan vereceğiz‘ üzerine oluĢtu. 
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interviews with immigrants MM3 and TM4 are illustrative of how the immigrants reckoned 

that their property ownership was being perceived by native Turkish Cypriots: 

 

This highway was built after the Annan Plan. There were people from Nicosia, 

who didn‘t know where Bahçeli village was before. After the building of the 

highway the land prices in this area rose a little bit and when somebody sold a 

piece [of land] for some money, they said „he cannot sell Greek Cypriots‘ 

property―.  They used to come here during the Annan Plan period. [...] Not the 

Greek Cypriots, people from RTP [Republican Turkish Party] [...] CLP 

[Communal Liberation Party] [...].  When we discussed back then, [they would 

say] „don‘t sell, don‘t do it―.  Well „don‘t sell―, right?  [...] You are telling me 

not to sell, because this place belongs to Greek Cypriots. ―You don‘t have the 

right. It is their land. They own the title deeds‖.  Don‘t they still say that? They 

are. [...] You are telling an old man who has waited 30 years not to sell, that it 

is not his, that he has no right (MM3, 51, male, 1. generation  Mersin).
239

  

 

Let me put it this way. It is not a political party thing [...], but rather  my 

friends have always said to me the following: ―What are you doing there, you 

live so far away. Even god has forgotten you―. It was even the case that many 

people were allocated land/property from this area in the past [...] and they 

would accept. It was insulting to them to allocate them properties from this 

region. It was like giving them land in the mountains. But when this road was 

built and investments were made, especially after this road, the places which 

had cost 500 TL a donum, became 10 thousand sterling, 20 thousand sterling, 

some places were worth  30-40 thousand sterling.  Then people sold and 

received such amounts of money that they had not earned in their lives through 

working. [...] But the worst thing was, I still see this, since some native 

Cypriots see me as a close friend, we discuss these matters, they say „you 

came from Trabzon, and got rich through selling the property of the giaours 

[Greek Cypriots]. This is being said very often.  I mean, this statement is often 

made by Turkish Cypriots. You see, they still have not come to terms with this 

(TM4, 34, male, 2. generation Trabzon).
240
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 Annan Planı geçtikten sonra da bu yol yapıldı. Bahçeli köyünün nerede olduğunu hiç bilmeyen 

LefkoĢalı varken, bu yol geçtikten sonra buralar değerli oldu birazcık. Biri de 2 kuruĢa sattıysa, 

―Rum‘un malını satamaz‖ oldu.  Annan Planı döneminde buraya geliyorlardı. [...] Rumlar değil. CTP 

Ģeylisi, o zaman TKP‘nin vardı. O zaman tartıĢtığımızda satmayın, yapmayın, etmeyin. E satmayın 

ama. [...] Satma diyorsun bana ki „bu yer Rum‘undur. Senin hakkın yoktur. Bu toprak onundur. Tapusu 

Rum‘undur―. Hala daha denmiyor mu? Öyle deniyor. [...] 30 sene beklemiĢ yaĢlı bir insana diyorsun ki 

satma. Yani senin değil, senin hakkın yok diyorsun. 

 
240

 ġöyle söyleyeyim. Parti bazında değil de Ģöyle. [...] bana arkadaĢlarım tarafından hep söylenen, 

orada ne iĢiniz var, taa bilmem neredesiniz. Allah bile unuttu sizi derdi. Hatta bu taraftan çok kiĢiye 

mal verilirdi geçmiĢte [...] ve kimse de almazdı. Bu bölgeden ona yer vermek o insan için hakaretti. 

Yani dağın tepesinden yer vermekle eĢdeğerdi. Ama ne zaman ki iĢte bu yollar yapıldı, yatırımlar oldu, 

özellikle de yoldan sonra, [...] o zaman dönümü 500 TL olan yerler oldu 10bin pound, 20bin pound, 

bazı yerler 30-40 bin pound oldu. E Ģimdi sonuçta insanlar hiç görmedikleri, yıllarca kazanamadıkları 
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According to both MM3 and TM4 the discourse of ‗undeserving winners‘ included the 

argument that immigrants‘ property ownership was unlawful and that they had an ‗unfairly 

easy access to economic  prosperity‘ through the selling of those properties.  Moreover, they 

argued that this discourse was rather widespread among the native Turkish Cypriot 

population. In their opinion these discourses were unfair mainly because they ignored the 

past difficult times the immigrants had in northern Cyprus trying to make a living under 

harsher conditions than many native Turkish Cypriots. The discourse of ―undeserving 

winners‖ can be argued to further include the discourse, in which migrants are constructed as 

a population group, who are ‗stealing‘ the jobs of the indigenous population. I4, who was 

especially critical of the facilitated migration within which the first wave immigrants were 

settled in the island‘s north, was further convinced that immigrants from Turkey in general 

(and not only first wave immigrants) were unfairly occupying some employment positions 

that had to be reserved for the indigenous population. He argues: 

 

Well, we didn‘t talk about […] the issue of employment of people from 

Turkey. They [the administrators] employed them in the public sector when 

Turkish Cypriots were idle on the streets [unemployed]. 3/4 of the police force 

are immigrants from Turkey, 3/4 of hospital employees are immigrants from 

Turkey. I mean there is such a big disaster in the public sector. Most of the 

employees are from Turkey.  What happens then? They came and took away 

your food and your jobs. […] These are the negative sides of migration. […] 

10 thousand people used to use your hospital, now 100 thousand people use it. 

They say there isn‘t enough medicines, not enough doctors, not enough 

schools. The reason for these is the uneven change. You should have 

determined a margin, and said that [the number of immigrants] cannot be more 

than Turkish Cypriots. If you drew that line we could be 50/50. But no they are 

three times, 5 times, 7 times, 10 times the population of Turkish Cypriots. 

Nobody is controlling this. For example, we are just about to change the law to 

make naturalisations easier. There is a man here, a butcher. ― I have 5 stamps 

in my passport brother‖ he says to me. ―Ok, brother?‖ [I say]. ―Brother, I am 

getting the white identity card now, and in 5 years I will become a citizen‖. He 

                                                                                                                                           
parayı, alanı satarak kazandılar. [...] Ama en kötüsü Ģu yani, ben bile hala görürüm bunu, Kıbrıs 

kökenli arkadaĢlar beni samimi bulduğu için devamlı tartıĢırız bunu; iĢte „geldiniz Trabzon‘dan 

gavurun malını sattınız, zengin oldunuz―. Hep bu laf çok söylenir. Yani Kıbrıslı kesimde bu laf çok 

vardır. ĠĢte bu bir türlü hazmedilemiyor. 
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has 7 children. You have 1 child, do you think of having a second? […] But he 

doesn‘t think like that.  They have families of sizes 5, 7, 9, 10.
241

   

 

What I4 refers to above can also be related to the issue identified as the discourse of 

‗demographic danger‘ by Hatay (2007; 2008; see Bryant & Yakinthou 2012), in which the 

number of immigrants from Turkey is perceived to be so large that it poses a serious  threat to 

Turkish Cypriots‘ societal positions and way of life.  This is a discourse that can also be 

identified in many other immigrant receiving countries, and is used as a main rationalisation 

for anti-immigrant sentiments (see section 7.2.2).   

 

The third structural factor relating to the formation and preservation of immigrant 

communities found on the macro-level is the development of an ethnic division of labour.  

After the division in 1974, immigrants who were essential parts of state building have not 

only become elements of political restructuring but also of economic restructuring.  The 

Turkish Cypriot state on the other hand, instead of becoming an independent nation-state 

with an independent (national) economy, has become dependent on Turkey not only 

politically but also economically.  From the year 1974 onwards, close political and economic 

ties between the two countries were beginning to give shape to economic structures in the 

northern part of Cyprus especially owing to the to-date prevailing non-recognition of the 

Turkish Cypriot state by the international community except for Turkey Instead of an 

economy based on production, an economic system was created which had a swollen non-

productive civil service sector,
 242

 the survival which, in turn, largely depended on financial 
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 Ha tabi […] Türkiye‘den gelenlerin istihdamlarını söylemedik. Kıbrıs Türkü sokakta dururken 

onların devlet dairelerine aldılar. Polisin 3/4ü Türkiyelidir, hastanede çalıĢanların 3/4ü Türkiyelidir. 

Yani, devlet dairelerinde çok büyük bir yıkım var. çoğu Türkiyelidir. Yani ne oldu bu defa? Hem iĢine 

hem aĢına el koydular. […] Bu göçün [...] olumsuzluklarıdır. […]. Senin hastanenden […] 10 bin kiĢi, 

Ģimdi 100bin kiĢi yararlanır.  Ġlaç yok derler, derler, doktor yetmez, okul yetmez. Bunun sebebi bu 

değiĢimdeki dengesizliktir. Koyardın bir marjjn derdin ki hiçbir zaman Kıbrıs Türkünün nüfus olarak 

üstüne çıkmayacak. Çekerdin çizgiyi o zaman ―fifty fifty‖ olurdu. Ama bu yok Kıbrıs Türkünün 

nüfusunun 3 misli 5 misli, 7 misli, 10 misli, önünde duran yok bunun.  Açıyoruz vatandaĢlıkları iĢte. 

Bütün iĢçiler bekler. 5 sene. Adam, burada kasap var. ―5. mühürü aldım abi‖ der bana. ―E abim?‖ ―Abi 

beyazı alıyoruz Ģimdi, beĢ sene sonra vatandaĢ oluyorum‖. 7 tane de çocuk var arkasında. Senin 

çocuğun bir tanedir Allah bağıĢlasın ikinciyi düĢünür müsün? […] ama o öyle düĢünmez. 5-7-9-10‘dur 

onların nüfus. 
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 According to Lacher and Kaymak (2005), the enhancement of state‘s distributive capacities through 

the creation of many public sector jobs can be regarded as a means through which the newly created 
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aid from Turkey (Lacher & Kaymak 2005; Hatay & Bryant 2008; Trimikliniotis & Bozkurt 

2012).   

 

This type of post-division economic restructuring affected the immigrants‘ position in the 

economy, who were officially brought to the islands‘ north to build an agricultural 

workforce:  Firstly, the immigrants had often found themselves unable to make a living in a 

declining sector such as agriculture. Secondly and more importantly according to the findings 

of the in-depth interviews with immigrants, contrary to the statement made by I4 quoted 

above, many immigrants from Turkey soon found out that they were largely left outside of 

the boosting public sector, which was becoming the dominant sector of employment in 

northern Cyprus. Whereas native Turkish Cypriots had become overrepresented in the civil 

service sector, the immigrants were left out largely because of their human capital, i.e. low 

levels of education, but also because of their lack of social capital (see KurtuluĢ & Purkis 

2009; 2014). In this sense it can be argued that, what had been created was an ethnic division 

of labour, that confined immigrants from Turkey to less secure and lower paid jobs in the 

private sector.   

 

Building of an ethnic niche as an alternative way of incorporation into the economic system 

(see Cornell and Hartmann 1998), can be a solution to economic and structural discrimination 

of the immigrants in the host societies.  This is an often-encountered phenomenon at the 

presence of significant barriers of involvement in mainstream economy. According to Kaya 

(2012): 

 

[b]oth qualitative and quantitative data gathered in the Euro-Turks research 

(Kaya and Kentel, 2005 and 2007; Kaya, 2009) reveal that immigrants with 

lower educational capital and less economic resources are likely to end up in 

ethnically defined niches in the labour market, while better skilled immigrants 

are much less dependent on such niches‖. (Kaya 2012 :27)  

 

                                                                                                                                           
Turkish Cypriot state could  ―[…] derive its considerable internal legitimacy both from the increased 

security it provided to its citizens, and the material benefits it created‖ (ibid: 156).  
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Ethnic niche building experiences of the immigrants in the case of Bahçeli will be analysed at 

the meso-level in section 7.3. The following section concentrates on the cultural (i.e. 

discursive) context at the macro-level. 

 

7.2.2 The Cultural Context: The Development of a Cypriotist Culture and the 

Discrimination of Immigrants 

 

Brubaker (1998) explains that migration used as an instrument of ethic unmixing, rather than 

a heterogenizing force, does not usually bring results of social harmony.  He argues that 

migratory movements can be facilitated and regulated by using ethnicity as a ―legal myth‖.  

In the specific cases he analyses -German resettlers in Germany, ethnic Hungarians‘ return 

migration to Hungary, ethnic Russians‘ return migration to Russia, the settlement of Jews 

from the former Soviet Union to Israel- the migrants were encouraged to move to the 

destination country, due to ―ethnic affinity‖ being constructed there as a pull factor.  

Therefore as Brubaker suggests: 

 

these ethnomigrants cannot simply be considered labour migrants or 

―economic refugees‖. Labour market and other economic considerations have 

indeed often been important in their migration decisions. But unlike cases of 

conceptually ―pure‖ labour migration, ethnicity plays a crucial role in 

engendering, patterning and regulating these flows (ibid: 1049).   

 

Nevertheless, the ‗officially defined ethnicities‘ of these groups do not provide them with 

means to integration/ assimilation into the receiving society without further problems. This is 

so since, as was already stated, ethnic identities are neither primordially given nor fixed but 

rather socially constructed when two or more groups have a minimum of contact with each 

other (Eriksen 2002). This means, in turn, that ―official ethnicity‖ which refers to  ―ethnicity 

as [a] legally codified and bureaucratically administered‖ category  and ―informal ethnicity‖, 

which refers to ―ethnicity as a meaningful category organizing perception, experience and 

social relations in everyday life‖ may and do come into conflict during processes of social 

interaction (Brubaker 1998: 1051).  The case of migration from Turkey to northern Cyprus 

can, as was argued, be added to the cases analysed by Brubaker, not only because, as was 

described in chapter 5, ideas on ethnicity and nation (as a cultural factor) were involved in 
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migration generating mechanisms, but also because in this case too one can find a conflict 

between officially codified ethnic identity, informed by Turkish nationalism, which 

emphasises ethnic sameness between Turkish Cypriots and immigrants from Turkey and 

informally constructed identity perceptions of Turkish Cypriots who see significant cultural 

difference between themselves and the immigrants.  So in the northern part of Cyprus too, 

despite dominant Turkish nationalism in its state building epoch that constructed immigrant 

Turkish nationals and native Turkish Cypriots as having same ethnicity, scepticism and 

negative attitudes towards Turkish immigrants developed very soon.  According to Lacher 

and Kaymak (2005) it was the close contact between native Turkish Cypriots and the 

immigrants that gave rise to perceptions of cultural difference. They argue: 

 

Indeed both veterans of the 1974 intervention […] and additional settlers from 

Anatolia were initially embraced as liberators and brothers. But it was the 

closer contact itself that also gave rise to a perception of cultural differences 

between Turkish Cypriots and the Turkish Settlers. Though their ethnic and 

cultural identity continues to be officially proclaimed to this day, this notion is 

no longer universally shared among Turkish Cypriots. Among younger 

generations, an increasing alienation from the official construction of identity 

has set in (ibid: 155)
243

. 

 

The reflections of Turkish nationalism, which had dominated the period of Turkish Cypriots‘ 

state building, can be found in the symbolic aspects of the migration policy of the first wave. 

The political elite, which was convinced that Turkish Cypriots belonged to the Turkish nation 

represented by ‗motherland Turkey‘ presupposed that the through the partition achieved 

ethnic homogeneity would not be violated with the immigration of Turkish nationals to the 

island to form a new nation state. Thus, the Turkish nationalist immigration policy of the 

state was hallmarked with the controversial motto ― a Turk comes a Turk goes” (giden Türk 

gelen Türk) (Kızılyürek 2002), which referred to the interchangeability of emigrating Turkish 

Cypriots and immigrating Turkish nationals (Lacher & Kaymak 2005).  This was because as 

was already argued, Turkish nationalist politicians in power were assuming that the two 

groups shared the same ethnicity and nationality, so that economic, political and social 

                                                 
243

 Lacher and Kaymak (2005) explain this growing alienation among younger generations especially 

through economic-structural factors, like the diminishing distributive capacities of the Turkish Cypriot 

state, which at the same time engender a diminishing capacity for the state to contain discontent.  
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conflicts that were soon noticeable in the Turkish Cypriot society did not exist in reality but 

were constructed by a group of traitors. This can be read from DenktaĢ‘s disapproval of these 

conflicts:  

 

They are constantly fighting with Turkey, and differentiating between ―we‖ 

and ―you‖. Is there a difference? Are we not people who originate from Turkey 

too? Is blood and culture not the same thing? I have problems understanding 

the state of mind of people who do not see that (DenktaĢ quoted in Kızılyürek 

2002: 294, translated by A.T.)
244

  

 

Turkish Cypriots‘ separate nation-state building endeavours have, it seems, come to an end 

with the foundation of TRNC in 1983 (Samani 1999).  Event though the Turkish Cypriot 

power elite have claimed to have constructed an independent and sovereign state with this 

TRNC, in practice the independence of the new state was from the Greek Cypriot neighbours 

and the sovereignty was only recognized by the ―motherland‖ Turkey, from which the former 

was far from being independent.
245

  The already mentioned political and economic 

dependency of the Turkish Cypriot state on Turkey was not uniformly viewed as a problem.  

In the Turkish nationalist circles, many continued to view annexation to Turkey (Taksim) as 

the most desirable option, yet others hoped for an eventual international recognition of the 

state (Lacher & Kaymak 2005).  On the other hand, those on the political left, saw the 

policies of the right wing power holders as undesirable and unrealistic and argued that the 

existence of TRNC could only be an intermediary state of affairs, until a comprehensive 

solution would be found to the prevailing Cyprus problem, and a bi-communal and bi-zonal 

federal republic would be erected on the island.  It is in this context that the political left in 

the northern part of Cyprus emerged as an identity movement after the division (Kızılyürek 

2012). According to Erhürman (2006), it was the political left, highly discontent with the 

regime, which proposed the development of a Cypriot identity as the core cultural element of 

                                                 
244

  ―Türkiye ile sürekli olarak siz biz kavgası yapılıyor. […] Ayrılık var mi? Biz de Türkiye‘den gelen 

insanlar değimliyiz.  Kan kültür aynı değil midir? Bu noktadan baĢlamayanların halet-i ruhiyelerini 

anlamakta çok güçlük çekmekteyim― (Kızılyürek 2002: 294). 

 
245

The critics of the nationalist regime and like-minded academics often argue that the nationalist 

project of the Turkish Cypriot state has severely failed (Lacher & Kaymak 2005; Kızılyürek 2002) It 

must be noted, though that despite the fact that many people became increasingly discontent with the 

regime in TRNC (ibid.), it has not been abandoned by its proponents, who strongly support the 

preservation of the status quo through an anti-settlement attitudes towards the Cyprus problem.  
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its politics. This entailed the creation of a common Cypriot identity, which had to embrace 

the recognition of cultural resemblance of Greek and Turkish Cypriots to one another, rather 

than their cultural sameness with respective ―motherlands‖. Such common cultural and ethnic 

identity would serve as an important force to enable the political reunification of Cyprus, 

under the roof of a federal state. This identity project also entailed the endeavour to break 

away from the Turkish nationalism which prevailed in the processes leading to partition.  

Yet, this identity project with the main purpose of recreation of unity and peace among Greek 

and Turkish Cypriots, according to Erhürman (2006), also aimed at the preservation of the 

political will of Turkish Cypriots, which was perceived to be diminishing in the face of 

increased incorporation of alien elements into the Turkish Cypriot society. Those alien 

elements were identified as immigrants from mainland Turkey, who acquired citizenship in 

ever growing numbers,
 246

  and were voting for right-wing parties (that had brought them) 

which represented the status quo and the continuation of Turkish nationalism (ibid: 93-94). 

Immigrants from Turkey as a homogeneous group of Türkiyeliler were thus identified by the 

political left as a hindrance to Turkish Cypriots‘ true political will. According to I2, a middle-

ranking policy implementer of the period, left wing parties believed that the Türkiyeli votes 

were being manipulated by the ruling right wing, for political advantage:   

 

These people had not yet joined politics, in that period. Later, when they 

gradually joined politics, they began to act and to vote in groups. There was a 

Türkiyeli vote so to speak.  Some political parties have reacted by saying that 

the votes of these people who were brought and settled from Turkey were 

being manipulated.
247

 

 

According to I4, Turkish Cypriots were deceived by the ruling class into accepting the 

immigration of Turkish nationals, on the grounds that these were being brought fill the empty 

villages, as a workforce. Yet, he argues, the real reason for the government of that period to 

bring immigrants was political. What I4 explains can be read as an example to the activation 
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 According to Bryant and Yakinthou (2012) 25% of citizens with voting rights are of Turkish 

immigrant origin (ibid: 28).   

 
247

 Daha siyasete katılmadıydı bu kesim, o dönemde daha siyasete katılmadıydı. Daha sonra, iĢte 

yavaĢ yavaĢ siyasete katılmaya baĢlayınca bu defa iĢte onlar blok halinde hareket etmeye baĢladılar, 

önce Türkiyeli oy Ģeklinde. Bazı siyasi partilerde iĢte bu Türkiye‘den gelen ve yerleĢtirilen 

göçmenlerin oyları manipüle edildi, edilecek, ediliyor gibi tepkiler oluĢtu.  
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of ethnicity under circumstances of competition over scarce resources, which may develop 

when groups come into close contact with each other in uncertain political, economic and 

social contexts, rather than ‗an ethnic conflict‘ which was naturally given: 

 

People were deceived into accepting this labour force. […] Why?  They 

thought, the villages are empty anyway. They could see easily, they are empty. 

When travelling from one place to another, say someone wants to get to 

Famagusta, everywhere is empty.  They were not disturbed when someone was 

settled there. What if Greek Cypriots came back […]. There was fanaticism 

[nationalism] in that period. It was right after the Greek and Turkish armed 

clashes. Even the most communist was ok with it [bringing immigrants]. There 

was war, there was death. Someone from his relatives or a relative of his 

relatives was killed. Therefore the left wing was weak. They had found their 

weak side.  These villages were empty. They knew that the people who were 

being settled in the villages came from Turkey too. There is always a brain 

wash in things like this. They told people the reasons underlying these 

migrations over and over. Moreover, all people made some money out of it. 

Some were employed as civil servants. Some grocery shop owners started 

selling more. Some merchants started making more money. All of these had 

made people agree.  Nobody would sit down and talk about immigrants from 

Turkey coming and settling here. These things all came to light a lot later, 

when properties, the value of which got higher, were being sold and they left 

after selling. Moreover, the politicians.  As far as RTP is considered, they 

knew that it was because of these people that NUP came to power with more 

votes each time. Everybody knew. People supporting RTP were there. We 

knew who we were, we could count each other, 15, 20, 50, 100 […]. We were 

the only ones from the younger generation, there was no one else. It was us and 

our families. We would get 20% they would get 80%. It was when people 

realised that the demography was changing, and that the immigrants had joined 

the circles of NUP which distributed, properties and benefits, that they started 

worrying. Think about it, how many years it took us to come to power, after 

1974.
248
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 Aldatıldı toplum ve bu iĢ gücünü kabul etti. […] Neden? Nasıl olsa köyler boĢ. Bakar görür herkes 

bunu çıplak gözle baktığında insanlar, boĢ. Çıkar bir yerden bir yere gitsin örneğin Mağusa‘ya gitsin 

her yer boĢ. Oraya biri oturduğunda rahatsız olman. Rum da gelse […]. O zaman fanatizm vardı. Rum 

Türk kavgasının hemen sonrası, savaĢın hemen sonrasıydı. En komünist bile bunu kanıksadıydı. SavaĢ 

vardı, ölüm vardı. Yakını veya yakınının yakını ölmüĢtü. Haliyle  sol yumuĢadıydı. YumuĢak karnına 

basmıĢtı artık. Bu köyler boĢtu. Bu köylere yerleĢecek olan insanların nerden geldiğini, Türkiye‘den 

geldiğini de biliyordu. Beyin yıkanır böyle Ģeylerde. Göçün nedenleri sürekli anlatılırdı. Zaten bütün 

insanlar bundan ekmek yerdi. Yeni memur olmaya baĢlamıĢtı bir kısmı. Bir kısmı bakkal daha fazla 

çalıĢmaya baĢladı. Bir kısım esnaf daha fazla para kazanmaya baĢladı. Tüm bunlar insanların 

kanıksamasını sağladı. KonuĢulmazdı da, kimse oturup Türkiyeliler geldi yerleĢti demezdi. Çok sonra 

elden gittiğini bu toprağın bu malın el değiĢtirdiğini, mal kıymetlenip de satılıp kaçmalardan sonra 

bunlar ortaya çıkmaya baĢladı. Daha sonra politikacılar. CTP‘ye baktığımızda UBP‘nin sürekli oy 

artırıp da hükümetlere gelmesinin altındaki gerçeğin bu insanlardan olduğunu biliyorlardı. Herkes 

bilirdi. CTP‘li insanlar da belliydi. Biz kendimizi bilirdik, sayardık. ĠĢte 15, 20, 50 100 [...]. Genç 
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Similarly O3, an opposition politician active in politics during the period, explains in the 

following excerpt how immigrants votes were being manipulated for political advantage. 

According to him the main right wing political party NUP
249

 had distributed property and 

kept the issue of title deeds unsolved as a means to ensure its political domination. Initially, 

although immigrants were allocated houses and plots of land, they were not issued title deeds, 

so that for a longer period of time the promise of title deeds was used by the ruling right-wing 

party so as to gain votes from the immigrants:    

 

People were not issued title deeds. Why? […] The issue of title deeds had 

always been neglected. The [property] law was adopted in 1977 after the 1976 

elections. For the elections in 1981 NUP's main slogan was: "We will issue 

title deeds". In 1985 elections they used the slogan again: "We will issue title 

deeds" and in 1990 once again: "We will issue title deeds". Therefore, they 

established this mechanism by suspending the issuing of title deeds […] after 

the adoption of the property law […] in 1977 this whole battle continued until 

1990. This [title deeds issue] had been the main issue. […] In 81, 85 and 90 

general elections NUP‘s campaigns were based on the slogan "we will issue 

tittle deeds
250

 

 

Under these circumstances, for the Turkish Cypriot left, the opposition to  the methods of the 

political right entailed, the almost categorical opposition to the presence of immigrants. This 

was present in the oral history interview conducted by O2, a left-wing opposition politician 

who was active in the period. According to this interviewee the opposition was not directed 

to the immigrants as individuals but to the politics of Turkey (and its collaborators in 

                                                                                                                                           
nüfustan bizlerdik baĢka yoktu ki. Biz ve ailelerimiz. […] Biz alırdık %20 o alırdı %80. ĠĢte bu 

demografik yapının değiĢtiğini artık insanlar sezmeye baĢlayınca politikada onların, mal dağıtan, mülk 

dağıtan ve menfaat sağlayan UBP tabanının altında yerleĢmeleri bizi, yani muhalefet dediğimiz 

insanları, tedirgin etmeye baĢladı. E kaç sene sonra geldik biz hükümete, 1974‘ten sonra, ne zaman 

[…]
248
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 National Unity Party (NUP) was the largest political party originally affiliated with DenktaĢ 

especially during state building; and was the longest ruling political party in the Turkish Cypriot state 

history.  

 
250

 Koçan verilmedi, neden verilmedi? [...]. Bu koçan iĢi hep savsaklandı. 76 seçimleri bitti, iĢte bu 

yasa geçti 77‘de, 81 seçimlerinde UBP‘nin ana sloganı ‗Koçan vereceğiz‘ oldu. 85‘te gene ‗Koçan 

vereceğiz‘, 90‘da gene ‗Koçan vereceğiz‘. Dolayısıyla bunu askıda tutarak [...] Bu 77 ĠTEM yasası 

geçtikten sonra 1990‘a kadar süren kavgaydı bu, hep buydu konu. […] 81, 85 ve 90 seçimlerinde 

UBP‘nin sloganı hep ‗koçan vereceğiz‘ üzerine oluĢtu. 
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northern Cyprus) since he believes that the migration policy is part of a wider policy of 

annexation to Turkey. As he puts it: 

 

These people are here in the end, it is not right to treat them differently. But I 

am against this policy of bringing and settling people, a population, here 

because it was the policy of Turkey.  I am against that politics. I am sure many 

of our friends think of it this way.  [But] there are also friends of ours who say 

―well this is racism‖. But there is also this side to it: we are losing this country, 

Turkish Cypriots are becoming subordinate, they are becoming second-class 

citizens. In any case, this side of the issue is still continuing today and being 

supported by other types of politics. There are many things. We have lost our 

hands, now we will lose our arms and much more.  Our prime minister was in 

Turkey. Why? Because he wants to ask for money. Why does he ask for 

money? To give it to people who do not have a right to it [deserve]!.  To give it 

to people who are not entitled! It has always been like that in Cyprus. 

Unfortunately, we have always given an opportunity to the realisation of some 

plans which were made by some circles in Turkey. 
251

 

 

Yet to blame the political left in the creation of the ―other‖ image for the immigrants is way 

too simplistic. It can be argued leaning on Erhürman (2006) once again, that the Turkish 

Cypriot bourgeoisie, which represented Turkish nationalism, too was involved in this 

process. Then although it had embraced Turkish immigrants as part of its Turkish nationalist 

political ideology, these had in reality approached the immigrants with a ―distant sympathy‖. 

For them the latter fulfilled some essential roles: they provided cheap labour to the 

bourgeoisie, helped to create links to the economy of Turkish mainland and ensured the 

political domination of this class (ibid: 96). Their relationship was therefore grounded upon 

utilitarian reasons rather than emotional motivations.  As a result, immigrants from Turkey 

were constructed mainly as a political category. Whereas the right wing ruling classes 
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 Ġnsanlar neticede gelmiĢler bu memlekete, onlara farklı davranmak da pek hoĢ bir tavır değildir 

belki de. Ama ben buna daha çok buraya insan yerleĢtirmek, nüfus yerleĢtirmek, Türkiye‘nin politikası 

olduğu için karĢıyım. O politikaya karĢıyım. Birçok arkadaĢımız da eminim böyle düĢünmüĢtür. […] 

―bu ırkçılık olur‖ diyen arkadaĢlarımız da vardır. Ġyi ama bunun bir de, bu ülkenin elimizden gitmesi, 

Kıbrıslı Türklerin bastırılması, ikinci derece vatandaĢlığa iletilmesi konusu da oradadır. Nitekim bugün 

iĢin o yönü halen daha baĢka politikalarla da desteklenerek devam etmektedir. Yani birçok Ģeyle. Artık 

bir kere elimizi kaptırdık, kolumuzu bırak daha çok Ģeyler gitmektedir bu dönemlerde özellikle. 

BaĢbakanımız Türkiye‘deydi. Niçin acaba diye düĢündüğünüzde, para istemeye tabi ki. Ama neden 

para istemeye? Hiç de hakkı olmayan insanlara vermek için! Hakkı olmayan insanlara vermek için! Bu 

hep böyle olmuĢtur Kıbrıs‘ta. Sürekli olarak Türkiye‘nin belli çevrelerde planlanmıĢ hareketlerine biz 

de maalesef çanak tuttuk ve fırsat verdik. 
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regarded them as a means for the continuance of their power, the Turkish Cypriot left was 

less sympathetic arguing they constituted a voting reservoir for the representatives of status-

quo and a hindrance to the realisation of true political will of Turkish Cypriots; and the 

international community as well as the Greek Cypriot side defined them as ―settlers‖ which 

had been sent by Turkey in order to ensure the prevalence of its authority and domination in 

the island in the long run
252

.  

 

Under these circumstances the discourse of Cypriotism
253

, which was being constructed as a 

reaction to Turkish nationalism and the dubious politics of the political right, as well as a 

means to achieve a solution to Cyprus problem which would be the most effective way to 

eliminate the status quo, swiftly acquired a new nationalist face: Whereas the Turkish-

nationalist policies of the state building era were constructing an ethnic Turkish identity for 

Turkish Cypriots which had excluded Greek Cypriots as its ―others‖, the new others of 

Turkish Cypriots were, within the Cypriotist discourse, Turkish nationals in general and 

immigrants from Turkey in particular (Hamit 2008).  
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 Nick Kounoupias, the coordinator of an England based Greek Cypriot Lobby argues that Turkish 

immigrants ―have been deliberately sent to Cyprus by Turkey in an attempt to change permanently the 

demographic composition of the island in a classic attempt at ethnic engineering‖ (Borowiec, 2000: 

157-158).  Due to the position of the Greek Cypriot government in the international political arena and 

the unrecognised status of the Turkish Cypriot state, this view finds considerable support in the 

international community. 

 
253

 According to Bryant and Yakinthou (2012) there are two interrelated discourses which can be 

argued to be wide-spread in the Turkish Cypriot community in relation to the construction immigrants 

from Turkey as Turkish Cypriots‘ ‗others‘.  These two discourses are the ―discourse of demographic 

danger‖ and the ―discourse of cultural erosion‖ (Bryant & Yakinthou 2012: 27-32).  The first one is 

related to an anxiety, widespread in the Turkish Cypriot society, in which immigrants from Turkey are 

deemed to be too numerous, even outnumbering the indigenous population, so that they pose a 

―population problem‖. (ibid; Hatay 2007)
253

  The second one is, on the other hand, related to the 

perception that immigrants pose ―threat to Turkish Cypriots‘ way of life‖ (ibid). As Bryant and 

Yakinthou (2012) put it, ―for most Turkish Cypriots today, […] ‗population‘ is a top of their list of 

both social and economy problems, as well as one of the main sources of tension with the Turkish 

government and Turkish Republic‖ (ibid: 28).  Moreover, within these discourses Turkish Cypriots 

perceive a threat to their local culture by the growing number of immigrants, which are identified as 

the actors of Turkey‘s Turkification policy (and more recently in relation to AKP government, a policy 

of Islamisation) towards the island‘s north (ibid). This also gives rise to what the authors call ―[…] an 

explosion of local culture, with television shows that emphasize the Cypriot traditional village culture; 

a new market  in Cypriot traditional food, music and folk dance; and new ‗traditional‘ festivals 

celebrating everything from local tulips to wild artichokes‖ (ibid: 29-30).   

 



 

269 

In the Cypriotist rhetoric, while Turkish Cypriots were attributed a distinctive ―national 

character‖ through the process of ―positive stereotyping‖ (Pickering 2001:95) the ―others‖, 

that is the immigrants from Turkey were deprived of those positive characteristics and 

attributed, through negative stereotyping, undesirable negative features.  Thus according to 

Erhürman (2006) this discourse constructed ―the ones coming from the outside [the 

immigrants from Turkey in general] [ … as] people who lived in houses and under conditions 

that we would never live, dressed the way we did not dress, talk in a way we would not talk, 

live in a way we did not live, would insult women, harass them, rape them, steal and rob‖ 

(ibid: 98, translated by A.T.)
254

 In popular discourses the exclusion of Turkish nationals is 

expressed linguistically by referring to the immigrants with degrading names such as 

garasakal, gaco and fica (black beards, gaco and seaweeds). Moreover, negative stereotyping 

was not only carried out on inter-personal level, but also through the press (ġahin 2008) and 

collective organisations like trade unions, civil society organisations as well as political 

parties. 

 

7.3 Meso and Micro-Level Mechanisms in Ethnic Community Formation 

 

Immigrant communities are agentially constructed within structural and cultural contexts, 

which as was explained in the previous sections, limit immigrants‘ incorporation into the 

mainstream society.  Communities are, at the same time, sources of social capital, which 

allow immigrants alternative ways of social action and an alternative ―pathway of 

incorporation‖ into the host society (see Glick-Schiller et al. 2004).  In this line of thought 

this section will regard the reflections of the, at the macro-level identified issues on the meso 

and micro-levels in regards to immigrants‘ community building and preservation. 

 

As was argued migrant community formation, may be regarded as a reaction to structural 

exclusion and discrimination by dominant groups (see Kaya 2012). Dense social and 

economic networks of support and cooperation may be formed among immigrants, usually of 

same origin, so as to counteract various kinds of social exclusion, discrimination and 
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„DıĢarıdan gelenler, bizim yaĢamayı uygun görmediğimiz evlerde, hiç yaĢayamayacağımız 

koĢullarda yaĢayan, bizim gibi giyinmeyen, bizim gibi konuĢmayan, bizim gibi yaĢamayan, kadınlara 

laf atan, onları taciz eden, onlara tecavüz eden, çalan çırpan, soyan soğana çevirenlerdi‖. 
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othering. Migrant communities may be formed, due to various reasons linked to immigrants‘ 

spatial segregation; their political discrimination; by processes of ethnic ―enclavement‖, in 

which sectorial and otherwise economic niches are formed as ways of incorporation in the 

larger economy due to economic discrimination and exclusion; and due to social 

discrimination by dominant native groups, and states. Immigrant communities are also built 

and reinforced in so far as immigrants are simultaneously incorporated into more than one 

society. In other words, the presence of immigrants‘ transnational ties, their transnational 

―ways of being‖ as well as ―ways of belonging‖ (Levitt & Glick-Schiller) are also factors that 

affect their community makings. The latter is, as was argued, linked to immigrants‘ conscious 

identification with the place of origin (ibid). Against this background, immigrant 

communities may be linked to all three dimensions of agency; practical-evaluative; 

iterational/habitual and projective. The following discusses immigrant community formation 

within this framework. Immigrants‘ community formation and reinforcement regarding the 

case of Bahçeli will be analysed with regards to all three agency dimensions as well as 

regarding three main themes of focus: immigrants experiences of exclusion and othering 

(Section 7.3.1); transnationalism (Section 7.3.2) and identification (Section 7.3.3). 

 

7.3.1 Immigrants’ Experiences of Exclusion and Othering 

 

Literature suggests that ethnic community formation by immigrants may be motivated by 

their experiences of discrimination, exclusion and othering in the receiving society. In this 

respect, the structures of exclusion, identified at the macro-level, can be argued to be 

reflected at the meso and the micro-levels. Based on the data collected in field research, the 

experiences of Bahçeli villagers of exclusion and othering can be put into four categories: 

experiences of spatial segregation and discrimination by the state, their experiences of 

economic exclusion (i.e. exclusion from the Cypriot way of employment), their political 

discrimination within the discourse of Cyprus conflict, and their experiences of exclusion and 

othering in everyday relations with the native population.   
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7.3.1.1 Spatial Segregation  

 

Regarding spatial segregation, informal conversations as well as semi-structured in-depth 

interviews have revealed that many of the immigrants living in Bahçeli village, were rather 

discontent about what they saw as living in a segregated locality. MM5 (41, male) a second-

generation villager with parents who immigrated from Mersin regards the community‘s 

segregation as rather involuntary. His narration is also important as it implies that women 

were disproportionally affected through this segregation:  

 

 

Our village for instance [Bahçeli], and also villages like Kaplıca, 

Sadrazamköy, Kayalar remained introverted. Because people from the same 

place of origin came to the same place [in Cyprus], and so they couldn‘t have 

relationships with the outside. Our village was like that too. Before this road, 

people in the village were truly disadvantaged, they had no connections to the 

outside.  There was neither a bus to Kyrenia or anything else, nor did people 

have cars. They were like trapped in the village, you see.  They would go to 

Esentepe at the most. People from Kaplıca village, from Mersinlik village are 

in a similar situation, they also came from the same origin.  They had come 

together from same place and were placed in a rural place […]. They didn‘t 

mix with others. They couldn‘t mix with others.  Was it not for Esentepe, we 

wouldn‘t mix at all, I reckon. At least Esentepe was a mixed village and was 

close to us. We went to school there, and got to know few other people. 

Otherwise where could you have gone from Bahçeli? You had no car, there 

was no road. Where could the people go? They only saw one another in the 

village. There was nothing else for them. Through truck driving it was only the 

men of the village that could go outside, the women were never out of the 

village.
255
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 Mesela bizim köy gibi [Bahçeli köyü], Kaplıca gibi, Sadrazamköy gibi, Kayalar köyü gibi köyler 

biraz daha içine kapanık kaldı. Çünkü hep ayni bölgenin insanları ayni yere geldiler ve ister istemez 

dıĢarıya açılamadılar. Bizim köy de öyleydi. Bu yoldan önce, gerçekten köydeki insanlar çok mağdur 

durumdaydı hiç dıĢarıyla bağlantıları yoktu. Girne‘ye gelmek için ne otobüsü vardı, ne bir Ģey vardı, 

ne insanların arabası vardı. Köyde esir kalmıĢ insanlardı yani. En fazla gittikleri Esentepe‘ydi. Onsan 

sonra bizim o taraftan Kaplıca köyü, bilmem Mersinlik köyü onlar da ayni bölgenin insanları içine 

kapalı insanlar. Ayni bölgeden gelmiĢler ve bir de Kıbrıs‘ın kırsal bölgesine gitmiĢler [...] 

KarıĢamadılar. Tabii ki karıĢamadılar. Esentepe olmasaydı biz hiç karıĢamazdık herhalde. Esentepe en 

azından karmaydı bize yakındı. Orda okuduk biraz daha çevre edindik. Yoksa Bahçeli‘den nereye 

gideceksin ki, araba yok, yol yok. Ġnsanlar nereye gidecek, hep bir birini görüyorlar. BaĢka bir Ģey 

gördükleri yoktu. Bir de iĢte tırcılık yaptıkları zaman sadece köyün erkekleri dıĢarıya açılıyordu yoksa 

kadınları zaten köyden dıĢarı çıkmıyordu.  
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The narration of TM6 (37, male) who‘s grandparents and parents had immigrated from 

Trabzon is also illustrative. This interviewee too links spatial segregation to isolation from 

other (ethnic) groups/communities and argues that spatial segregation had prevented inter-

group socialisation and promoted the prevalence of (cultural) difference: 

 

We live here in a place of deprivation. We are far away from everything. There 

are no social activities. We live at such a distance. We are only among 

ourselves, there are no other groups among us. A child living in a farm, in a 

village is different; you are different from him/her. For instance, the child of 

my sister goes to Kyrenia American Collage. She is the same age as my 

daughter. When I bring them together, I notice the difference straight away.
256

  

 

TW1 (62, female, 1. generation Trabzon) explains the hardship the community had 

encountered due to spatial characteristics of the village like its distance from the centre. As 

she explains it was the spatial isolation and remoteness of the village, which furthered the 

community‘s predicament. 

 

[…] you had no car, you had nothing. There was only one car in the whole 

village. Then you had to go to Nicosia from here. We got up at 4 in the 

morning and travelled to Tatlısu. There was a bus from there.  To get that bus 

we had to walk to the main road on the coast. Had we found a car [ through 

hitch hiking], we would drive in that car [to Tatlısu].
257

  

 

On the other hand it is also possible to find elements of voluntariness, and even active 

agential role of the immigrants themselves in spatial separation during the initial stage of 

immigration. In this respect it was revealed during field research that whether or not the 

Trabzon community chose willingly to settle in Bahçeli village, they chose to settle as a 

community and in so doing they sought to prevent the mixing of their community with 

others. They had seen it as an advantage to be settled in the village of Bahçeli, after viewing 

some other options, since they could remain in this village on their own, rather than in close 
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 Burada biz mahrumiyet bölgesindeyiz. Her konudan uzağız. Sosyal aktivite sıfır. Uzaksın. Ġçinde 

bir yabancı topluluk yok. Hep biz kendi içimizde kavrulduğumuz için... Mandırada yaĢayan bir 

çocukla köyde yaĢayan, fark ne kadarsa senin bununla yaĢadığın fark da o kadardır. Bugün mesela kız 

kardeĢimin çocuğu Girne Amerikan Kolejinde okuyor. Kızımla yaĢıttırlar. Ben onları yan yana 

getirdiğimde direk farklılığı hissediyorum.  

 
257

 [...] araban yok, bir Ģey yok. Köyde bir tek bir araba var. E buradan kalkıp LefkoĢa‘ya gideceksin. 

Buradan sabahın 4‘ünde giderdik Tatlısu‘ya. Orda bir otobüs vardı, kalkardı. Ona binmek için yola 

inerdik da deniz kenarına . Bulursak aktarmalı araba öyle giderdik.  
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contact with native Turkish Cypriots, or other migrant groups. TM3 (54, male 1. generation 

Trabzon) describes in the following the process of settlement decision in the village. He 

argues, that the prospect of being in a village without any other group (immigrant or native) 

was an important criterion, which was effective in the settlement decision made by 

community leaders.  

 

We came to the village, but of course it was a place which had just came out of 

war. As we were on the way, at Akatu, the children and the women started 

shouting. They were shouting and all that.  Well it was a place that had just got 

out of war, you see. [… ] There was fear and nervousness. Anyway, we arrived 

in the village, we got out, it was the 8
th
 month, it was apricot harvest time, […] 

no the fifth month, yes it was the fifth month. Anyway, they went here and 

there, ―No we don‘t want this village!‖ […] We returned to the guest house in 

Famagusta. Then they gave 2-3 limousine taxis, Mercedeses to those 30-35 

year olds. They told the drivers ―drive them around Cyprus‖. […] Then when 

that group saw the plain they said, ―no we definitely don‘t want the plain‖, so 

they didn‘t go there.  They came to this area, saw Çatalköy, Esentepe, Bahçeli, 

and the places around here.  One of these people was my brother, another one 

was the son of my uncle, few from the Çebi group, the older ones.  Then my 

father said, ―we will stay here, in this village, we can do livestock breeding 

here‖. Most of the people who came from Turkey, knew livestock breeding.  

―You can do stockbreeding, there are trees, there is agriculture and most 

importantly there is water here‖ he said. […] ―There is the sea, we are on the 

coast‖. He said, ―we stay here, we stay; when we don‘t stay here, the deal is 

off‖. They said ok, so we came back to the village.  There was also this: In 

Esentepe and Çatalköy, there were people from the southern side [Turkish 

Cypriot refugees], we didn‘t want live together with them.  Here, the whole 

village belonged to us, there were no strangers, we would be among ourselves. 

This was what they preferred.
258
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 Geldik köye ama biz tabi, harpten çıkmıĢ bir yer, gelirken o Akatu boğazında filan bizimkiler, çoluk 

çocuklar baĢladı bağırmaya, hanımlar bağırıyor. Bağırıyorlar, Ģey ediyorlar. Bir yerde yani harpten 

çıkan bir yer iĢte. [...] Korku, tedirginlik. Neyse köye geldik, indik köye, sekizinci ayda, kayısı zamanı 

iste, [...] yok biz beĢinci ayda, evet beĢinci ayda geldik biz. […] Neyse o yan, bu yan, dediler ―Yok, 

istemiyoruz burayı, köyü!‖[...] Tekrar yurda döndük, Magusa‘ya. Ondan sonra o eski limuzin taksiler 

vardı burada, Mersedesler, onlardan 2-3 tane verdiler bu 30-35 yaĢlarında olanlara. ġoförlere dediler ki 

―bunlara Kıbrıs‘ı gezdirin‖ dediler. [...]  Bizimkiler ovayı gördükleri zaman ‗Ova yok, ova olmaz 

kesinlikle‘, oraya gitmediler. Geldiler bu bölgeyi gezdiler, Çatalköy‘ü gezdiler, Esentepe‘yi gezdiler, 

Bahçeli‘yi Mahçeli‘yi her tarafı gezdiler. [...] bir tanesi benim ağabeyimdi, biri amcamın oğlu, 

Çebilerden bir kaç kiĢi […], büyükler yani. Babam da dedi ki ―Biz burada kalacağız, köyde. Burada 

hayvancılık var.‖ Oradan gelen insanların çoğu, hepsi hayvancılığı biliyordu. ―Hayvancılık var, ağaç 

var, tarım var. Hepsinden önemli su var, su akıyor‖ dedi. […]. ‗Deniz var, denizin yanındayız‖. Dedi 

―biz burada kalırsak, burada kalırız eğer burada kalamazsak, bu iĢ bozulur‖. ―Tamam‖ dediler. Tekrar 

geldik, aynı köye indik. Birde Ģey var, Esentepe, Çatalköy‘de güneyden gelenler var, iç içe de olmak 

istemedik. Bir köy hepimizin yani, burada hiç yabancı yok, kendi kendimize burada kalacağız. 

Tercihleri öyle oldu. 
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The above statement shows that the Bahçeli immigrants did consciously try to keep the 

integrity of the community and avoid heterogenization. The Bahçeli village can be argued in 

this sense to have provided the immigrants with a sense of security against the unknown. The 

incoming groups of immigrants were interested in keeping their community character intact 

that, as was already described (Chapter 4), they not only refrained from mixing with the 

indigenous population, but also played their part in the expulsion of the Çebi group, which 

too was from the same district in Trabzon. Interviews with pioneer migrants have revealed 

that these had even demolished some of the houses, which remained vacant so as to prevent 

the settlement of other groups in the village (interviews with TM1, TM2, TM3).  

 

In the following dialogue, TM3 further explains about the settlement of the Ayvadere (Aho) 

community in Bahçeli village in detail. In his opinion, the arrival and the settlement of the 

Mersin group after the relocation of the Çebi group from the village was tolerated by their 

community leader due to perceived advantage of having them.  Otherwise, the interviewee 

underlined, the community (the community leader) did not wish to have anybody else in the 

village and so, demolished vacant houses so as to prevent the settlement of other people in 

the village.  

 

TM3: ―My father accepted seven families from Mersin. My father wanted to 

have them.‖ 

Researcher: ―Were there people in the village who didn‘t want the Mersin 

group among themselves?‖  

TM3: ―Nobody could not to want someone that my father wanted.‖ 

Researcher: ―Why did your father want them [in the village]?‖ 

TM3: ―They had come from a similar place. […] Our trees are different. We 

didn‘t know what olive trees were, what carobs were, barley and wheat 

agriculture was done a long time ago. We didn‘t know this type of agriculture 

at all.  My father said: ―These people know these things, they are only seven 

families anyway, let us have them among us.‖ And they really had the know-

how.  ―They at least knew the climate of this place, and the thing, so let them 

stay in the village‖ [he said]. They moved to the village like that, otherwise, 

had my father said no, no one could come. Think about it, this village used 

have 150 houses. My father had all of those old houses demolished.‖ 

Researcher: ―Why?‖ 
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TM3: ―So that nobody could come and settle. He had them all demolished, 

those old houses.‖
259

 

 

All-migrant spaces, like the Bahçeli village, are causally related to immigrants‘ separate 

community building. Yet, although spatial segregation is often seen as undermining 

immigrants‘ integration into the society, as the arguments above demonstrate, these may 

alternatively be understood, by the immigrants, as mediating the alienating experience of 

migration and the related feeling of ―loss of home‖. Thus all migrant spaces, may provide a 

sense of integrity and wholeness to the immigrants.   

 

On the other hand immigrants‘ community building cannot be only tied to spatial segregation 

and isolation of the village (which is argued to be partly due to immigrants own endeavours), 

but also to further social, political and economic exclusion which can only be indirectly tied 

to living in a remote village.  First generation immigrants with whom informal conversations 

and theory-laden in-depth interviews were conducted have narrated their experiences of 

settlement in the village with an emphasis on the hardships they encountered and underlined 

their feelings of exclusion and deprivation through living in a village. MM4 (57, male) a first 

generation immigrant from Mersin states this disappointment as follows:  

 

I didn‘t know what Cyprus was […]. I was disappointed when I came, I mean 

when I saw Cyprus. Why? Because, for instance I had not experienced village 

life before.  Because of my father‘s occupation who was an imam, I had lived 

in the city. To tell you the truth I didn‘t know how to grow tomatoes.  I came 

from a busy city. I came to a place like a Mexican town,  where at 10 o‘clock 
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 TM3: ―Mersin‘[den], sonra babam aldı yedi aile. Babam istedi onları.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Köyde ilk istemeyen oldu mu Mersinlileri?‖ 

TM3: ―Babamın istediğini kimsenin istememe Ģansı yoktu.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Niçin istedi babanız?‖ 

TM3: ―Onlar bu civardan geldiler. […] Bizim oradaki ağaçlar farklı. Biz zeytinin ne olduğunu 

bilmiyoruz, harnubun ne olduğunu bilmiyoruz, arpa, buğdayı çok eskilerden. Bu tarımın Ģeyini hiç 

bilmiyoruz biz. Dedi babam ki ‗Bunlar bu iĢi biliyorlar, bunlar yedi aile zaten, bunları alalım buraya 

da..‘ Gerçekten de biliyorlardı yani. En azından buranın hem iklimini biliyorlar hem Ģeyini, bunlar 

kalsınlar köyde. O Ģekilde onlar yerleĢti yoksa kimse gelemezdi, babam yok dediyse yok. Zaten düĢün 

ki bizim köy o zaman 150 hane filandı. Hepsini babam yıktırdı, o eski evlerin hepsini yıktırdı.‖ 

Araştırmacı: ―Neden?‖ 

TM3: ―BaĢkaları gelmesin diye. Tabii, hepsini yıktırdı onların, o eski evlerin.‖  
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[…] everyone goes to their houses. When I came I noticed that we were 

deprived of many things.
260

  

 

MM4 was a town dweller before migrating to Cyprus. Yet within the framework of the 

immigration policy of the first wave, he was settled in a rural place. However, this 

disappointment was also uttered by those who came from the rural places in Turkey, 

especially by women, who were encouraged to take up the movement with exaggerated 

promises about the modern everyday life in the northern part of Cyprus (see Chapter 6). 

Many women narrated that their feelings of deprivation upon migration. TW1‘s (62, female) 

narrative is illustrative: 

 

They said there is furniture and goods in the houses. They said ―you will not 

need anything else‖. But we came and saw that there was nothing. […] What a 

scene. There was not even a chair.  There was a house down there in a bad 

condition, I had moved in there, for a month […], I had brought a bed.  I only 

had one daughter then. I only had one child. We were three people, my 

husband, me and the child. The government gave support in accordance with 

the number of people in the household, say with regards to the number of 

children in the household. One bed, three plates, three forks, spoons. One rug, 

one double bed, one single bed. Three wooden things. [We were] like 

migrants, really like migrants. But what had they promised us.
261

 

 

As it turned out, immigration and settlement in Bahçeli entailed, a continuation of socio-

spatial discrimination and exclusion from socio-economic resources. Socio-spatial 

discrimination was a general theme encountered throughout the fieldwork carried out in the 

village, expressed both by Trabzon and Mersin immigrants as well as first and second 

generations. TM4 (56, female) a first generation Trabzon immigrant complained in this 
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 Bilmiyorum ki ben Kıbrıs neydi. [...]Ben gelirken hayal kırıklığına uğradım yani Kıbrıs‘ı gördüğüm 

zaman. Neden? Mesela ben köy hayatı pek görmedim. Babamın mesleğinden dolayı, o da imamdı 

Ģehirlerde yaĢadım. Domatesin nasıl yetiĢtiğini doğrusu bilmiyordum. Kalabalık bir Ģehirden geldim. 

Geldim, […] saat 10 olduğu zaman, Meksika kasabalarına benzer, Harran ovası gibi bir sıcak çöker 

herkes evine çekilir. E geldim birçok Ģeyden mahrum olduğumuzu gördüm.  

 
261

 Hani, ―evde eĢyalar var‖ dediler. ―Hiçbir Ģeye ihtiyacınız yok‖ dediler. Ama geldik ki hiçbir Ģey 

yok. Ama ne biçim [...] Hiçbir sandalye dahi yoktu. Ben Ģu aĢağıda bir ev vardı kötü, ona yerleĢtim 

ama, bir ay […], böyle bir kat yatak getirmiĢtim. O zaman sadece bir kızım vardı. Bir çocuğum vardı 

yani. Üç kiĢiydik; adam, ben bir de çocuk. Devlet ne kadar nüfusun varsa ona göre yardım yapıyordu. 

Çocuk sayısına göre diyelim. Bir kat yatak, üç tane tabak, üç tane çatal, kaĢık. Öyle.  Bir tane kilim, bir 

çift kiĢilik bir tek kiĢilik karyola. Üç tane öyle tahtadan Ģey. Göçmen yani bayağı bir göçmen yani. 

Ama bize nasıl söylemiĢlerdi. 
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regard not only about the village‘s socio-spatial isolation but also about the governments‘ 

lack of services to the village, saying:  ―Look, we are in this village since 75. Have you seen 

anything that the state had done in this village? For god‘s sake please tell me. Was it 

supposed to be this way?.
262

 

 

Similarly TM6, quoted above also narrated his discontent with the social conditions in the 

village, referring to his dialogue with a Turkish Cypriot politician as follows: ―[I said] ‗I am a 

Cypriot brother. This is my village. There is such a village in Cyprus‖‘ […] I said ‗I live in a 

place of deprivation. You are making me live under primitive conditions. Is it ok that no one 

comes here?‘‖
263

 

 

The villagers discussed many issues regarding discrimination by the state, like not having up-

to-date infrastructure and other services in the village. Among the many issues, not having a 

landline system in the village was a commonly perceived problem. The quotation below is 

from in-depth interview with MM3, (51, male, 1. generation Mersin), who came to the village 

as a teenager with his family.  

 

There is no landline in this village until this date. If you consider Turkey, 

wherever you go there is electricity, telephone lines, everything. But not here. 

All of the politicians [all parties] said something different. In the last 

presidential elections, Eroğlu was the Prime Minister.  He made us a promise. 

Hasan Taçoy was the Minister of  Transport.  So many years have gone by, 

there is still nothing.  In the end we put some pressure and we managed to 

make them do the cabling work. But there is still no landline.
264
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 „Bak biz 75‘ten beri bu köydeyiz. Burada devletin yaptığı bir Ģey gördün mü? Allah‘ını seversen bir 

söyle. Böyle mi olması gerekiyor?‖ 

 
263

 „[Dedim]‘KardeĢ ben Kıbrıslıyım. Burası benim köyüm. Burada Kıbrıs‘ın bir köyü var‘. [...] Dedim 

‗ben mahrumiyet bölgesinde yaĢıyorum. Sen beni çağ dıĢı yaĢatıyorsun. Bir kiĢi mi buraya gelmez?‘‖ 

 
264

 Bu zamana kadar bu köyde telefon yoktu. Türkiye‘de dağın baĢına nereye gidersen git, elektrik, 

telefon, her Ģey var. Ama burada yok.  Her gelen de ayrı bir Ģey söyledi. CumhurbaĢkanlığı seçiminde, 

son Ģeyde, Eroğlu o zaman baĢbakandı. ĠĢte telefonumuz yoktu. Söz verdi. Hasan Taçoy o zaman 

ulaĢtırma bakanıydı. Kaç sene geçti aradan daha hala bir Ģey yok. ĠĢte biz en son biraz uğraĢtık da 

kabloları buraya kadar getirdik. Ama hala daha yok. 
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Similarly, the following statements made by TM7 (33, male, second generation Trabzon) 

MM4 (57, male, 1. generation Mersin) and TW4 (56, female, 1. Generation Trabzon) 

respectively are on the matter of spatial discrimination inflicted upon the village by the state. 

MM4‘s and TW4‘s arguments, that many of the services are brought to them via the hands of 

Turkey is important. It is indeed a widely held belief that the village gets the few public 

services it does from the Aid Committee of the Turkish Embassy. It was mentioned to me 

many times that many types of public-works, like stone walls and barriers were being built 

with the financial aid of Turkey. This kind of discourse can be argued to sustain the 

emotional links that the immigrants have to the state of Turkey, rather than encouraging the 

community to develop a sense of belonging to the Turkish Cypriot state. 

 

RTP was in the government then. We were having a chat, talking about the 

problems of the village. I said ―I want to ask you something‖. He said ―Go 

ahead‖. I asked: ―I did my military service in Pyla. Do you know Pyla?‖ He 

said ―Yes I do‖; I said ―look let me tell you something. Pyla is a village in the 

buffer zone. Half of the people there is Greek and the other half is Turkish. 

They have a telephone system there. A link system. […] There are no cables 

anywhere. Is that right? ‖ ―That‘s right‖. ―That place is in the buffer zone, 

where is this place located?‖ I said. ―In Africa? Why is there no telephone 

system here?‖ We are in year 2014 and this village still has no telephone 

system. If you ask them they have installed the lines and all they have to do is 

to connect it to the central system. What are you waiting for then? (TM7, 33, 

male, second generation Trabzon).
265

 

 

 

Speaking specifically about the village, [I think that] the politicians have 

always regarded this place as a source for votes [for the elections]. The 

services that we get, there is the highway, the [Turkish Cypriot] state did not 

contribute to that.  It is only the roads in the village that were asphalted by the 

state. There is no telephone [landline] system in this century. The highway was 

built by the state of Turkey.  Our state did not contribute to that. I cannot really 

imagine a state, which, for instance, does not even install telephone lines of a 
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 O zaman hükümet CTP‘ydi. Muhabbet ediyoruz. ĠĢte köyün eksiklerini anlatıyorlar. ―Bir Ģey 

sormak istiyorum‖ dedim. ―Sor‖ dedi. Dedim „ben askerliğimi Pile‘de yaptım. Pile‘yi biliyor 

musunuz?― dedim. „Biliyorum― dedi. „Bakın ben size bir Ģey söyleyeyim― dedim. „Pile ara bölgede 

kalan bir köy― dedim. „Yarısı Rum, yarısı Türk. Orada telefon sistemi var― dedim. „Telefon sistemi 

link sistemi. Kablo falan yok. Hiçbir yerde telefon kablosu yok. Doğru mu?― dedim. „Doğru―. „Orası 

ara bölge de burası neresidir?― dedim „Afrika mi? Burada neden telefon yok?‖ 2014 yılındayız ve hala 

daha bu köyde telefon yok. Sorsan telefon hattı çekmiĢler hala daha santrale bağlayacaklar. E neyi 

bekliyorsun ya?   
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village, a state that forgets the promise it had made. What other services should 

I expect from the government? (MM4, 57, male, 1. generation Mersin).
266

 

 

 

Let me tell you a basic thing. For example they are building a wall here. I 

believe it is financed by the Turkish Embassy.  I went out and saw the jeep. 

There were engineers I think, I don‘t know any of them.  There is a pole there 

[…]. It is in the middle of the road since last 5 years. Down the street of my 

house there is another pole, like that one. Another one in front of the house of 

[X]. They are electric poles. The kid had hit that pole twice in the night. The 

wires broke and fell down. […]. Is it ok not to remove the three poles for 10 

years my dear?  This is a simple thing. A car fell down behind this house. 

According to the project there should have been a wall there. […] I thought to 

myself I go out  and tell them. My son had hit the pole 3-4 days ago.  I mean, 

the kid had almost died.  I thought, I‘d tell them so that they could remove the 

pole, it was the elections period, so they would probably do it, I thought. I went 

out, the man was speaking with the workers, I said ―brother, there are three 

poles in this village that need to be removed, can you get those three poles 

removed‖. ―That‘s not our job‖ he said. A young worker said ―according to the 

project the wall has to be down here‖.  He said to the  worker ―you build a one 

meter high wall up here‖. I think he was the engineer, I don‘t know.  ―Never 

mind, put it up here‖ he said. The other one said ―but brother, in the project, 

the wall is down there, the mukhtar said so‖. ―Then leave it like that, don‘t do 

it‖ he said. ―That‘s enough, finish this part, and we‘re done‖ he said. Why are 

you so ignorant? If you are not going to do it, say ―I will not do it‖.  If you 

want to do it, do it correctly. We are human beings too (TW4, 56, female, 1. 

generation Trabzon).
267
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 Köy özelinde. siyasiler burayı hep bir kendilerine göre oy getirici bir yer olarak görmüĢlerdir. 

Hizmetler de iĢte, ana yolumuz var, devletin bunda bir katkısı yok. Köy içi yolları vardı bir asfalt yaptı 

iĢte. Bu asırda bir ev telefonu yok. [Anayolu] Türkiye Cumhuriyeti yaptı. Bizim devletimizin bir 

katkısı yok onda. Ben Ģuna inanıyorum ki mesela; bir köy telefonunu bile yapamayan, söz verdiği 

halde unutan bir devlet düĢünemiyorum. BaĢka ne hizmet bekleyim ben ondan. 
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 En basit bir Ģey diyeyim sana. Mesela Ģurada bir duvar yapıyorlar. Onu da elçilik yaptırıyor sanırım. 

Çıktım dıĢarı jipi gördüm. Mühendis falan herhalde, hiçbirini tanımıyorum ben. ġimdi […] orada bir 

direk vardır. 5 senedir o direk yolun ortasındadır. Benim evden aĢağı in aynı orada yine bir direk 

vardır. Bu [X]in evinin önünde aynı bir tane daha vardır. Cereyan direği. Çocuk gece arabayı iki defa 

oraya vurdu. Elektrik telleri kesildi aĢağı düĢtü. [...] Simdi bir memlekette, 10 senedir  […] Ya 3 tane 

direk bir köyün içinden kalkmaz mı canım benim? Bu devlet için en basit bir Ģeydir. Bu evin 

arkasından araba aĢağı düĢtü. Orası için projede yukarı doğru gelecek diye duvar var. [..] Gecen dıĢarı 

çıkayım da söyleyeyim dedim. Benim çocuk da direğe vuralı 3-4 gün oluyor. Yani canından oluyordu 

çocuk. Söyleyeyim de, hiç olmazsa bu seçimler davasında [bu vesileyle] [...] dedim söyleyeyim de 

direği oradan kaldırsınlar. [...]. Çıktım dıĢarı adam orada iĢçilerle konuĢuyor, dedim ki ―abi bu köyde 3 

tane direk var, özellikle 3 tane  direkleri kaldırabilir misiniz?‖ dedim. [....] ―Onlar bizim iĢimiz değil‖ 

dedi. ĠĢçi çocuk diyor ki ―abi bu projede duvar alttan‖, o da çocuğa diyor ki ―siz Ģuradan üstten 1 

metrelik bir duvar vurun‖. Mühendis herhalde bilmiyorum. ―Üstten vurun gitsin boĢ verin‖ dedi. ―E 

abi proje alttan muhtar öyle söyledi‖ dedi. ―O zaman bırakın hiç yapmayın‖ dedi. ―Bu kadar yeter. 
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The decline of the agricultural sector makes it hard for many to continue living in the village. 

In this sense the distance of the village from the city i.e. the main resource of paid-labour, 

becomes an issue of another type in the socio-economic discrimination of the villagers. The 

excerpts below from interviews with TM7 and MW3 are illustrative in this sense, that the 

spatial distance that the village poses is a further reason of immigrants economic exclusion: 

 

I want to live in Kyrenia, because of work. I now have a side job. […] I have to 

drive that road everyday. If I was in Kyrenia it wouldn‘t have been so difficult. I 

mean, the only disadvantage of being in this village is [distance to] work. […] 

Well, because I am not in the village the social life doesn‘t interest me much. 

Men socialise only in the coffee house, and women pay each other visits (TM7, 

33 male, 2. generation Trabzon).
268

  

 

 

MW3: “[…] I have no car, I have no way of transportation. That I have no car is 

my biggest problem.‖ 

Researcher: ―How about your husband?‖ 

MW3: ―He doesn‘t have one either.‖ 

Researcher: ―Where does he work?‖  

MW3: ―He works for the Esentepe municipality.‖  

Researcher: “How does he go there?‖  

MW3: ―He hitch hikes. Unfortunately. It is hard. When you don‘t have your 

own car here it is as if you‘re hands are tied up. It is as if you are not living a 

life‖ (Interview with MW3, 48, female, 1. generation Mersin ).
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ġurayı bitirin bitti iĢ‖ dedi. Niye ilgisizsin? Yapmayacaksanız, deyin ki ―yapmıyoruz‖. Yapacaksanız 

da iĢinizi doğru yapın. Kime hava atıyorsunuz? Buradakiler de insandırlar. 
268

 ĠĢten dolayı ben Girne‘ye gitmek istiyorum. ġimdi bir de ek iĢe girdim. [...] Her gün o yolu 

çekiyorum. Girne‘de olsam o kadar sıkıntı yok. Yani bu köyde olmanın tek sıkıntısı iĢ. [...] Valla 

köyde pek durmadığım için sosyalleĢme beni bağlamıyor. SosyalleĢme zaten bir tek kahve, erkekler 

için, kadınlar da artık, o ona gidiyor bu buna gidiyor  
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 MW3: ―[...] Arabam yok, ulaĢım yok. ĠĢte arabam olmadığı için en büyük sıkıntım o.‖ 

Araştırmacı: ―EĢinizin?‖ 

MW3: ―EĢimin de yok.‖ 

Araştırmacı: ―Ne is yapıyor eĢiniz?‖ 

MW3: ―Belediyede çalıĢıyor. Esentepe‘de.‖ 

Araştırmacı: ―Nasıl gidiyor oraya?‖ 

MW3: ―Otostop. Maalesef öyle. Biraz zor. ĠĢte burada arabalı olmadığın zaman elin ayağın bağlı. 

Sanki yaĢamıyorsun hayatta.‖  
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Women‘s experiences of the spatial isolation of the village are reinforced by patriarchal 

gender relations. Whereas most of the first generation immigrant women, unlike their 

husbands do not socialise outside the village, the second generation also find it hard to 

overcome the spatial and social barriers of the village in their everyday lives. Moreover the 

deprivation of the village of numerous social services like health care and childcare puts an 

extra burden on women. Whereas it increases their dependency on their husbands and other 

(wo)men, it also contributes to the perpetuation of this dependency, since many women are 

denied of educational rights and/or from inclusion in the labour force. TW8  (34, female, 1. 

generation Trabzon) a house wife whose husband is a long distance truck driver (between 

Turkey and Cyprus) narrates in the following her hardship of living in the village without a 

driving‘s licence especially when her husband is on the road: 

 

When that happens, I neither have a car nor a driving licence. If I had the latter, 

there is an old car, but I can‘t drive. You then have to ask someone to give you 

a ride. But when the child gets sick s/he doesn‘t wait for you. Therefore it is 

hard. That‘s why I don‘t like this place. 
270

 

 

I also encountered many life stories in which community barriers as well as living in the 

village became an additional obstacle for many female children to attend higher education. 

TW12 (33, female, 2. generation Trabzon) was one of the few young women who graduated 

from the university in the second generation who are now in their 30s, and told me how her 

family moved to Kyrenia where her high school was, so that she could attend. Later as she 

was successful and wanted to go to university her choices was limited to Kyrenia as well.  

 

―When there is a university here why should you go?‖ they said. When I 

graduated from the university, I had a degree in literature. The professors had 

told us ―there is a programme in the Gazi University, do you want to go 

there?‖ Well I had graduated, and they said ―go into employment, what do 

you do with further education? You did this, you are done, what do you want 

more?‖ So I didn‘t go. After high school, as I was entering the university 

exams, for example, they did their research and told me, ―there is a teaching 

degree here an the university, so why should you go far away and be out of 

sight?‖ They didn‘t send me so I studied here. […] I wanted to go to Lefka, I 
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 Öyle olduğunda iĢte arabamız da yok, Ģoförlük de yok. Olsa yine araba var bir tane kötü mötü ama 

gidip gelemiyoruz iĢte, Ģoförlük yok. Mecbur birine diyeceksin..Ee çocuk hastalandığında beklemez 

ya. Ee zor oluyor o yüzden iste. O yüzden ben de sevmiyorum burayı. 
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wanted to study to become a history teacher. They told me ― teaching is 

teaching, study literature, what difference does it make?‖ So I was forced to 

study literature. […] My grandmother had no intention of sending me to the 

university anyway, my uncle had helped/supported me. My grandmother 

didn‘t let my sister study. ―A girl shouldn‘t study‖. We used to live together 

and my grandmother was very powerful in the household. She was very 

dominant like her own father. When I graduated from the primary school she 

didn‘t want to let me continue. My uncle from Germany had come to visit 

back then and told his mother off: ―This kid will go to school and you will 

not intervene!‖ he said.
271

  

 

There are many similar stories about the daughters of the first generation immigrants. Many 

children, especially females were forced out of the school at a young age (after elementary or 

secondary school). Similar obstacles are present in womens‘ participation in the workforce. 

These stories of women‘s discrimination must be understood as an outcome of a complex 

interplay patriarchal gender relations, class relations as well as (gendered) community 

barriers and spatial obstacles, the latter of which is reinforced by a lack of services such as 

transportation and child care. The excerpts below illustrate these issues further. In the first 

quotation MW3 explains that living in the village, living under circumstances of economic 

hardship and being a young woman was limiting the future prospects for her daughters:  

 

MW3: ―I definitely want to offer them a good education but I don‘t have the 

financial power. […] I have to start [saving] now, so as to send the child to 

private preparatory classes, for the [preparation for] university I mean. I 

cannot consider sending her to a private university anyway, because of my 

financial difficulties.  Anyway I wish that she passes the university entrance 

exams. Even that depends on money. If you cannot give the child some basis, 

you cannot expect from her something more. Only 10% of the children are 
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 [Üniversite] var madem burada, niye gidesiniz?‖ [dediler]. Biz üniversiteyi bitirdikten sonra, 

edebiyattan mezun olduk. Proflar dedi ki ―Gazi Üniversitesinin bölümün programı var, gider misiniz?‖ 

Biz de bitirmiĢtik iĢte, ―ĠĢe gireceksiniz, bilmem ne yapacaksınız, ne iĢiniz var? Bunu yaptınız, 

bitirdiniz, girin iĢinizi yapın!‖ [...]. Öyle de gitmedik. Liseyi bitirdikten sonra ÖSS‘ye de gireceğimiz 

an, mesela araĢtırma yaptılar dediler ki ―Mademki buradaki üniversitede var öğretmenlik niye gözden 

uzağa gidesiniz?‖ Göndermediler, burada okuduk. [...] Ben Lefke‘ye gitmeyi istedim, Lefke‘de tarih 

öğretmenliği okumak istedim. Ona da dedi ki ―Öğretmenlik aynı Ģeydir, okursun edebiyat ne fark 

eder?‖ Edebiyatı zoraki okudum. [...] Beni zaten babaannemin okutma niyeti yoktu, amcam bana 

destek oldu. Ablamı babaannem okutmadı zaten.[...] ‗Kız ne iĢin var?‘ Birlikte yaĢıyorduk, babaanne 

çok iktidardı bizim evde. Babası gibi babaannem de otoriterdi. Ben de ilkokuldan mezun oldum bana 

da yok. Amcam o dönem Almanya‘dan geldi, annesine kızdı ―Bu çocuk okuyacak ve 

karıĢmayacaksın!‖ dedi.  

 



 

283 

successful on their own without going to a private afternoon school. […] All 

parents want their children to have a good education and achieve something.  

Researcher: ―What if your daughter wants to go to [a private] university? 

What if she [tells you] for instance, that she could work and pay for it?  

MW3: ―She doesn‘t have such an option. There is no car for her to drive to 

work. What will she go to work with? Going to work is a problem. […] 

There is no public bus (Interview with MW3, 48, female, 1. generation 

Mersin).
272

 

 

It can be revealed from the below quoted conversation with TW15, that spatial circumstances 

related to living in the village, social class and gender relations are, in a complex interaction 

with one another, restrictive not only for the woman in question but also for her children.  

This may in a sense contribute to the preservation of community boundaries, as far as these 

are defined by social and economic exclusion.  

 

 

Researcher: ―Do you have any plans [regarding the future of your children?‖ 

TW15: ―Sure I do, but how? I am at home, my husband is the only person 

who works outside, and his salary is barely enough for the household, for the 

children.‖  

Researcher: ―What are those plans?‖ 

TW15: ―Do you mean regarding their education? Could we save some 

money, put some money in the bank, that could help‖. 

Researcher: “Do you consider looking for paid work?‖ 

TW15: ―Sure. If there were someone to take care of the children. There is a 

nursery in Esentepe. You need to have a car, to take the children there, go to 

work, and pick them up again, it is hard I mean. […] As I got pregnant this 

year I left it at that, otherwise of course everyone wants their children to get a 

good education. I would have loved to send [the child] to an English school, 

so he learns English. I couldn‘t. […] They do it nowadays, they send kids to 

English schools at young ages. You send them to nursery, so the kid 

socialises. Otherwise the child is always in the village, with other children, 
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 MW3: „[Okutmayı] Muhakkak ki istiyorum ama maddi gücüm el vermiyor. [...] ġimdiden ben 

baĢlamam lazım ki o çocuğumu dershaneye göndermek için, üniversite için yani. Paralı üniversiteyi 

zaten düĢünmüyorum, istesem de düĢünemem maddi sıkıntımdan. Gönlüm ister zaten kendi kazansın 

okusun. O da yine paraya dayanıyor. Çocuğa Ģimdiden temelden bir Ģey veremedikten sonra ilerisini 

bekleyemezsin çocuktan. 10% çocuk çok baĢarılı olur, dershaneye gitmeden kendi çabalarıyla kendi 

baĢarılarıyla bir yerlere gelmeyi. […] Hangi anne baba istemez çocukları okusun, bir yerlere gelsin―. 

Araştırmacı: „Ġsterse kızınız? Mesela çalıĢırım ben yaparım [derse]― 

MW3: „Öyle bir Ģansı yok zaten. Ġsteme gibi bir lüksü yok. ÇalıĢmak için de yine araba yok. Neyle 

gidip gelecek iĢe? Girne‘de iĢ bulması lazım, köyde oturuyorsun. Nasıl gidip gelecek? GidiĢ geliĢ 

sorun. [...]Yok iĢte belediyenin otobüsü yok. 
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what is s/he going to learn?‖ (Interview with TW15, 33, female 2. generation 

Trabzon).
273

     

 

7.3.1.2 Economic Exclusion and Ethnic Niche Building  

 

Immigrants who arrived within the first migration wave from Turkey to the northern part of 

Cyprus were recruited as agricultural labourers. These were resettled in rural places, and were 

allocated land, and to some extent few other resources (i.e. credits) so as to initiate their 

economic activity.  They were, officially, expected to be active in agricultural production. 

Yet, as was revealed during the field research this expectation of the government, in the case 

of the village, could not be lived up to by the immigrants. This was partly because of 

economic developments related to a decline in the agricultural sector, and partly due to 

unfavourable policies of the Turkish Cypriot government.  Conversations with the Bahçeli 

villagers revealed that they had much difficulty in finding a way to become economically 

active upon immigration. Below are some excerpts from in-depth interviews which are 

illustrative of the hardships: 

 

TW1: „Of course we worked. We harvested olives from the mountains. We 

bred livestock. What is there that we didn‘t do?― 

Researcher: „Livestock?― 

TW1: „Animals, cows. I mean we did stockbreeding.― 

Researcher: „What about olives?― 

TW1: „There were olives as well/― 

Researcher: „How was that? Did it bring money? Can you please explain?― 

TW1: „No it didn't bring much money. We as women suffered a lot. We used 

to get on the donkeys and travel for two hours to milk the sheep. The state had 
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 Araştırmacı: „[Çocuklarının geleceği] için planların var mı?― 

TW15: „Ġlla ki ama nasıl olacak iste, ben evdeyim sadece esim çalıĢıyor, onun maaĢı da anca eve 

yetiyor, çocuklara yetiyor―.  

Araştırmacı: „Nedir planların?―  

TW15: „Okumaları açısından mi? Birikim yapsak, atsak bankaya, kenara koysak, yardım falan― 

Araştırmacı: ―ÇalıĢmayı düĢünüyor musun?‖ 

TW15: „Tabii. Bunlara bakıcı olsa çok isterim. KreĢ Esentepe‘de var. Altında araba olacak, 

gideceksin, bırakacaksın, ise gideceksin, çıkacaksın tekrar onu alacaksın oradan, zor yani. [...] Hamile 

kalınca kaldık iĢte bu sene de, yoksa herkes ister çocuğu en iyi Ģekilde okusun. Seviyordum yani 

[çocuğu] Ġngiliz okuluna vereyim, Ġngilizceyi falan söksün gitsin. Olmadı. [...] ġimdi küçük yaĢta, en 

baĢta Ġngilizce veriyorlar. Böyle kreĢe falan verirsin,  sosyalleĢir çocuk. Sürekli evin içinde, köyde 

çocuklarla, neyi öğrenecek ki?―  
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given us the sheep. 10 sheep per household. We used to milk them. We saved a 

little bit [of money] and bought a cow. But we didn't have enough [money] to 

put aside. We had just only enough to sustain our living. But the men.. We 

woke up at 4‘o clock to go to Erenköy. I was pregnant with my daughter. I was 

in the ninth month of my pregnancy. We used to set off around 4 o‘clock at 

night, with boots on our feet. We were harvesting oranges for other people. I 

mean, that was how we made our living. We used to harvest apricots. But we 

were not able to sell them.― 

Researcher: „You received monetary aid for one year I suppose.― 

TW1: „One year― 

Researcher: „How about later?― 

TW1: „They didn't give us anything later.― 

Researcher: „Was it as if they told you ‚do whatever you want!‘?‖ 

TW1: „That‘s exactly what happened. They deceived us to come. They said 

‗You will have food, monthly wages, annual wages.‘ [But] we didn't get 

anything.‖
274

  

 

TW1 explains further that the economic hardships continued, until some 10-15 years ago. She 

remembers having immense financial problems, not being able to afford things like shoes and 

clothes for her children. In her opinion things got a lot better in the recent years: 

 

My children went to the school. I have pictures of them going to school when I 

didn't have enough money to buy them shoes. I wasn't able to buy them clothes. 

We were poor. Where could I find the money? If you didn‘t have something I 

would give you, if I didn't have it, you would give me. That‘s how we survived. 
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 TW1: „ÇalıĢtık tabii kızım... Dağlardan zeytin topladık, mal ettik. Neler etmedik―. 

Araştırmacı: „Mal dediğiniz?― 

TW1: „Hayvan hayvan, inek. Hayvancılık yani―. 

Araştırmacı: „Zeytin?― 

TW1: „Zeytin de vardı― 

Araştırmacı: „O iĢler nasıldı? Yani para getirir miydi? Biraz anlatır mısın onları?― 

TW1: „Para getirmezdi. 50 kuruĢa satamazdık. Komisyoncuya verirdik. Kadınlar, bak biz çok çileler 

çekmiĢiz. EĢeğe binerdik de 2 saatte nerelere giderdik koyun sağmaya. Onları da devlet vermiĢti hane 

baĢı. Hane baĢı 10 tane... Onları sağdık. ĠĢte onları [paraları] biraz biriktirdik de bir inek aldık. Ama 

iĢte kenara koyacak bir paramız yoktu. Geçinmek için yetecek kadar vardı. Yoksa adamlar.. Buradan 

geceye dörtte kalkardık, Erenköy‘e. Bak bu kız karnımdaydı. Dokuzuncu ayımdaydım. Gecenin 

dördünde oralara giderdik çizmeler ayağımızda. Portakal toplardık insanlara. [...] Yani hep o Ģekilde 

geçinirdik. Zerdali toplardık da satamazdık―.  

Araştırmacı: „Bir yıl yardım verdiler galiba.―  

TW1: „Bir yıl―. 

Araştırmacı: „Ondan sonra hiç vermediler mi?―  

TW1: „Ondan sonra vermediler..―  

Araştırmacı: „Yani ne isterseniz yapın gibi mi oldu?―  

TW1: „Aynen öyle, kandırıp götürdüler bizi. Yok yiyeceğiniz, yok aylığınız, yok yıllığınız ama hiçbir 

Ģey görmedik―.  
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Now we have [money] but I always warn my children not to waste it. Their 

wardrobes are full with shoes. There were times we didn't have all these. 

Everyone wore new clothes for Eid/Bairam. My children had never had cloths 

for Bairam or anything. I had such hard times. [One of my children] told me 

that she had once seen a pair of shoes someone was wearing and wanted to have 

the same ones. But I couldn't buy her those shoes. How could I? [...] Until today 

I live from hand to mouth. There is no money. My husband has worked and he 

has retired, all we have is his pension. He wasn‘t careful with money. Then we 

got the children. He didn't put any money aside until he retired.
275

 

 

 

TM1 and MM3 also narrate similar stories of financial hardship. According to both 

interviewees the villagers worked hard doing agriculture and stockbreeding but those 

occupations didn‘t bring much money. MM3 especially underlines the lack of job 

opportunities for the immigrants outside the village in explaining the economic exclusion of 

migrants: 

 

Yes we kept sheep in Bahçeli. We bred lambs but we were not able to sell 

them. We grew vegetables we couldn't sell them. We grew crops we couldn't 

sell them either. We were only able to sell the carobs to a factory in Boğaz. He 

used to give us some money when he got the product and the rest after a 

year.  The family was big. The state provided us with food only for 5-6 months. 

Afterwards they didn‘t give us anything (TM2, 59, male, 1. generation 

Trabzon).
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For example, people living in Nicosia could find work. They worked and fed 

their children. We didn't have any employment opportunities. We were always 

here in the village. One year we harvested olives, we kept it in the depot, and 

used the oil ourselves because it was not sold. We lived through such difficult 
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 [...] Çocuklarımız okula giderdi. Resimleri var okula giderlerdi de ayaklarına ayakkabı bile 

alamazdım. Üstlerine sırt bas alamazdım. Yokluk kızım, nereden bulacaksın? Sende yoksa ben sana 

verirdim, bende yoksa sen bana verirdin, öyle geçindik. ġimdi var, çocuklarıma israf ediyorsunuz 

diyorum. Dolapları ayakkabı dolu. Bunları bulamadığımız, giyemediğimiz zamanlar oldu. Herkes 

bayramlık giyinirdi. Benim çocuklarım ne bayramlık gördü ne ayranlık. Öyle zamanlar geçirdim. 

Çakırım Ģimdi der ki bir zamanlar birinin ayağında ayakkabı görmüĢ heves etmiĢ. Ama alamamıĢım. 

Nerden alayım. […] Hala daha kendi yağımla kendim kavruluyorum. Öyle para pul yok. Adam çalıĢtı, 

emekliye ayrıldı, onun emeklisiyle... Zaten o zamanında kendini tutmadı. Ondan sonra tayfa bastı 

Emekliye ayrılana kadar hiç bir birikimi, kenarda 5 kuruĢ koymadı. 
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 Evet. Bahçeli köyde koyunculuk yaptık. Kuzu yetiĢtirdik satamadık. Sebze yetiĢtirdik satamadık. 

Arpa buğday yetiĢtirdik satamadık. Bir harnubu Boğaz‘da bir fabrikaya gönderirdik o alırdı. O da 

alırken 5 kuruĢ verirdi bir de bir sene sonra 5 kuruĢ verirdi. Aile kalabalık. Zaten devlet bize 5-6 ay 

erzak verdi. Ondan sonra vermedi. 

 



 

287 

times. If we had job opportunities, it would have been easier. But there were no 

opportunities (MM3, 51; male 1. generation Mersin).
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Many immigrants, including the ones quoted above either implied or clearly stated that it was 

the Turkish Cypriot state‘s fault that the agricultural sector declined. Bad policies, they 

argued, curtailed agricultural production and narrowed markets. TM6 (37, male, 2. 

generation, Trabzon), for instance was clear in his opinions about how state policies were 

responsible for a decline in the sector: 

 

The policy followed here was wrong. All dirty and dubious businesses were 

transferred from Turkey to Cyprus. They shut down the industry, they killed the 

agricultural sector. They killed stockbreeding. I am 36 years old, I have 

witnessed that process. I know very well what happened back then. When I was 

a child the number of animals (sheep and cows) was 10 times the number of 

people. Currently, the proportion is barely 1 animal to 10 people. What do they 

say? They say ―There is no agriculture, no stockbreeding here‖. [Of course not], 

you didn't let it [thrive]. None of the governments did.
278

 

 

TW4‘s (56, female, 1. generation Trabzon) husband is now a rather successful freight 

business owner, but when she thinks about the past she narrates a similar story of intense 

hardships during the initial years of migration and settlement: 

 

There was a dairy farm over there, where I said was a church. We had grounded 

wheat. There was an oven left from the Greeks. I used to bake bread in there 

and he brought milk. We had only bread and milk for six months. It was 1986, 

the year we lost my father-in-law. [My older daughter] was 6 years old, and the 

younger one was four. We used to lock them in the house and go to collect 

olives.  We used to come at night. My husband would say: „Let me check if the 

kids were alive―. I used to cook the milk and cut cubes of bread in it. I wanted 

them to wake up and eat that, that was their food. There was nothing else to eat. 
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 Mesela LefkoĢalı çalıĢacak bir iĢyeri buluyordu.  Gidip çalıĢıyor, çoluğunu çocuğunu besliyordu. 

Bizim gidip çalıĢma gibi bir durumumuz yoktu. Hep buralarda. Bak bir sene zeytin toplardık, ambarın 

içinde dururdu, onun yağıyla Ģey yapardık çünkü satılmıyordu. Yani böyle mücadeleyle geçti. Belki 

dıĢarıda çalıĢmıĢ olsaydık belki daha farklı daha iyi olabilirdik. Ama imkan yoktu.  

 
278

 Burada yanlıĢ bir politika vardı. Türkiye‘deki bütün pis iĢleri Türkiye‘de kapattılar, getirip Kıbrıs‘a 

kurdular. Sanayiyi kapattılar. Sanayiyi iptal ettiler. Tarımcılığı öldürdüler. Hayvancılığı öldürdüler. 

Ben 36 yaĢındayım. O süreci ben yaĢadım. O süreçte neler yaĢandığını ben biliyorum. Benim 

çocukluğumda köyde insan sayısının 10 katı hayvan vardı. ġu an da insanların 10 da 1 i ya var ya yok. 

Ne derler? Burada tarımcılık, hayvancılık yok. E sen yaptırmadın. O hükümetler, hangisi olursa olsun 

hiçbiri yaptırmadı. 
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We picked the olives and piled up them in front of the door. They brought a 

vehicle [to pick it up] but they said ―this is moulded. It is not good for 

producing oil. It won‘t sell―. I left the kids on their own for 3 months. I can 

never forget the pain I felt in my heart. We couldn't sell the oil either. The past 

should stay in the past. God give us good health. Thank god, we made it so 

far.
279

  

 

She explains further how men were motivated into seeking alternative employment options, 

at the sight of immense hardships and not being able to make a living with agricultural 

production alone. Her descriptions are in line with the thesis that ethnic business niche 

formation involves a dominant practical evaluative agency, which seeks, out of perceived 

alternatives, the best available solution to issues at hand. 

 

DenktaĢ brought us here so that we do agriculture. He could have preferred the 

people from the city. He brought us because we have experience with 

stockbreeding and agriculture. There is nothing we don‘t know. That‘s why he 

brought us. We collected carobs. 1-2 years it was fine. They came and bought 

it. But then, they started not giving us money. We collected the olives but they 

went bad. We couldn't sell the oil.  How can I explain? We saw the crops and 

worked in the fields but we were not compensated. People started doing 

smuggling. What exactly did they do? They were driving to Turkey with trucks 

and transferring goods. They started with [smuggling] differential gear. They 

used to hide it under the vehicle. Then they stopped doing that. They started 

working in Kyrenia. Some were working as cab drivers others were working in 

the hotels, or got employed somewhere as garbage collectors. 

 

In the light of the field-research findings including many informal interviews it can be argued 

that economic niche building was partly due to the decline of the agricultural sector but also 

due to the non-integration of the immigrants into the Cypriot way of employment. As was 

explained above, the aftermath of 1974 division, northern Cyprus had become politically and 

economically dependent on Turkey, with limited productive power. Instead of socio-
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 O kilise dediğim yerde bizim bir mandıra vardı. Buğday öğütmüĢtük. Bir fırın vardı, gavurlardan. 

[...] Ben orada ekmek piĢirirdim o da orada süt götürürdü. Yani 6 ay sadece sütle ekmek yedik. [...] 

86‘da kaynatamın öldüğü sene bak. [...] [Büyük kızım] 6 yaĢında, öbür kız da 4 yaĢındaydı. Kapıyı 

üstüne kitlerdim giderdik zeytin toplamaya. Gece saatlerinde gelirdik. Adam derdi ki ‗bakıyım 

çocuklar canlı mı diye‘. Sütü kaynatırdım ekmeği içine doğrardım. Kalksınlar da onu yesinler derdim 

çünkü baĢka bir Ģey yok, yiyecekleri onlar. [...] Zeytini topladık. Serdik kapının önüne. Makine geldi. 

dedi bu küflenmiĢ bu yağ olmaz, satılmaz. 3 ay o çocukları yüzüstü bıraktım ki, o acı hiç aklımdan 

çıkmaz. O yağ da satılmadı. ĠĢte. Geriye dönmeyelim, gene Allah sağlık versin. ġükürler olsun gene bu 

günlere kadar geldik―.  
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economic success and stability, this state depended for its legitimisation and survival, as was 

explained by Lacher and Kaymak (2005) on the ―mechanisms […] [of] the distribution of the 

spoils deriving from the control of more than a third of the island […], and the construction 

of an alliance of old and new elite groups that was underpinned by the distributive capacities 

of the new state, and the ability of this alliance to secure mass support through the 

instruments of patronage and clientelism‖ (ibid: 150). This entailed most importantly, as was 

described, the creation of a bulging public service sector for employment of large proportions 

of the population. Yet, it was Turkish Cypriots, who were overrepresented in this sector.  

This was partly due to the lack of human capital related to education, among the first wave 

immigrants and the continuation of relatively lower levels of education among the second 

generation; but also due to the emergence of the system of patronage and clientelism and the 

lack of social capital of the immigrant groups to enable competition within this system with 

Turkish Cypriots. The former, immigrants‘ lack of education, as the main impeding factor in 

public sector employment was mentioned in the conversation quoted below:  

 

Researcher: „Are there people in this village who work in the public sector?―  

TM5: „You need to be well educated in order to be employed by the state― 

Researcher: „But you work in the public sector don‘t you?―  

TM5: „It started after the 90s in general― 

TW7: ―He started in 94‖ 

TM6: ―There are only few people working for the state‖ 

TM5: ―15-20 people at most. There are 20 people I suppose but they are 

workers‖ 

TM6: ―20? There are no civil servants‖ 

Researcher: ―So they are employed by the state as workers. Are there no civil 

servants‖ 

TM5: ―No, there has never been. Our children just finished their education.‖ 

(Interview with TM5, 44, male 2. generation Trabzon, TM6 37, male 2. 

generation Trabzon and TW7, 44 female, 1. generation Trabzon)
280

 

                                                 
280

 Araştırmacı:  „Burada mesela devlet[te] çalıĢan [var mı?] 

TM5: „Devlet[te] çalıĢmak için (eğitim lazım)...  

Araştırmacı: „Mesela sen devlet[tesin], değil mi?― 

TM5: ―Genel olarak 90‘dan sonra baĢladı.‖  

TW7: ―94‘de girmiĢ.‖  

TM6: ―Devlet dairesinde parmaklarınla sayacak kadar insan vardı.‖ 

TM5: ―15-20 kiĢi ancak..[...] 20 kiĢi var ama iĢçi olarak.‖  

TM6: ―20 kiĢi mi? Memur olarak hiç yok.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Devlette çalıĢan iĢçi.. Memur hiç yok mu?― 

TM5: „Yok. Olamadı. Daha çocuklarımız yeni okudu bitirdi.―  
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The second reason for immigrants‘ exclusion from the dominant mode of employment was, 

to mention once again, the insufficient means to compete with the host population in the 

system patronage and clientelism of the Turkish Cypriot state. The exclusion from public 

service employment was an often encountered topic during the field research, in many 

informal conversations as well as in in-depth interviews. In this regard, MM3 and TM4 

interpreted the concentration of the male population of the village in the transportation and 

freight businesses as an outcome of barriers and obstacles to their integration into Turkish 

Cypriot dominant economic sector of civil service employment. They assert that lorry-

driving, ‗as one of the hardest occupations‘, was taken up by the majority of the villagers 

because farming was not a sufficient  occupation and also because the state did not employ 

the villagers and other options were not available.   

 

MM3: ―When we first came here […] everyone had 5-10 animals, sheep, 

cattle […]. What else could you do? […] I mean, you could at least eat yogurt 

and drink milk  you get from the animals […] if you had nothing else.  I mean 

there was no [help] from the government. The whole problem is this: go 

around the island, this village is the one which is the least employed by the 

government. But, you can say, this is one of the most successful villages 

standing on its own feet.  People  worked as truck drivers, as shepherds, as taxi 

drivers, they always did some type of work. People have just started to work 

for other people [in the private sector] […].  That was not possible before 

anyway.  You had to go from here to Esentepe, on foot or with the tractor, take 

the bus from there and go to work. How could you do that? There was not even 

a bus with a regular schedule. The road […]. Our village is the last village, at 

the border […]. After our village the villages belong to the is the district of 

Famagusta.[…] People from Tatlısu [neighbouring village] went to Geçitkale, 

to Nicosia, the bus routes were different. […] Well, we made it to this date.‖ 

Researcher: ―How did this business idea regarding truck driving/ transport 

businesses develop?‖ 

TM4: ―Out of desperation.‖  

MM3: ―You have no other option, you have to do something for living.‖ 

TM4: ―That is one of the last [worst] jobs.‖  

(Interview with TM3, male 1. generation Mersin and TM4, 34, 2. generation 

Trabzon)
281
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 MM3: ―Biz buraya geldiğimizde [...] herkesin 5-10,  gücünün yettiğince Ģeyi [hayvanı] vardı, 

koyun olabilir, küçük baĢ olabilir, büyük baĢ olabilir [...] Yani baĢka Ģansın ne? Yani bunlarla [...] 

hiçbir Ģey yapamazsan sütünü yoğurdunu yiyip geçinecektin. Yani, Devletten Ģeyin yoktu ya burada. 

Yani bütün sorun buradan insanların, bütün adayı gez, devletle en az çalıĢan köy bu köydür. […] Ama 

diyebileceksin ki kendi ayağının üstünde durabilen en iyi köylerden de biridir. Ama tırcılık yapmıĢtır, 
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TW4, on the other hand, who also stated that her university-graduate daughter was cheated 

by the politicians through the promise of a government job, was even clearer on this issue.  

According to her politicians, she refers mainly to right wing, which allegedly her family also 

supported, do not value immigrants, when it comes to employment.   

 

TW4: ―Employment in the municipality is only since the last 10 years. 15 years 

ago no body from us [our village] was employed by the state.‖ 

Researcher: ―Why?‖ 

TW4: ―Because of disregard. Because our people give their votes but do not 

demand anything in return. […] There were only a few people who did that 

only later. For example my husband was offered benefits [due to some political 

relations]: […] They told him ‗we will give you what ever you want, if you 

like we can give you two T permits [taxi/bus licences] from all over Kyrenia, 

we‘ll give you this, give you that‖. Like I told you, my husband is from the old 

school […] ―Don‘t give me these, go offer employment to those kids‖ he said. 

―These kids are driving trucks to Turkey with 15, 16 years of age, they don‘t 

know the job, they don‘t know the world‖. It was time of terror, two of our 

people were killed back then in Turkey. […] ―Aren‘t you sorry for these 

people?‖ he said ―give them jobs, I don‘t want anything, don‘t give me 

anything. What should they do, wait another five years for you to give them 

employment‖ (Interview with TW4, 56, female, 1. generation Trabzon).
282

  

                                                                                                                                           
ama çobanlık yapmıĢtır, taksicilik yapmıĢtır, yani bir Ģey yapmıĢtır. ġimdi Ģimdi insanlar baĢladı  

yavaĢ yavaĢ bir yerlere birilerinin yanına gitsin de çalıĢsın. [...] Zaten o imkan yoktu. Buradan 

Esentepe‘ye gideceksin, ya yayan ya traktörle, oradan da otobüse bineceksin de iĢe gideceksin. Nasıl 

olacak o iĢ? Yoktu, yani sürekli olan otobüs de yoktu. Yol Ģeyi.. [...] Köyümüz, son köydür sınır [...]. 

Ondan sonrası Magosa‘ya bağlı. [...] Tatlısu halkı Geçitkale‘ye, LefkoĢa‘ya giderdi, otobüs Ģimdiki 

gibi yol Ģeyi yoktu. […] Bugünlere geldik.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Bu nakliyatçılık nasıl geliĢti?‖ 

TM4: ―Çaresizlikten.‖ 

MM3: ―Çaresizsin yani bir Ģey yapacaksın.‖  

TM4: ―Yapılacak en son iĢlerden biridir o.‖  
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 TW4: ―Bu belediye Ģeyleri de 10 senedir falan var. 15 seneden önce bizim devlet iĢinde insanımız 

yoktu.―  

Araştırmacı: ―Neden yoktu?― 

TW4: „Ġlgisizlikten. Bizim bu insanlarımızın oy verip de istememezlikten. [...] Bir iki içinden sonra 

sonra çıkanlar oldu. Bak en basiti Ģunu Ģöyleyim:  Mesela benim beyim[e] [bazı siyasi iliĢkilerinden 

dolayı] ‗[…] sen ne istersen onu verelim, istersen sana Girne‘nin her tarafından iki tane ‗T‘ verelim 

dediler, sunu bunu verelim‘. Dedim ya benim adam biraz eskiye dönüktür, […] ‗Bana iĢ vermeyin 

istemiyorum gidin o çocuklara iĢ verin‘ dedi. ‗Bu çocuklar 15, 16 yasında direksiyonda Türkiye‘ye 

gidiyor, yol bilmiyor iĢ bilmiyor‘. Terörist zamanları öldü zaten iki tane insanımızı öldürdüler o 

zamanlar Türkiye‘de. [...]. ‗Bu insanlara yazık değil mi?‘ dedi. ‗Bunlara iĢ verin burada. Ben bir Ģey 

istemiyorum, bana vermeyin‘ dedi. [...]. ‗[Onlar] ne yapsın? Bir 5 sene daha mı beklesin ki bir kiĢi 

daha koyasınız.‘‖  
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TM7 (33, male) a second generation villager with parents from Trabzon, too feels that 

Turkish immigrants have an inferior chance of economic mobility, due to their lack of social 

capital. He states this as below:    

 

Researcher: ―Do you currently feel that you are being discriminated against?‖ 

TM7: ―Yes I do‖ 

Researcher: ―Can you give 1 or 2 examples?‖ 

TM7: ―The most basic example is this. I work in [X]. [There is a civil servant 

there who is originally from Trabzon.] We were having a chat. I asked him 

‗Can you not get promoted?‘ ‗Let me tell you something‘ he said. ‗[…] there 

are 100 personnel. The ones with higher ranks from those 100 civil servants 

have to get retired, so that the ones below them get promoted‘. I said ‗that‘s 

right‘. ‗They don‘t get retired that easily‘ he said. ‗Secondly, […] do you know 

how many civil servants are there which have Turkish mainland origins?‘ I 

said ‗you are the only one. All others are native Cypriots.‘ He asked me ‗what 

do you think, would they promote me, or would they promote them?‘ ‗Who is 

greater in number? I am [people with Turkish mainland origins] more 

numerous in the population but they are the majority in the civil service 

sector.‘‖
283

   

 

MM5 too talks about the relatively more advantageous position of the native Turkish Cypriot 

population.  He argues that, although both immigrant and native population got accustomed 

to the system of clientelism, it is the native population who, through their connections, i.e. 

higher social capital,  benefit from the system to a greater extent.  

 

MM5: There are some people among the Cypriots, who do not have anybody 

in their families that works in the civil service sector. But then there are those 

where the whole family is employed in the civil service sector. Because they 

have more contacts. This system of favour through personal contacts is very 

widespread in this country, so people are used to that. We have to do 
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 Araştırmacı: „Sen Ģu an o ayrımcılığı yaĢıyor musun?― 

TM7: „YaĢıyorum―. 

Araştırmacı:  „Mesela 1-2 örnek verir misin?― 

TM7: „En basit örneğini vereyim sana. Ben [X‘te] çalıĢıyorum. [… Orada Trabzonlu bir çalıĢan var]. 

Muhabbet ediyoruz. ‗Ya‘ dedim ‗yükselemez misin?‘ ‗Bak sana söyleyeyim‘ dedi. […] 100 tane 

personel var. Bu 100 memurdan üsttekilerin emekli olması lazım ki alttakiler yukarı çıksın‘. Dedim 

‗doğru‘. ‗Adamlar kolay kolay emekli olmuyorlar‘ dedi. ‗Ġkincisi […] kaç tane TC kökenli memur 

var?‘ Dedim ‗bir tek sen varsın. Geri kalanın hepsi Kıbrıslı‘. ‗Sence beni mi koyarlar onları mı?‘ dedi. 

‗Kimin nüfusu daha fazla? Benim nüfusum daha fazla [ama] devlette onun nüfusu fazla.‘‖ 
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everything through personal contacts. You go to the police station and think 

‗is there someone I know there?‘ You go to the local administration office 

thinking ‗is there someone I know there?‘ Everyone does that, there are only 

few people who don‘t.‖  

Researcher: ―Do you think the Cypriots have an advantage in that sense?‖  

MM5: ―Of course they do. At the end of the day, they have more contacts in 

the government offices, that is normal.‖  

Researcher: ―How about when it comes to finding employment?‖ 

MM5: ―It has a big effect on finding employment] not a small one. I find 

such things normal for this island, the whole system of this island is built on 

favour through social contacts, on good connections‖  

(Interview with MM5, 41, male, 2. generation Mersin).
284

 

 

According to TM6 it is not only the state but also the private sector, which does not invest in 

the region and so contribute to the economic exclusion of the immigrants. The latter also 

contributes, as he asserts, to the continuation of the demands of the villagers from the 

political parties and the governments: ―I bring this up before every election. Why are there no 

investments in this region to provide more employment opportunities? So that people get jobs 

and leave you alone. So we don‘t come to your door before every election‖ (TM6, 37, male, 

2.generation Trabzon).
285

 

 

According to TW4, who was quoted above, it was only after the villagers took initiative to 

overcome this unjust situation, that they prospered. She argues, as people stopped expecting 

favours from the politicians and governments they resorted to their own means –social and 

human capital-, to make a living, and in that they have been relatively economically 

successful.  
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 MM5: “Kıbrıslılardan da hiç ailesinden devlet iĢinde olmayan insanlar var. Bir de bakarsın bir 

ailenin hepsi devlet iĢinde. Çünkü onun daha fazla tanıdığı var. Bu torpil olayı bu memlekette zaten 

çok fazla halk ona alıĢmıĢ. […]Her Ģeyi ille torpille yapacağız. Karakola gideceğim ‗acaba orda bir 

tanıdığım var mı?‘ Belediyeye gideceğim ‗acaba orda bir tanıdığın var mı?‘ Bunu herkes yapıyor 

yapmayan çok az insan var.‖ 

Araştırmacı: ―O anlamda daha avantajlı mı peki Kıbrıslılar?‖ 

MM5: ―Tabii ki daha avantajlıdır sonuçta onların devlet dairesinde daha fazla tanıdıkları olması da 

normaldir zaten.‖ 

Araştırmacı: ―ĠĢe alınma anlamında?‖ 

MM5: ―ĠĢe alınma anlamında da etkisi bayağı vardır, yani az değildir. Öyle Ģeyleri ben bu ada için 

normal karĢılıyorum adanın bütün Ģeyi torpil üzerine kurulmuĢ, tanıdık üzerine kurulmuĢ.‖ 
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 „Ben bunu her seçimlerde gündeme getiriyorum. Neden bizim buraya yatırım yapılmıyor istihdam 

sağlansın diye? Ġnsanlar iĢe girsinler, artık düĢsünler yakanızdan. Her seçimde gelip kapınızı 

çalmayalım.‖ 

 



 

294 

 

People have given up on the political parties. They stopped following their 

footsteps. They understood that they should not have expectations from them. 

Some bought cars, lorries through their own means, others worked as drivers. 

Some others worked somewhere else.  I mean they have stopped expecting and 

started working on their own. In 88s my husband [who did transportation] had 

just arrived from Turkey and brought a sack of potatoes. I never forget that 

day. It was as if there was nothing missing in the house anymore. It was only a 

sack of potatoes, [but] you‘d say there‘s nothing missing.
286

 

 

All in all these statements indicate that ethnic niche building, and through it the 

reinforcement of the ethnic community boundaries, can be explained through discriminative 

political and economic conditions. The structural obstacles of economic mobility and a 

precarious state, were especially important in the production and reproduction of ethnic 

communities. This is in line with the arguments put forward in chapter 2.4.1 especially 

leaning on Fenton (2003).     

 

Last but not least, it must also be mentioned that it was not only the practical-evaluative 

agency of the immigrants that brought about the ethnic niche formation for Bahçeli 

immigrants, but also the iterational-habitual dimension of their agencies. In this regard it can 

be argued that, not only the limiting economic and political conditions, but also the human 

capital of the group is causally related to niche building. Then the immigrants from Trabzon, 

Ayvadere, brought along the necessary skills and know-how for the economic participation in 

this niche. The excerpt below, from an interview with TM3 is illustrative of the human 

capital factor in the ethnic niche building, which demonstrates relation of ethnic niche 

building to habitual agency factor.  

 

Researcher: ―How was this business idea born?‖ 

TM3: ―This was our job anyway. It was what we did in Turkey before we came. 

We were in the transportation secor.‖ 

Researcher: ―Where did you do transport to?‖ 
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 Ġnsanlar bu partilerden koptular. Bu insanların peĢinden gitmekten vazgeçtiler. Anladılar ki 

bunlardan bize bir umut yok. Kendi çabalarıyla kimi araba aldı. Kimi Ģoförlük yaptı. Kimi baĢka bir 

yerde çalıĢtı. Yani oralardan ümidi kesip kendi çabalarıyla çalıĢmaya baĢladılar. 88lerde benim beyim 

Türkiye‘den gelmiĢti de bir çuval patates getirmiĢti. O günü hiç unutamam. Evde yok yoktu artık. Bak 

bir çuval patates getirdi sanki dersin ki evde yok yok oldu.  
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TM3: ―In Trabzon? We mostly had busses [human transportation]. We also had 

lorries but they worked within the district. We did the job in our own town. 

When we came here that was the job that we knew, we also knew animal 

husbandry, so we continue to do both of these‖ (Interview with TM3, 54, male, 

1. generation Trabzon).
287

 

 

It is also important to note that these skills, along with the business aspirations were passed 

on to next generations. In this regard the field-research revealed that the reproduction of the 

community also took place over the continuation of the ethnic niche in the next generation. 

As was explained by my informants, the male population of the village identified with truck-

driving starting at a very young age. Most of the boys aspired to be truck-drivers themselves 

once they grew up. MM3 and TW14 remember this with amusement. MM3 explains: ―When 

small children were asked what they wanted to become when they grew up, they used to say 

that they would like to become truck drivers‖ (MM3,  male, 1. generation Mersin )
 288

. TW14 

confirms this with a memory from her childhood: ―They used to tell us to draw pictures at 

school, all the boys used to draw trucks‖ (TW14, 31, female 2. generation Trabzon). 
289

 

 

TW6 (53, female, 1. generation Trabzon) reflects on the past, and explains the occupational 

decision of her own sons as a childish aspiration to truck-driving. She regards this as a major 

barrier on their socio-economic mobility. 

 

TW6: ―He didn‘t go to school [after a certain age]. He wanted to become a 

driver. ‗I will become a truck driver‘, he insisted. He worked as a truck driver 

for a while. The same is true with my younger son, the too is a secondary 

school graduate. He is a truck driver. He also works as a merchant. He comes 

and goes. And this one got employment in the Esentepe municipality. It is a 

state [public sector] job. I mean he doesn‘t only do stock breeding. Had he not 

done these things, he could have become something better. He is in Esentepe 
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 Araştırmacı: „Bu iĢ fikri nasıl geldi aklınıza?― 

TM3: Bizim iĢimizdi zaten. Türkiye‘den gelmeden iĢimiz buydu. Nakliye iĢimizdi orda.  

Araştırmacı: „Nereden nereye taĢıyordunuz?― 

TM3: Trabzon‘da? Daha çok otobüsçülük vardı. Kamyon da ama ilçede. Kendi kazamızda yapıyorduk 

bu iĢi. Buraya geldiğimizde bildiğimiz iĢ oydu,  bir de hayvancılıktan anlıyorduk ikisini de devam 

ettiriyoruz.  
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 „Küçük çocuklara büyüyünce ne olacaksın diye sorunca tır Ģoförü olacağım derlerdi.― 
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 „[Okulda] resim çizin derlerdi. Erkek çocuklarının hepsi kamyon çizerdi― 
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all day, from morning till night. I don‘t know. They didn‘t want a higher 

education. I mean, none of the children back then went on to higher education, 

they wanted to become truck drivers.‖  

Researcher: ―Why?‖ 

TW6: ―I don‘t k now. They were kids who were eager to drive cars‖ 

Researcher: ―Did they see it as play?‖ 

TW6: ―Exactly, it was like play. And most of them became truck drivers 

anyway.‖
290

 

 

The niche building did not only include the children of Trabzon Ayvadere immigrants but 

also the second generation of Mersin immigrants, and some first generation Mersin 

immigrants who were rather young at their arrival. It can be argued in a sense that, under 

similar economic conditions of exclusion, the Mersin and Trabzon immigrants converged in 

the economic niche.  

 

Researcher: ―Did you do truck driving too?‖ 

MM5:‖Well without doing that you cannot get out of Bahçeli. You need to do 

that. Not the new generation, but all of our generation did that. […] I later 

worked as a taxi driver, and then I started doing this.‖   

Researcher: ―Can you tell me a little bit about truck driving? Why do so many 

people in Bahçeli work as truck drivers, bus drivers etc.?‖  

MM5: “Well, in villages, generally, after one person would start earning 

money from a business everyone else wants to do that too.  After that [truck 

driving] everyone started working as taxi drivers. I mean, in Bahçeli, the 

second most common occupation is taxi-driving. Probably because they didn‘t 

find anything else to do. Moreover, regarding the trucking business, it was the 

case in the past that, almost all of the islands‘ [northern part] goods 

transportation was done by Bahçeli villagers. There were only few companies 

in the past. One was in Famagusta and one was in our village. The two were 

partners anyway. There was no other company in this business. (Interview with 

MM5, 41, 2. generation, Mersin )
291
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 TW6: „Okumadı. Arabacılığa heves etti. Ben tır süreceğim, ben tır Ģoförü olacağım diye... Bir ara 

tır Ģoförlüğü yaptı. Ufak oğlum da aynı ortaokul mezunudur. Tır Ģoförlüğü yapar. Ticaretle uğraĢıyor. 

Gider gelir. Bu da Esentepe‘nin belediyelerini aldı. Devlet iĢi. Yani sadece hayvancılıkla uğraĢmadı. 

Oralara takılmasaydı belki bir yerlere gelmiĢti. AkĢam sabah Esentepe‘dedir, belediyededir. Ne 

bileyim ben. [...] Okumadılar. Yani o zamanın çocuklarından okuyan hiç olmadı. Hep tır Ģoförlüğüne 

heves ettiler.‖  

Araştırmacı: „Neden[...]?― 

TW6: „Ne bileyim ben? Çocuk araba sürmeye heveslenir ya.‖  

Araştırmacı: „Oyun gibi mi gelirdi?― 

TW6: „Aynı oyun gibi. Zaten onların çoğu da tır Ģoförü oldu.‖  
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 Araştırmacı: „Tırcılık yaptınız [mi] siz de?― 
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7.3.1.3.Experiences of Political-Cultural Exclusion  

 

In-depth interviews conducted with immigrants have revealed several issues that can be 

subsumed under the topic of political exclusion, which can also be related to reproduction 

and reinforcement of community boundaries. One of the often-mentioned topics was the 

exclusion of immigrants from Turkey by political parties, which was partly described in the 

previous section. Yet, in addition to being excluded in the economic sphere, through non-

recruitment by political parties and governments to the public sector, the interviewees have 

also expressed discontent with being excluded both by dominant right-wing parties as well as 

left –wing parties, from the political sphere.  As MM4 expressed ―the politicians have always 

perceived this place [solely] as one which brought them votes in the elections‖
292

 Many 

immigrants believed that the political elite only regarded immigrants as voters, but did not 

really embrace them. TM3‘s argument below, that the immigrant population is not 

represented in the parliament and that political parties do not have candidates with immigrant 

origins is illustrative:  

 

Look at the parliament today, consider the 50 members of the parliament, 

currently there is only one person among them, I think from Ġskele again, 

who has Turkish origins. Well I think, that person is the only one from NUP. 

RTP did not have such a candidate this year, if they do, they make their 

candidate win. There wasn‘t any this year in their lists. […] There are some 

mayors. There is one person in Ġskele from DP, he is a minister; and one 

member of parliament representing Famagusta who has roots from Turkey, I 

think there are no more. Only two.
293

 

                                                                                                                                           
MM5: „Zaten onu yapmayan Bahçeliden çıkamazsın. Mutlaka yapacaksın onu... Yeni kuĢak değil de 

bizim kuĢak hepsi yaptı. [...]Ondan sonra taksicilik yaptım. Sonra da iĢte nasıl estiyse bu iĢ esti bu iĢe 

baĢladım. 

Araştırmacı: „Tırcılığı biraz anlatır mısınız? Neden Bahçeli‘de çok var taĢımacılık tırcılık vesaire.?― 

MM5: „ġimdi Köylerde genelde, bir kiĢi baĢlamıĢtır bu iĢten para kazanmıĢtır, herkes o iĢe yönelir. O 

iĢten sonra mesela herkes taksiciliğe yöneldi. Yani bizim Bahçelinin o iĢten sonraki birçoğu da, hepsi 

taksicilik yapıyor. Yapacak baĢka bir Ģey bulamadılar herhalde. Bir de yani tırcılık iĢi Kıbrıs‘ta en eski, 

hemen hemen adanın bütün nakliyesini bizim Bahçeli köylüler yapıyordu. Eskiden bir kaç firma vardı. 

Bir iki. Bir tane Mağusa‘da vardı bir de bizim köyde. Ġkisi de ortaktı zaten. BaĢka firma yoktu―. 
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 ―siyasiler burayı hep bir kendilerine göre oy getirici bir yer olarak görmüĢlerdir.‖ 
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 Bugün meclisi görüyorsun iste 50 tane milletvekili, Ģu an T.C. kökenli bir tane yine Ġskele‘den var 

galiba, bir tane bir Ģey var, sanırım bir, bir tane UBP‘de var, CTP bu sene listesine koymadı, koydu mu 



 

298 

 

This was according to the interviewee, due to the election system, which allowed preferential 

voting (ranked-voting) and voting on the basis of candidates rather than parties. Although the 

interviewee stated that he considers this system to be a good one, he implies that voters also 

make ethnic preferences, and candidates of Turkish origin are usually disadvantaged. 

Subsequently he asserts that the politicians view the immigrant communities in the villages 

primarily as a bearer of votes, rather than as fellows.  

 

They constantly held the people in the villages back through such methods. 

They meant, ―you will not interfere into anything, you only need to vote as a 

community in a certain way, and act in a certain way. I will solve your 

problem, I will provide your child with employment, I will do this, I will do 

that‖; but they didn‘t do anything in the end. I mean nothing changed in the 

last 39 years. Nothing will change.
294

 

 

Furthermore, many of the interviewees, who defined themselves as interested in party 

politics, described their perceived distance from Turkish Cypriot left-wing politics (especially 

from RTP).  This was especially a topic of conversation with the first generation and some 

second-generation male migrants during informal conversations an in-depth interviews. TM1, 

TM2, TM3, TM5, TM6, all described their, or their fellows, experiences of being alienated 

from Turkish Cypriot left-wing parties through the discourse of being the unwanted. TM6, 

who defines himself in the left criticized the left in not approaching the immigrants. 

According to him, RTP had a strong image that it disliked immigrants, and it was partly its  

own fault that this image could not be changed. For TM6, RTP had very limited contact to 

Bahçeli villagers:     

 

If you‘d ask now, the village is still theirs. It is still the right-wing which has 

power in this village . Do you know why? There is a thesis that remains 

                                                                                                                                           
kazandırıyor zaten. Yoktu bu sene‖. [...] Belediye BaĢkanı var. Bir tane DP‘de Ġskele‘den var galiba, 

bakandır, bir tane Ulusal Birlik Partisinden Magosa Milletvekili var, T.C. kökenli, sanırım baĢka da 

yok. Ġki tane. 
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Kırsal yerdeki insanları bu Ģekilde sürekli Ģey ettiler, geri tuttular. Yani ―sen hiç bir Ģeye 

karıĢmayacaksın, sen sadece toplum olarak bu Ģekilde  oy vereceksin, bu Ģekilde davranacaksın. Ġste 

isini halledeceğim, çocuğunu ise alacağım, iste sunu yapacağım bunu edeceğim‖, ki hiç bir Ģey de yok. 

Yani 39 senedir de böyle bir Ģey de olmadı. Olmayacak da. 
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unchanged for 40 years. They proposed a thesis and this is still being promoted. 

[...] They still haven‘t done anything to disprove that thesis. RTP did not do 

anything. [...] [The thesis is] that RTP doesn‘t like people from Turkey. There is 

no plan to disprove it. [...] Why do you remain silent? Why don‘t you ask? Did 

you ever come and take a look at me? Did you come and say hello to me and 

asked how I am? […]. There is no such thesis. We were together everywhere, 

but when it came to politics I became the unwanted. Tell me I am not unwanted, 

come and tell me that I am wanted. Come here and make me feel that.  How 

many times did these people come to see my father. […] They didn‘t come and 

explain this to people. How many people know the administration of the party 

[RTP] except the party members, except people in politics? No body does. How 

many times did [… X] come to the village. Only during election periods.
295

  

 

Furthermore, many of the immigrants I talked to during the participant observation and in-

depth interviews pointed out to their perceived exclusion and othering within the discourse of 

Cyprus problem.  Especially the discourse that the immigrants from Turkey should be sent 

back to Turkey in the case of a solution to the Cyprus problem was found unacceptable. 

Many villagers mentioned this discourse of expulsion as adversary. According to TM3 (54, 

male, 1.generation Trabzon) this was a political discourse aimed at the intimidation of the 

immigrants, so that they would not vote for the pro-solution political left: ―[This discourse] 

aimed at a provocation of people against RTP. ‗RTP is communist. RTP cooperates with the 

South. RTP will send the people from Turkey back, will do this, will do that.‖
296

 According 

to this interviewee this rumour also had to the effect that many people sold their properties to 

foreigners during the Annan Plan period: 

 

They said they [Greek Cypriots] will come and get their places back. They will 

come after the solution, and we will get mixed. When we get mixed, everyone 

will get his/her own place back, and that people from Turkey will go back to 
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 Ama Ģu an da sorarsan yine köy onlarındır. Yine sağcılarındır. Niye biliyor musun? 40 senedir 

değiĢmeyen bir tez var. Bak bir tez hazırlamıĢlar hala sürüyor. [...] Hala daha o tezi bozacak bir Ģey 

yapmadılar. CTP gelip de bir Ģey yapmadı.[...] CTPliler Türkiyelileri sevmez. Bunu yıkacak bir plan 

yok ya. [...] Neden böyle kalıyorsun? Sordun mu? Gelip araĢtırdın mı beni? Gelip bana nasılsın dedin 

mi? [...]. Böyle bir tez yoktur. Her yerde beraberiz siyasete gelince biz istenmeyen adam olduk. Sen 

istenmeyen adam değilsin ama istendiğini de gel bana söyle. Gel bana belli et bunu. Benim babamın 

karĢısına kaç sefer çıktı bu insanlar? [...] Bunu bile gelip insanlara anlatmamıĢlar ki benim baĢkanımı 

[...] partiden hariç kaç kiĢi tanıyor, siyasiler hariç? [...] Hiç biri tanımaz. [... X] kaç kere köye geldi? 

Seçimden seçime.  
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 “[...] CTP‘ ye karĢı insanları böyle kıĢkırtmak, ‗CTP komünisttir, CTP Güneyle beraber iĢbirliği 

yapıyor, CTP oradan gelenleri geri gönderecek, Ģunu edecek, bunu edecek‗―. 
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Turkey, or they will give some money to people from Turkey and send them 

back. There were such cheap politics. [Thus] most of these [properties] were 

sold to foreigners, would they be sold to our own people that would be fine. 

Most of these were sold to the Jews.
297

  

 

Many interviewees made a distinction between natives who promoted such adversary 

discourses and who did not. TM1 (58, male, 1. generation Trabzon) for instance, explains 

that, as he encountered this discourse, a Turkish Cypriots friend of his wanted to comfort 

him. He found that rather polite and friendly: 

 

Once, I think it was just before Annan Plan, there were rumours here, that they 

would send people from Turkey back and all that. There were some political 

rumours. Late [X] was such a special person. He said to me ―my son […] you 

are one of ours, we will not send you back‖ […] so that I am not irritated, [or] 

worried. So that I don‘t feel down […]. He meant it will be hard for you to go 

back. He wanted to keep my spirits high. We will stand by you, we will not 

send you back. He was a very kind-hearted person.
298

 

 

Whereas many of the immigrants especially highlighted their discontent about this discourse 

that meant to them that they did not belong to the future of a united Cyprus and were 

elements to be expelled, it was especially the second generation that highlighted their 

practical experiences of being politically excluded from a prospect of a unified Cyprus. These 

especially referred to not being able to cross the border to the southern part of Cyprus and 

being politically discriminated against in this regard. MM5 expressed on this issue his belief 

that the opening of the borders have reinforced the discrimination against people with 

immigrant origins, leaving them largely confined to an unrecognised polity when native 
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 ĠĢte dediler ya bunlar gelecek, yerlerini alacak. Gelecekler, anlaĢma olacak, o zaman iç içe 

gireceğiz. Ġç içe girdiğimiz zaman herkes kendi yerini alacak, iĢte Türkiye‘den gelenler Türkiye‘ye 

gidecek veya Türkiye‘den gelenlere para verecekler bir miktar, onları geri gönderecekler. Böyle ucuz 

ucuz politikalar. Bunların da çoğu yabancılara satıldı, içerden satılsa hiç önemli değil. Hep Yahudilere 

gitti bunlar. 
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 Bir dönem Anan Planı öncesiydi galiba, burada bir Ģayia oldu Türkiyelileri geri gönderecekler o 

olacak, bu olacak. Siyasi bir Ģeyler söyleniyor. [X] abi rahmetli çok baĢka bir adamdı. Dedi ki ―oğlum 

[...] sen bizdensin, biz seni göndermeyiz‖ [...] Ben rahatsız olmayım. O günkü koĢullarda aman 

moralim bozulmasın. Siz gideceksiniz eziyet çekersiniz gibilerinden. O bana moral vermek istedi. Biz 

sana sahip çıkarız seni göndermeyiz. Çok sevecen bir adamdı. 
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Turkish Cypriots could enjoy political integration into the European Union and the rest of the 

world:  

 

Well my son asks me, he says, ―daddy, aren‘t we Cypriots?‖ ―We are Cypriots 

my son‖ I say.  ―Ok‖ he says, ―Why can‘t I go to the Greek Cypriot side then‖. 

How should I explain it to the child? What shall I say? Can you explain. […]. I 

[…] think that things were better before 2000. There were not many 

differences between people back then. But thereafter, after the borders were 

opened, I saw that there are very big differences. There are really great 

differences. Because this time it is only us that are held captive [in the northern 

part of Cyprus] and cannot go anywhere. In the past [Turkish] Cypriots used to 

say ―we are here in thing [a prison]‖. Before the borders were open they were 

like imprisoned.  But after the border gates were opened, they got passports 

from the Greek Cypriot side and all that, and so became the citizens of the 

whole world. But we remained where we were.  And so it is.. Even the people 

like Bulgarians who had migrated to the country after we did can go to the 

Greek Cypriot side, we can‘t.
299

   

 

As is indicated in the above quotation some immigrants also perceived that their future 

prospects were blocked due to this political discrimination and othering. TM4, a young 

second generation immigrant explained his negative experiences of being the political ‗other‘ 

as follows:  

 

I am one of those who‘s been discriminated the most. I will tell you a story. 

[...] there were [football] tournaments […].  It was in Antalya.  They included 

Cyprus also.  Once it was in France.  That one was across Europe.  I joined it.  

I had somehow managed to get a visa. After that, one year later, the world cup 

was in Spain. Again I was in the team [hoping] to take part in that one too. […] 

I called the Embassy in Turkey. My situation is so and so, what shall I do, 

where shall I apply to [for the visa]? They said, prepare such and such 

documents and come to us.  I also called the Embassy in the Greek part of 

Cyprus, just in case. They said you have to go to Ankara. I put everything that 
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 ġimdi… Oğlum bana soruyor. Baba diyor ―biz Kıbrıslı değil miyiz?‖, ―Kıbrıslıyız oğlum‖ diyorum. 

―Tamam‖ diyor, ―ben niye Rum tarafına gidemiyorum o zaman.‖ Açıkla çocuğa. Ne açıklayacaksın? 

Açıklayabilir misin? [...] Ben […] 2000 yılından önce daha rahat olduğumuzu hissediyorum. Ġnsanlar 

arasında fazla ayırım olmadığını düĢünüyorum. Ama o zamandan sonra, kapılar açıldıktan sonra 

özellikle, arada çok büyük bir fark olduğunu gördüm. Gerçekten arada çok fark olduğunu gördüm. 

Çünkü, bu defa biz sadece burada esir kaldık hiçbir yere gidemiyoruz. Eskiden Kıbrıslılar diyordu: 

―biz burada Ģeydeyiz‖. ĠĢte kapılar açılmadan önce onlar da burada hapis gibiydiler. Ama kapılar 

açıldıktan sonra Rum tarafından kimlikler mi aldılar bilmem ne yaptılar bütün dünyanın vatandaĢı 

oldular. Ama bu defa biz ayni yerde kaldık. Bu defa ister istemez..  Hatta memlekete gelen sonradan, 

bizden sonra gelen Bulgaristanlılar bile Rum tarafına gidebiliyor, biz gidemiyoruz. 
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I had together and went to Ankara.  I, of course, took all my passports with me, 

TRNC and Republic of Turkey ones. I gave them to the visa office.  A man 

took them and started stamping.  Then, after seeing the TRNC documents, he 

stopped.  He went to the back, talked to whomever he did and came back.  He 

said; I am sorry but you cannot apply here.  Where shall I apply? To Nicosia.. 

When you say Nicosia, there is a northern and a southern part.  They don‘t 

have [offices] in the North, should I go to the South then?  They don‘t perceive 

it as North and South, they see it as Nicosia.  I called here and there, no 

solution. A friend helped me out and we made it to the Spanish Embassy [in 

the southern part of Nicosia]. The former one was stamped, so I filled in a new 

one [application form] and submitted it.  The lady took it, went to somewhere, 

asked and came back.  She said, sorry but you cannot apply.  And where shall I 

apply to? To Ankara. But I am coming from Ankara anyway. […] If you are a 

Cypriot you have a Greek Passport anyway.  You have no problems. If you 

live in Turkey, again you have no problems.  […] in the end, they didn‘t accept 

it.  […]. The problem is this: I couldn‘t get a visa, neither from Spain nor from 

Ankara, or the Greek side, just because I am a Turk living in Cyprus, hence I 

couldn‘t go anywhere.  Those living in Turkey don‘t go through this.  Neither 

do the native [Turkish Cypriots] here, only those like us (TM4, 34, Male, 2. 

generation Trabzon)
300

 

 

Below is a similar story told by TM6 during another in-depth interview, about an attempt of a 

group of second-generation descendants of immigrants from Turkey, who wanted to cross the 

border to watch a football game in the southern part of Cyprus. According to the friend of 

this interviewee TM5 who was also present in the interview, the group was trying to trick the 
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 En çok ayrımcılığa maruz kalanlardan biri benim. Bir hikaye anlatayım size. […]turnuvalar 

yapılıyordu. […] Antalya‘daydı. Kıbrıs‘ı da dahil ettiler. Bir dönem Fransa‘da oldu. O Avrupa 

çapındaydı. Ben katıldım ona. Vizeyi de bir Ģekilde almıĢtım. Ondan sonra 1 yıl sonra da dünya kupası 

Ġspanya‘daydı. Yine ona da katılmak için takımın içindeyiz. [...]Türkiye‘deki elçiliği aradım. Bu 

durumdayım, ne yapmalıyım, nereye baĢvurmalıyım? Dedi ki Ģu Ģu evrakları hazırlayın ve bize gelin. 

Bir de ne olur ne olmaz bir de Rum tarafındaki elçiliği arayım dedim. Dedi ki Ankara‘ya gideceksin. 

Hazırladım her Ģeyimi, bastım gittim Ankara‘ya. Tabii ben tüm pasaportları, KKTC‘yi de TC‘yi de 

aldım. Vize bürosuna verdim. Adamın biri aldı, bastı mührü. Sonra KKTC evraklarını görünce durdu. 

Gitti arkada kiminle ne konuĢtuysa konuĢtu geldi. Bana dedi ki kusura bakmayın, siz buraya 

baĢvuramazsınız. Nereye baĢvuracağım? LefkoĢa‘ya.. LefkoĢa dediğinin bir güney tarafı bir de kuzey 

tarafı var. Kuzeyde yok, güneye mi gideceğim? Yani o kuzey güney anlamıyor, LefkoĢa anlıyor. Orayı 

aradım, burayı aradım çözülmedi. Bir arkadaĢım sağ olsun yardımcı oldu da Ġspanya elçiliğine gittik. 

Eskisinde mühür vardı, yenisini doldurdum verdim. Bayan aldı, gitti o da bir yere sordu geldi. Dedi ki 

kusura bakmayın baĢvuramazsınız. E nereye baĢvuracağım? Ankara‘ya. E Ankara‘dan geliyorum 

zaten. […] Kıbrıslı olursan zaten Rum pasaportun oluyor. Sıkıntı çıkmıyor. Türkiye‘de yaĢıyor olsan 

da sıkıntı yok. [...] sonuç olarak kabul etmediler. [...]Sorun Ģu: sırf Kıbrıs‘ta yaĢayan bir Türkiyeli 

olduğum için ne Ġspanya‘dan ne Ankara‘dan vize alabildim, ne de Rum tarafından vize alabildim ve 

gidemedim hiçbir yere. Türkiye‘deki bunu yasamaz. buradaki yerliler de yaĢamaz sadece bizim gibiler 

yaĢar. 
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Greek Cypriot police. Yet, they failed, since they were identified as descendants of ―settlers‖. 

This was perceived by TM6 as an act of unfair discrimination. 

  

The policeman told us. That policeman was a Greek Cypriot policeman, he 

said, get them out, also those people from Sadrazamköy. […] When you look 

at his looks, he sticks out as a Laz, it was the size of his nose.  It is so obvious, 

you would say that this man is definitely Laz. Anyway, they made them get 

out, and we are laughing at them through the window.  We were joking, telling 

them ―look, you cannot go‖.  At that moment, they told the driver, ―you cannot 

go‖.  He said ―I am a British citizen‖. He [the policeman] said ―you don‘t have 

a passport‖. He came with the Republic of Turkey passport. I said to him, 

―how could you make such a mistake?‖ A policeman entered the vehicle.  In 

the meantime, I thought I could take the driver‘s seat.  I said I have a driving 

licence. I have an international driving licence.  They said ―OK‖. The 

policeman came. He asked whether I had insurance. ―what insurance?‖ ―Bus 

insurance‖. I said, ―let me go and get one immediately.  The insurance office is 

open right there‖. They said ―no‖.  They threw us out too.  Our names were 

also noted down. I thought ―I know what I will do to you‖.  I have a friend 

working as a border police at the Greek side.  When I got back I called him.  I 

asked him to come with me to Nicosia. I told him ―I need to ask a few 

questions at the Civil Registry office‖. I took everything with me, my kids‘ 

identification documents, etc.  It was the time when Annan Plan was being 

negotiated. Our Registry Office is officially in [southern] Nicosia, the one in 

the TRNC is not recognised as official.  Anyway, we went, crossed the border.  

He [the border police] said  ―you cannot cross to the other side‖.  I asked 

―why?‖.  He said ―you cannot go‖.  I said, ―am I registered over there?‖  

―Yes‖. ―Then why can‘t I go‖. He said ―the document you are holding are 

fake‖.  The police is saying that to me.  We tried crossing that border you 

know, they noted all our names down.  [...] My place of birth is here [Cyprus]. 

He said ―you cannot cross the border, your parents are from Turkey‖ I said, 

―did your parents pop up here?  I said they are also from somewhere‖ (TM5, 

37, male, 2. generation Trabzon).
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 ―Polis söyledi bize. O polis Rum polisidir […] dedi onları indir aĢağı, bir de Sadrazam köylüleri. 

[...] adamın tipine bak, Laz diye çıkıyor adam. Burun bu kadar. Yani direk sırıtıyor adam, bu adam 

kesin Laz‘dır dersin. Neyse indirdiler bunları aĢağı, biz de pencereden gülüyoruz bunlara. Bak 

gidemiyorsunuz diye espri yapıyoruz. O ara demezler mi Ģoföre ―sen gidemezsin‖. ―Ben‖ dedi ―Ġngiliz 

vatandaĢıyım‖. [Polis] dedi ―pasaportun yok‖. TC pasaportuyla gelmiĢ. Dedim ―ya sen nasıl böyle bir 

hata yaparsın?‖. Koydular arabaya bir polis. O ara ben de dedim ki ben arabayı alayım. Dedim benim 

ehliyetim var. Uluslararası ehliyetim de var. Tamam dediler. Polis geldi. Dedi ―sende sigorta var mı?‖ 

―Ne sigortası?‖ ―Otobüs sigortası.‖ Dedim ―hemen yaptırayım. Aha orada sigortacı açık‖. Dedi ―yok‖. 

Bizi de attılar dıĢarı. Bir de ismimiz yazıldı mı oraya? Dedim ben size yapacağımı bilirim. Rum 

tarafında sınır polisliği yapan bir arkadaĢım var. Geldim buraya aradım onu. ―Gelir misin‖ dedim 

―gidelim LefkoĢa‘ya?‖. ―Nüfus dairesine bir Ģeyler soracağım‖ dedim ona. Çocukların kimliğini falan 

her Ģeylerini aldım. O arada tam Annan Planı görüĢülüyor. Bizim resmi olarak nüfus dairemiz 

LefkoĢa‘dadır. Yani KKTC‘deki resmi makam olarak sayılmıyor. Gittik neyse kapıdan geçtik. ―Sen 

gidemezsin o tarafa‖ dedi. ―Neden?‖ dedim. ―Gidemezsin‖ dedi. Dedim ―benim orada kaydım var mı? 
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Many similar stories were told to me during the informal conversations. Young people 

explained their similar experiences and that of their friends and acquaintances, and parents 

narrated the experiences of their children. All in all it can be argued that this issue is 

perceived as unjust among the community.  

 

The discrimination of the immigrants from Turkey takes place through denying them Cypriot 

passports. Native Turkish Cypriots are allowed to have a passport of the Republic of Cyprus 

which is a EU member state. As a result they can not only travel throughout Europe and in 

many parts of the World without entrance and visa restrictions, these passports also offer 

them the benefit of low educational fees for studying in  the UK, which is a popular 

destination of university education among Turkish Cypriots. Therefore, the children of 

immigrants are also discriminated against by denying them the chance for a European 

education, which without the passports are usually not affordable for the families. TM4‘s 

story below about the collapse of his plans to take a masters degree in the UK, and TW10‘s 

narrative of her daughter‘s lack of opportunity, unlike her class mates and friends, to study in 

the UK are illustrative: 

 

Let me tell you something else. When I graduated from the university, I applied 

to Wales University to study […].  At the same time, [X a native Turkish 

Cypriot] too had applied. We both got our acceptances.  […] In the end I 

couldn‘t go, but he went. There is only one reason for that, because they are 

citizens of the Republic of Cyprus they are accepted as citizens of the European 

Union.  At that time it had cost for European citizens 3 thousand 100, 200 

sterling. For us it was 9 thousand 10 thousand sterling. As an international 

student we had no financial power for the visas and so on. I never forget, I 

applied to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, to the Ministry of Education and to 

the President. […] only the executive assistant of the [president] got back to me. 

But I couldn‘t explain him my point, [that] we were both the citizens of this 

country.  In the end we need to be given the same rights. Well their reason was 

that they had no such budget. They referred me to the Ministry of Education, to 

at least give me the monthly minimum wage. There was such a plan but I had to 

                                                                                                                                           
Var. E tamam o zaman niye gidemiyorum?‖ Dedi ―senin elindeki evrak sahte‖. Polis diyor bana. O 

kapıdan geçmeye çalıĢtık ya biz, orada hepimizin ismini aldılar. [...] Doğum yerim burasıydı [Kıbrıs]. 

Dedi ―geçemezsin, senin annen baban Türkiyeli‖ dedi. Dedim ―senin annen baban burada mı bitti?‖ ―O 

da‖ dedim ―bir yerli‖. 
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make an advance payment, and since I couldn‘t do that I couldn‘t go (TM4, 34, 

male, 2. generation Trabzon).
302

 

 

 

My daughter wants to go there [to Britain]. What was the name of the 

university? But it is very expensive for Turkish nationals. For those with Greek 

Cypriot passports it costs 3 thousand sterling, for me it costs 20 thousand, at 

least 17 thousand, 19 thousand sterling.  It is so, I don‘t want to send her, I 

cannot pay that much money.  Could she get a loan from the government, the 

government would pay for her studies and she would pay back after finishing, 

after getting her.. […] My daughter wants to go to England, because all of her 

friends are [Turkish] Cypriots, and she loves them all. That‘s why she wants to 

go there, she says ―either there or here, I will not be separated from my 

friends‖ (TW10, 48, female, 1. generation Trabzon).
303

  

 

As can be understood from the above quotation, political discrimination of immigrants, 

through denying them citizenship and passports of the Cyprus Republic when Turkish 

Cypriots have the right to, has become a relatively more recent point of divergence and 

separation between the two population groups.  Immigrants perceive themselves as being 

unfairly discriminated against, and as having to endure the political, social and economic 

consequences thereof. This is also a factor, which can be argued to reduce the attachment and 

identification with Cyprus, at least in regards to the prospect of a reunified Cyprus, within 

which the immigrant community is constructed as the outsiders.  
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 BaĢka bir Ģey daha anlatayım size. Mesela üniversiteyi bitirdiğim zaman Wales üniversitesine 

baĢvurdum ki [… master] yapayım. O arada [X bir Kıbrıslı Türk] baĢvurdu. Sonuçta ikimize de kabul 

geldi. [...] Sonuçta ben gidemedim o gitti. Tek bir sebebi var Kıbrıs Cumhuriyeti vatandaĢı oldukları 

için Avrupa vatandaĢı olarak sayılıyorlar. E Avrupa vatandaĢlarına o zaman 3 bin 100, 200 sterlin. 

Bize da 9 bin 10 bin sterlin. Uluslararası öğrenci olarak vize vesaire için mali gücümüz de yoktu. Hiç 

unutmam DıĢ ĠĢleri Bakanı, Milli Eğitim Bakanlığı bir de […], [CumhurbaĢkanlığı‘na] da baĢvurdum. 

[…] bir tek [cumhurbaĢkanının] özel kalem müdürü döndü. Ama derdimi anlatamadım, sonuçta 

ikimizde bu ülkenin vatandaĢıyız. Sonuçta bize eĢit haklar sunulmak zorunda. Tabi 

cumhurbaĢkanlığının da gerekçesi böyle bir kalemimiz yok oldu. Sadece Eğitim Bakanlığı‘na 

yönlendirdiler beni. Hiç olmazsa seni asgari ücrete bağlayalım diye. Öyle bir çabaya girdiler ama bir 

peĢinat vardı, onu da yatıramadığımız için gidemedik. 
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 [Kızım] orayı [Ġngiltere‘yi] istiyor. Hatta neydi, hangi üniversiteydi? Ama Ģeyi yok çok.. 

Türkiyelilere çok pahalı, hani Rum pasaportu olanlara mesela 3 bin sterlin, benim için en az 20 bin, 17 

bin 19 bin. Öyle yani, ben göndermek istemiyorum, o kadar parayı veremem. Ha nedir o imkanı 

sağlarsa devlet, devletten borçlanıyor mesela, devletten borç alıyor mesela, devlet okutuyor onu, sonra 

bitirdikten sonra onu devlete geri, malını aldığı zaman. [...] [Kız] istiyor gitsin yani Ġngiltere‘ye çünkü 

arkadaĢ çevresi de hepsi Kıbrıslı hep de çok seviyor kendilerini. Onun için istiyor oraya, ya orda diyor 

ya burada diyor, ben diyor arkadaĢlarımdan ayrılamam.‖  
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7.3.1.4 Experiences of Discrimination and Othering by Host Population 

 

Last but not the least, the fourth point relates to the social and cultural discrimination and 

othering of the immigrants performed by dominant groups, i.e. the native Turkish Cypriots. 

Ethnically informed social relations between immigrants and the indigenous population 

materialize as discrimination of the immigrants in public space, .i.e.  differential treatment at 

the hospital, in the school, or in other public spaces and as ethnic encounters between 

immigrants and the native population in everyday life.  Experiences of exclusion and othering 

in everyday contacts such as these can also be causally related to the reproduction and re-

enforcement of community boundaries, through the activation of the practical-evaluative 

element of migrants‘ agencies. This is explained by Kaya (2012) as follows: 

 

The migrant strategy is formed in their own local neighbourhood in which they 

stick together, isolated from the rest of the society. Most socialising has been 

carried out with other Turks, preferably hemsehris (fellow-villagers, 

Landsmannschaften), in private homes, mosques, public restaurants, and coffee 

houses (the exclusive domain of men), and on structured occasions such as the 

large parties frequently held in rented halls to celebrate engagements, 

weddings and circumcision ceremonies (Mandel, 1990: 155). It is the 

development of social networks, based on kinship or common area of origin 

and the need for mutual help in the new environment that made the 

construction of migrant strategy possible (Castles and Miller, 1993: 25)‖. 

(Kaya 2012: 12)  

 

Field research in Bahçeli revealed that ethnically charged encounters did take place between 

the immigrants and the host population. Discrimination and othering of the immigrants took 

place at school, in the neighbourhood, in the workplace. TW11 narrates in the following 

quotation, the way she was treated in school by her teachers as a ‗dirty‘ person. 

 

Especially when there were incidents of lice infestation; and my mother is a 

very meticulous women. We used to go to school, and the teacher, even the 

teacher, used to check the Turkish Cypriots‘ hair with her hands and Turkish 

students‘ hair with the ruler.  I had such an experience, and I had on my hair, 

on my hair follicles dandruff and I was always sent home to my mother: ―Go, 

you have lice in your hair, you have nits‖.  I would go home and my mother 

used to say ―you don‘t‖.  I would go back to school and say to the teacher that I 
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didn‘t have any.  ―No you do have‖. But it was always the native kids that had 

lice on their heads.  [The teacher] would never say anything to them and I 

would see them in the hair of the friend sitting next to me, the lice would move 

up and down but [the teacher] would never tell her that she had lice. [The 

teacher] would treat us differently back then.  Nowadays there are no such 

things. (TW11, 42, female, 2. generation Trabzon).
304

 

 

For TM2 discrimination and othering came unexpectedly from a neighbour, which made him 

feel betrayed, since as he indicates they were trying to show solidarity with Turkish Cypriots 

by sharing provisions with them.  

 

[…X], […Y], […Z]; these are 4 brothers.  They said to DenktaĢ, get these 

‗black beards‘ out of the village, to DenktaĢ. (..) DenktaĢ said ―bring the guns 

with you so that I get them out of here with guns‖.. He said ―have you no 

shame? if it wasn‘t for these people, would you have ever seen this place in 

your life?‖ I said to [X], he passed away recently, […]. They used to distribute 

food to us back then, canned food, luncheon beef. We weren‘t used to eating 

the luncheon beef, we thought it was pork.  I would collect them all.  My late 

mother used to say, ―my son these Cypriots are poorer than us since they just 

came out of war‖. […] I would go around and distribute the provisions that 

were given to us to them.  I swear, I used go from one house to another an 

distribute, the provisions given to us by the state to the Cypriots.  I said [to X] 

―let us aside, but don‘t the provisions I gave away to you have any meaning at 

all that you are speaking this way.  What difference would it make whether I 

get out of here or not?‖  (TM2 59, male, 1. generation Trabzon).
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 Özellikle bitlenme olayı olurdu; ki benim annem yani çok titiz bir kadındır. Okula giderdik 

öğretmen, en basiti öğretmen, Kıbrıslıların saçlarını elleriyle bakardı Türkiyelilerin saclarına cetvelle 

bakardı. Öyle bir Ģey yaĢadım ve benim saçımda, saç köklerimde Ģey vardı, beyaz kepek vardı ve her 

zaman gönderirdi beni anneme ‗bit var baĢında git, sirke var‘. Giderdim eve, annem derdi ki ‗yok‘. 

Giderdim okula […] Giderdim okula derdim öğretmenim yok baĢımda. ‗Hayır var‘. Ama bit yine de 

yerlide çıkardı. Ona hiçbir zaman var demezdi ve yanımda oturan arkadaĢımın baĢında görürdüm 

böyle gelirdi bit yukardan aĢağıya doğru ve ona hiç bir zaman bitlisin demezdi. Bizi çok Ģey yapardı o 

zamanlar. ġimdi yok yani ha. 
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 […X], […Y], […Z]; bunlar 4 kardeĢtir. DenktaĢ‘a dedi ki ―bu Karasakalları bizim bu köyden 

çıkart‖ DenktaĢ‘a. [...]DenktaĢ da ona dedi ki ―yanıma gelirken silahları da getirin silahla çıkartayım 

bunları‖ dedi. Dedi ki ―Utanmaz mısınız be?‖ dedi ―bunlar olmasa burayı hayatında görecek miydin?‖ 

dedi. Ben de Vehbi abiye dedim ki, vefat etti geçenlerde [...] bize o zaman yiyecek dağıtırdılar. 

Konserveler, bolibifler. Bolibifleri yemezdik domuz eti zannederdik.  Ben toplardım […] Rahmetli 

annem derdi ki oğlum ―bu Kıbrıslılar bizden daha fakirdir çünkü harpten çıkmıĢlar‖ [...] [Ben] gezer de 

bize getirilen erzakları onlara dağıtırdım. Vallahi ev ev devletin bize verdiği erzakları Kıbrıslılara 

dağıtırdım. Dedim ki: ―Bırak bizi de, bu verdiğim erzakların hiç mi hatırı da yok da sen bu lafı 

söylüyorsun. Ben buradan çıksam ne olur çıkmasam ne olur? 
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TW15 explains in the following how she felt as an outsider, despite her friends being 

generally nice to her. It was the knowledge of being the ―Black Beard‖ or the ―other‖, that 

made her conscious, and to doubt the kindness of her colleagues. 

 

There used to be some discussions at school regarding being a Cypriot or from 

Turkey. There was the word ―Black Beard‖. In the smallest dispute the word 

―Black Beard‖ would be used, but it was not something exaggerated, there 

were no conflicts. […] But there was the words. They were nice, I mean I 

don‘t know. My [Turkish] Cypriot friends were nice. We were also nice to 

them, but still I felt like a stranger (TW15, 33, female 2. generation 

Trabzon).
306

    

 

TW15 explains further in the following that she and her sister tried to fit in through changing 

their clothing styles, which however created conflict within the family, and the larger village 

community. Still fitting and blending in was, as she describes, their primary goal.    

We used to wear trousers.  One time, my mother took all our trousers and burnt 

them.  She burnt the new trousers we bought right before my eyes.  We used to 

work in the factory. [...] We used to work at the textile. When we went there, 

we used to wear long skirts.  There were Cypriot older sisters there. ―Why are 

you dressed up like this, like old women?‖ [they said]. We couldn‘t reply:  

―Our families are this way.  They want it this way‖.  There at work, first day 

you were covered and then you started wearing more revealing clothes.  We 

started to dress less modestly.  […] We wanted to blend in.  We didn‘t want to 

have anyone talk behind our backs.  We felt like outsiders anyway, because 

there were mainly Cypriots. 3-4 Turkish people only. You go and work with 

them [Cypriots]. We started wearing more revealing clothes, gradually (TW15, 

33, female 2. G. Trabzon).
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 ġimdi Kıbrıslı-Türkiyeli lise konuĢması olurdu. Karasakal vardı. en ufak bir tartıĢmada Karasakal 

kelimesi geçerdi yani ama öyle büyütecek kadar hani böyle anlaĢmazlık falan olmadı yani. [...] Sözde 

vardı yani. Ġyiydiler yani, bilmem öyle Kıbrıslı arkadaĢlarım iyiydiler yani. Biz de onlara karĢı iyiydik 

ama yine de yabancı hissederdim kendimi.  
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 Biz pantolon giyerdik. Annem topladı bir zaman pantolonlarımızı hep yaktı. Gözümün önünde yaktı 

yeni aldığımız pantolonları. ÇalıĢırdık Filiz‘le beraber fabrikada. [....]  Konfeksiyona giderdik. Oraya 

da gittiğimizde böyle uzun etek falan giyerdik. Kıbrıslı ablalar vardı orada ―Niye siz böyle 

giyiniyorsunuz, kocakarılar gibi?‖ Bizde bir Ģey diyemezdik: ―Ailelerimiz böyle. Böyle istiyorlar‖. 

Orada da iĢte ilk gün kapalıyken sonra baĢlıyorsun açılmaya. Bir açıldıkça, açıldık iĢte.[...]. Uyum 

sağlamayı isterdik daha çok. Ġstemezdik öyle arkamızdan konuĢulsun. Zaten öyle yabancı gibi 

hissederdik, yani çoğunluk Kıbrıslı olduğu için. 3-4 kiĢi Türkiyeli gidip onların yanında çalıĢıyorsun 

Uyum sağlamak için açıldık yavaĢ, yavaĢ. 
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According to TM7, whose childhood was spent in a mixed neighbourhood in the city of 

Famagusta the estrangement between the native population and the immigrants was 

heightened in the 90s especially after the later waves of immigrants arrived. According to 

him the state‘s lack of control of immigration allowed people with criminal tendencies to 

come to the island from Turkey, who in turn damaged the reputation of immigrants from 

Turkey in general, including the first wave immigrants.    

 

The first generation, meaning our fathers, and Cypriots had no problems with 

one another.  They had arrived to a country which just came out of war, so the 

people perceived them as liberators.  They showed great respect.  It was only 

later, when the environment became dirty, there was a rift between us and the 

second generation. Only then there started a differentiation between Cypriots 

and people from Turkey.  […] In our neighbourhood in Famagusta there were 

Kurds, Alawites, Cypriots and Arabs. It was a really mixed neighbourhood. 

And we were well-integrated. […] In southern Derinya. There was a house 

adjacent to our house, our house was a semidetached house. We would go in 

and out of that house  [next door]. That family would also come to our house.  

But problems, bad things, started later in the 90s.  It was then when they 

allowed entrance with identity cards [instead of passports], any Tom, Dick or 

Harry came [to Cyprus].  In the 80‘s [if somebody did something they would 

sat] [X]‘s son, but later they said people from Hatay [did it], and later people 

from Turkey [did it].  Like the saying ―a fly is small but enough to turn your 

stomach‖. […] It all started like that (TM7, 33, male 2. generation Trabzon).
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In the light of the above, it can be argued, that ethnic encounters with native Turkish 

Cypriots, are efficacious in overt and subtle ways making the immigrants feel different and as 

the  unwanted. And one strategy to cope with such everyday discriminative discourses is the 

reproduction of the community and the reinforcement of its boundaries. 
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 Ġlk gelen jenerasyonla, yani babamlarla, Kıbrıslıların arasında bir problem yoktu. Yeni geldikleri 

için zaten savaĢtan çıkmıĢ bir ülke, insanlar bunlara kurtarıcı gözüyle bakıyorlardı. El üstünde 

tutuyorlardı. Ondan sonra ortalık pisleĢmeye baĢlayınca ikinci jenerasyon, bizlerle ikinci jenerasyon 

arasında uçurum oluĢmaya baĢladı. Kıbrıslı Türkiyeli ayrımı baĢladı. [...] Magosa‘da mahallemde 

Kürt‘ünden tut Alevi‘sine Kıbrıslısına Arap‘ına. Yani karmakarıĢık bir mahalledeydik. Ve iç içeydik. 

[...] AĢağı Derinya[da]. […] Hatta bizim ev, yanımızda bir ev daha vardı, bitiĢik evdiler. Kıbrıslıydı. 

Onun evine girer çıkardık. O bizim evimize girer çıkardı. Ama ondan sonra 90lı yıllarda baĢladı zaten 

pislik. Ne zaman ki Ģu kimlik davası açıldı ipini koparan geldi. 80li yıllarda derlerdi iĢte [X]‘ın oğlu, 

ondan sonra döndü Hataylı, sonra döndü Türkiyeli oldu. Hani derler sinek mide bulandırır […]. Olay 

zaten öyle baĢladı. 
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7.3.2 Transnationalism  

 

As Levitt and Glick-Schiller (2004) rightly argue ―migrants are often embedded in multi-

layered, multi-sited transnational social fields
309

, encompassing those who move and those 

who stay behind‖ (ibid: 2). Moreover, although ―engagements across national borders‖ 

among immigrant communities are not novel phenomena, these have undergone some 

qualitative changes with the advancement of communication and transportation technologies 

(Foner 2007). In this respect, as Foner (2007) puts it, ―it is now possible for immigrants to 

maintain more frequent, immediate, and intimate contact with their countries of origin‖  (ibid: 

2487). Migrant incorporation into the host society, as Glick-Schiller et al. (2004) rightly point 

out,  does not necessitate cultural assimilation or exclusive integration into one state only 

(ibid: 1).
310

  Rather it can also be linked to immigrant community formation.  In this regard it 

can be argued that transnational agency of the immigrants constantly reproduce and reinforce 

communities‘ ties and relations with their places of origin. Therefore researchers have 

increasingly recognized that migrants‘ continuing ties with their countries of origin need to 

be incorporated into migration theory and analysis (Levitt & Glick-Schiller 2004; ibid). 

These transnational ties comprise ―strong and enduring economic, political, and social ties to 

their homelands‖ (Foner 2007: 2484).   

 

Against this background qualitative research within this thesis has revealed that 

transnationalism is prevalent in Bahçeli. Most of the immigrants, especially Trabzon 

immigrants, preserve strong ties, especially of economic, social and cultural type, with their 

villages/towns of origin.
311

  Moreover immigrants‘ transnationalism can be argued to involve 

                                                 
309

 These scholars use the Bourdieuian notion of social field so as to move beyond the so-called 

―nation-state container theory of society‖ (ibid: 7) 
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 According to the authors there is no one single model for migrant integration into the host society, 

but instead, ―five pathways of incorporation‖ (Glick-Schiller et al. 2004: 1-3). 
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 It must be underlined here that it is not only immigrants from Turkey but also native Turkish 

Cypriots who operate in ―transnational social fields‖ (Levitt & Glick-Schiller 2004). On the macro-

level the intense political, economic and cultural links between Turkey and Cyprus make it impossible 

to have purely national economic, political and social transactions in everyday life. Moreover daily 

incorporation of Turkish Cypriots into the Turkish mainstream culture is secured by the wide array of 

Turkish TV channels, which broadcast TV series and political debate programs that are highly popular 

in Turkish Cypriot households, both of migrant and non-migrant origins. Turkish press is also closely 
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all three dimensions of the concept of agency, projective, practical-evaluative as well as 

iterational components. 

 

Firstly, transnationalism has indeed a very strong and material presence in the village 

especially in the economic sphere. As was already described many of the Bahçeli immigrants, 

especially those from Trabzon, but also some of the Mersin, have been active in the transport 

business since their arrival.  Many of the villagers have earned their living at some point in 

their lives as truck drivers in freight business, carrying commodities between Turkey and 

Cyprus. Currently some of the biggest fright companies in Kyrenia are owned by Bahçeli 

villagers.  In this respect it can be argued that a ―transnational way of being‖ affected the 

everyday lives of many working age male immigrants in the village, through their 

occupations (see Levitt & Glick-Schiller 2004).  Being a cross-border truck driver has meant 

being constantly on the road between home country and the country of destination. Owning 

or being employed in a fright company has meant constant reference to two states in the 

economic spheres. Bahçeli villagers‘ regular economic transnational practices via the freight 

business, involves utilization of  ―bicultural skills‖ and ―social networks beyond national 

borders‖ Levitt & Jaworski 2007: 135; Levitt & Glick-Schiller 2004). This type of 

―simultaneous economic incorporation‖ in two countries has (ibid: 135), as was described 

above, resulted from the domination of practical-evaluative component of migrants agencies 

exercised within the framework of structural difficulties of economic incorporation in the 

Turkish Cypriot state (see Section 7.4.1). 

 

Secondly, it was technological as well as economic developments leading to, among other 

things, affordable communication and transportation and a betterment of immigrants‘ 

financial situations, that have made it possible for immigrants from Turkey in northern 

Cyprus, to practice ―transnational ways of being‖, i.e. practices of everyday life that span 

over national borders, in more frequent and intense ways since mid- 2000s. It was revealed, 

in this respect, through participant observation and in-depth interviews that many of the 

Trabzon immigrants in Bahçeli had purchased or built homes in Trabzon especially during 

                                                                                                                                           
followed in the island. Through these and other social channels, Turkish political, social and cultural 

discourses are part of the Turkish Cypriot ones.  
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the period of construction boom in northern Cyprus. In this period the property and land 

prices in Cyprus rose sharply, encouraging many property owners to sell their lands to 

construction firms. Bahçeli immigrants too participated. As TM6 (37), a second-generation 

male Bahçeli villager put it many first generation Trabzon immigrants ―When the borders 

were opened in 2005, and when they sold the fields here, they built houses for themselves 

there [in Turkey]‖
312

 The same is true for a only few of first generation Mersin immigrants.  

 

In fact many of the first generation Trabzon immigrants who were interviewed for this thesis, 

stated that they often visited their home towns/villages and other places in Turkey. Whereas 

many of the retirees regularly visited and even stayed for a few months every year, most of 

the younger generation stated that they visited their relatives in Turkey less often (not every 

year). The latter group is actually quite heterogeneous in this respect, and although many of 

them do not entertain a myth of return, they view Turkey as the primary holiday destination. 

Many of the former group, i.e. first generation Trabzon immigrants, have properties in 

Trabzon, which they had either owned prior to their immigration or which they bought 

recently especially after selling some of their lands and properties in Cyprus. These regularly 

travel to their villages, some do so, in order to  attend their hazelnut fields during the harvest 

time. Moreover as I was told by many, they escaped the hot summers of Cyprus by moving to 

their second homes.  They enjoyed being in Trabzon and moving to their yayla
 313

 settlements 

in the summer season.  First generation Trabzon immigrants, as it seems, are continuing their 

traditional cultural practices seasonal migration: By spending winters in Cyprus and moving 

to Ayvadere village‘s highland, yayla, in summers, and they practice this tradition over 

national borders. TW4‘s and TM3‘s statements are illustrative, and similar statements were 

often made. TW4 states: ―I go to Turkey since 97. I went almost every year […] for two 

months, three months. I built a house in the yayla. We don‘t go down [to the village]. We 

stay in the yayla‖. (TW4, 55, female, 1. generation Trabzon immigrant)
314

 TM3 too states: 
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 ―2005‘te kapılar açılınca, burada tarlalar satılınca kazanılan parayla orada kendilerine ev yaptılar.‖ 
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 Temporary settlement places in highlands.  
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 Ben Türkiye‘ye 97‘den beri giderim. AĢağı yukarı her sene gittim […] iki ay, üç ay. Yaylada ev 

yaptım ben. AĢağı inmeyiz de yaylada dururuz. 
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―We go there during the yayla period, for 2-3 months a year. […] It is usually holiday time 

here, so we go‖. (TW3, 53, male 1. generation Trabzon)
315

. 

 

The quotation below, is taken from an in-depth interview which was conducted with three of 

the eldest female Trabzon immigrants. TW2‘s (>85, female 1. generation Trabzon) statement 

in this interview is illustrative of the transnational character of life for the first generation:  

 

How can I put it? We love our yayla. When the summer comes we move to our 

yayla. We travel back and forth [to and from Cyprus]. We come back because 

otherwise they cut our monthly allowances. That is a problem for us. We are 

old. They cut our money, our old age pensions (TW2> 80; female, 1. 

generation Trabzon)
316

.   

 

This type of simultaneous home making in two different geographical places is especially 

common after the immigrants or their spouses have retired.  Retirement provides on the one 

hand the monetary means and on the other hand necessary leisure time for the immigrants to 

engage in such activities. The individual cases below are illustrative. In the first case the 

interviewee explains that his father has built a house in the place of origin (Tabzon) after his 

retirement, in which he dwells for six months of every year. In the second case it is also the 

father of the interviewee who now lives in Mersin, Turkey. Yet this case is exceptional since 

it is to my knowledge the only Mersin immigrant of first generation who return-migrated to 

Turkey, which he did because of remarrying a woman from Mersin, and as was stated by his 

son, due to the material and health related benefits of living in Turkey at an older age. 

 

In the past few years, after getting retired, my father went back and built a house 

there.  Now he is there for 6 months and here for the other 6 months of the year. 

But, otherwise he does not do any business investments, or buy land there. He 

didn‘t do any investment like that (TW11, 42, female, 2. generation Trabzon).
317

 

                                                 
315

Yılda 2-3 ay bir yayla dönemimiz var, zaten gidiyoruz, onu alıyoruz. […] Tatil zamanına geliyor 

zaten, gidiyorsun.  
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 Nasıl deyim sana? Biz yaylamızı çok seviyoruz. Yaylalarda ev yaptık. Yaz oldu mu gidiyoruz 

yaylaya. Gidip geliyoruz. Gidince aylığımızı kesiyorlar diye geliyoruz. Ondan da derdimiz var. El 

yürümez ayak yürümez buna çare bilinmez. Kesiyorlar aylığımızı [...] Diyelim ki, yaĢlı aylığı .  
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 [Babam] son zamanlarda emekli olunca iĢte gitti ev yaptı orda. ġimdi senenin 6 ayı orda 6 ayı 

burada. Yoksa yani böyle iĢ yatırımı yok, toprak alma yok. Öyle bir yatırım yapmadı.  
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After my mother had died, my father married another woman. He lives there 

[in Mersin] with her. […] Why does he live there? Because of his pension.  My 

father gets a pension from here. He lives there comfortably with the pension he 

receives from here. And also the health system is very good there. That‘s why 

he lives there. We go  [and visit], but most of the time he is the one who comes 

here for a visit. He comes once or twice a year (MM5, 41, male 2. generation 

Mersin).
318

 

 

Migrant transnationalism may also be conceptualised as a future oriented strategy, in which 

the projective component of agency dominates and is linked to the ―myth of return‖. 

According to Kaya (2012) a similar ―migrant strategy‖ was prevalent among the first 

generation Euro-Turks, who were motivated by the idea that they would return to their 

homeland after saving enough money to enable themselves an upward mobility in Turkey.  

According to the scholar, during this initial phase, immigrant communities were constructed 

in the countries of destination based on the ―quest of return‖ (ibid: 10-11).  It is in this 

juncture that the ―transnational way of being‖ meets the so-called ―transnational ways of 

belonging‖ (Levitt-Glick-Schiller 2004). A combination of the two give rise to transnational 

activity of having two homes here and there, so that the immigrant gets as close as possible to 

being in homeland, even if a permanent return is not achieved. 

 

First generation immigrants in Bahçeli entertain a community specific myth of return, the 

frequency of individual cases of which is higher among Trabzon immigrants than among 

Mersin immigrants.  Although there were some exceptions, immigrants from Trabzon in 

Bahçeli, like other migrants throughout the world are found to entertain a myth of return. 

This is especially remarkable because it is not compatible with the ―settler‖ concept used in 

international political discourses to refer to first wave immigrants from Turkey in north 

Cyprus. The excerpts from in-depth interviews below, in which the interviewees explain 

their/their parents quest for return are illustrative. Regarding the second excerpt, it must be 

noted that TM7 (33, male), a second-generation immigrant, clearly states here and elsewhere 

                                                 
318

 Babam, annem öldükten sonra baĢka biriyle evlendi. Onunla beraber orda yaĢıyor. […] Niye orda 

yaĢıyor? Çünkü emekli maaĢı. [...] Babam buradan emeklidir. Buradaki maaĢı ile orda daha rahat 

yaĢıyor. Bir de sağlık konusu orda çok iyi. O konudan, gidiyor orda yaĢıyor. [Ziyarete] biz de 

gidiyoruz ama daha çok o geliyor. Yılda bir, iki defa geliyor‖ 
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in the interview that his primary attachment is to Cyprus rather than to Turkey, and that he 

would never consider living in Trabzon: 

 

TW1: ―But you see, my children were born and raised here, […] they visit 

[Trabzon] but they don‘t want to stay. Otherwise we wouldn‘t stay here. But 

they want to go there for a visit and then return‖. 

Researcher: ―Do you travel back and forth because of your children being 

here?‖ 

TW1: ―My children are here. We [me and my husband] are there in the 

summers and here for the winters.‖ 

Researcher: ―Do you mean that you would not have stayed here any longer, 

were your children not here [in Cyprus]?‖ 

TW1: ―I wouldn‘t. I stay here just for the children‖ (interview with TW1, 62, 

female, 1. generation Trabzon).
319

   

 

 

I don‘t have such a plan [to live in Trabzon/ Turkey] but my father has.  For 

instance I told my father  ―give me one or two years. I will get a loan for you. 

Then you go to Trabzon and build your house‖. He still says that if he had a 

house there he would not stay here. This is what I work for. […] There is also 

this: they cannot handle the heat anymore. They were not born here. They 

desire to be there (TM7, 33 male, 2. generation Trabzon).
320

   

 

On the other hand a quest for return or a myth of return does not explain all transnational 

dwelling practices.  In the case of North Cyprus, easy travel possibilities also play a crucial 

role in the ‗transnational ways of being‘ (Levitt & Glick-Schiller 2004) of the immigrants 

particularly due to geographical closeness of Cyprus and Turkey. Although highlighting that 

he considers Cyprus as his main country MM4, a first generation immigrant from Mersin, , 

describes how easily he travels to his newly purchased second home in Turkey, due to 

geographical proximity. In this narrative the geographical proximity between Mersin and 
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 TW1: ―Ama Ģimdi çocuklarım burada doğdu, büyüdü ya […] gezmeye oraya [Trabzon‘a] geliyorlar 

ama kalıcı gelmiyorlar. Yoksa biz burada kalıcı durmazdık. Ama onlar gezip tozup dönmek istiyorlar‖.  

Araştırmacı: ―Siz çocuklar burada olduğu için mi gidip geliyorsunuz?‖ 

TW1: ―Çocuklarım burada. Biz Ģimdi yazın orada, kıĢın burada.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Yani siz, çocuklar burada olmasa, burada durmaz mıydınız?‖ 

TW1: ―Durmam burada. Çocuklar için.‖  
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 Benim öyle bir düĢüncem yok. Ama babamın var. Mesela babama ―bekle bir iki sene dedim. Ben 

sana bankadan para çekeyim. Git Trabzon‘da evini yap‖ dedim. Hala daha der evim olsun orada 

kalmam burada diye. ĠĢte ben de onun için uğraĢıyorum. [...] ġu da var; artık burada sıcağı 

kaldıramıyorlar. Çekirdekten burada yetiĢme değiller. Orayı istiyorlar  
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Cyprus is brought to the fore as well as the point that a ―transnational way of being‖ does not 

necessarily translate to a ―transnational way of belonging‖ (Levitt-Glick-Schiller 2004: 

11).
321

 

 

I am not thinking of leaving [going back to Turkey for good]. The businesses 

(jobs) of my children are here, they make a living here. This is my country. I 

have accepted that.  Whether some people like it or not.  I did my military 

service, I pay my taxes. But it is like when someone from Gönendere, or from 

Cihangir [Cypriot villages] have relatives in Australia and they miss them, they 

want to go to [Australia or] England [to visit relatives], I want to go to Turkey 

for sure. I have friends and relatives. I bought a flat there, furnished it.  I go 

there, like this, without taking anything with me, I open the door [of the flat] 

[…], I put the kettle on the cooker, I sit in the balcony. […] I stay there for a 

month, for 15 days, for 2 months. It is not distant. [I go] whenever I like. For 

instance, I have just bought flight tickets, to and back. I‘ll fly on the 19
th
 of 

May, and will return on the 21th of June. I will be here in the month Ramadan, 

but at least I will be there for 10 days, without the flies (TM4, 57, male, 1. 

generation).
322

  

 

Whereas transnationalism was explained above as something based on practical-evaluative 

and projective dimensions of migrant agency, the iterational dimension of migrant agency, 

that is , the interest in preserving former social relations through ties with the community of 

origin (see Bakewell, Haas & Kubal 2011) is especially discernible in the across-borders 

marriage patterns of the immigrants. Transnational ties with the place of origin are kept alive 

as a community strategy through the import of brides and bridegrooms. Then the continuation 

of ties with the community of origin have provided the immigrants with a sense of security 

and protection against the alienating experience of migration.  
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 Transnational ways of being‘ according to Levitt and Glick-Schiller (2004) refer to practices of 

everyday life within transnational social fields and must be distinguished from conscious identification 

with a particular nation or ethnicity which may be termed ―transnational way of belonging‖. 
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 Buradan gitmeyi düĢünmüyorum çocukların iĢleri, aĢları her Ģeyleri burada. Burası benim ülkemdir. 

Ben bunu kabullendim. Birileri beğensin beğenmesin. Askerliğimi de yaptım, vergimi de veriyorum. 

Ama bir Gönendereli, bir Cihangirli  [Kıbrıslı] nasıl Avustralya‘da yakını varsa, özlüyorsa, Ġngiltere‘ye 

gidiyorsa ben de Türkiye‘ye gitmek isterim tabii.  Yakınlarım var, akrabalarım var. ġimdi oradan bir 

daire aldım, dayadım döĢedim. Bu Ģekilde günlük elbisemi giyerim, hiçbir Ģey almadan giderim, 

kapımı açarım, [...] çayımı ocağa koyarım, otururum balkona. [...]Bir ay kalırım, 15 gün, 2 ay kalırım.. 

Yakındır zaten. Canım ne zaman isterse. Mesela ben Ģu an bilet aldım. GidiĢ dönüĢ biletimi aldım ben. 

19 Mayıs‘ta gideceğim 21 Haziran‘da geleceğim. Ramazanı burada geçireceğim. Hiç olmazsa sineksiz 

bir 10 gün geçireceğim yani orda. 
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Marriage choices, more precisely the issue of imported brides and bridegrooms according to 

Kaya (2012) can be conceptualised as a type of migrant strategy so as to ―reinforce 

community boundaries […]‖  (ibid: 23). An important instrument for ―cultural continuity‖ for 

the Trabzon immigrants has probably also been the continued contact with the over-the 

borders networks through overseas marriages.  It was noticeable that the Trabzon community 

in particular continued with their traditional marriage patterns so that the majority of the 

marriages even for the second generation remained inter-familial.  Thus many of the Trabzon 

immigrants are either married to a relative from Bahçeli or somebody (mostly a relative) 

from Ayvadere in Trabzon.  When this ideal type of marriage does not happen, the first 

generation still prefer brides and grooms with Turkish and more suitably with Karadeniz 

origins over Cypriots. As a result marriages between the immigrants and Turkish Cypriots are 

still rather infrequent in Bahçeli, though, it seems this is about starting to change: throughout 

the interviews, none of the immigrants stated that they were against the marriage of their 

children with native Turkish Cypriots. Only in some instances, it was narrated by some 

second-generation female Trabzon immigrants that their parents were restrictive in marriage 

options. In an in-depth interview, TW15 (33) narrated that her grandfather made marriage 

decisions for the older sisters, both of who were then taken out of school and married off to 

Ayvadere villagers in Trabzon.     

 

My grandfather had made them get married. […]. My grandfather wasn‘t here 

[but] he used to intervene from there. […] He would say for example, ―You 

will not send them to school, marry them off!‖, to my father, and my father 

couldn‘t say anything, he couldn‘t protect his own daughters. He couldn‘t say 

―I will send them to school if I want to and I will marry them off if I want 

to‖.
323

 

 

Regarding Mersin immigrants, transnational marriage patterns were less predominant. It can 

be argued that Mersin immigrants primarily sought to increase their social capital especially 

through incorporation into the larger immigrant community of Bahçeli and into the society 

Cyprus. This is an important reason behind the marriage practices observed in this group 
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 [Onları] evlendirdi dedem. [...] Dedem burada değildi. Oradan buraya karıĢırdı. [...] Söylerdi iĢte ki 

‗Okutmayacaksın, evlendireceksin!‘ derdi, babam da hiç bir Ģey diyemezdi, sahip çıkamazdı kendi 

kızına. Diyemezdi ki ‗Ben istersem okuturum ya da evlendiririm.  
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especially in the initial years of settlement, which included marriages with native Turkish 

Cypriots as well as with Trabzon immigrants. Yet all in all there were indicators that things 

were changing. For instance, there were some mixed marriages while the field research was 

being carried out. All in all there are few marriages between the immigrants and native 

population and few more between the immigrants of Trabzon origin and of Mersin origin. 

Moreover, all interviewees with not-yet-married children stated that they did not believe in 

arranged marriages as did the generation before them. They argued that marriage decisions 

had to be made by the persons concerned and not by their parents. Although opinions do not 

always readily translate to actions, there are indications that marriage choices of younger 

generations will be more liberated.   

 

Last but not least it must be noted that transnationalism does not only matter during the life-

span of the immigrants. Indeed, as the field research showed, it was possible for immigrants 

to have preferences of locality for when they die.  Whereas there were some cases where the 

deceased person had allegedly demanded that his grave would be in Trabzon, there are many 

graves in Bahçeli belonging to the deceased relatives of the immigrants. The two following 

examples are indicative. TM2 (59, male, 1.generation Trabzon) states about his father‘s grave 

is in the village cemetery: ―My father‘s grave is here, and so is my mother‘s. On the left hand 

side, just when you leave Bahçeli. […] My father had said, ‗If I die here, bury me here‘ and 

he died here‖.
324

  On the other hand, the following excerpt shows that although the villagers 

often do bury the dead to the cemetery of the village, some elderly first-generation 

immigrants explicitly wished for an arrangement of burial in the place of origin and that the 

last wills in this respect seem to be rather heterogeneous:  

 

Researcher: ―Where do they bury the dead?‖ 

TM6: ―Here [in Cyprus]‖ 

Researcher: ―Was your grandfather the only one [whose grave is in 

Trabzon]?‖ 

TM6: ―But why did they take my grandfather there? That was his last will. All 

of his brothers and sisters, including his grandfather are buried in the same 

place [same cemetery]. I can show you the picture. [...] [However] there are 

some who are older than my grandfather here in the cemetery of Bahçeli.  
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 [Babamın] mezarı da buradadır, anneminki de burada. Bahçeli köyünden çıkarsın sol tarafta. […] 

Babam burada ölürsem buraya gömün dedi; e burada öldü. 
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TM5: ―He was born in 1927.‖ 

Researcher: ―Didn‘t they want to be buried in their country of origin?‖ 

TM5: ―No, no. But my father said, ‗wherever I die, you need to take me to 

Trabzon.‘ He doesn‘t want to be here‖.  

Researcher: ―Why?‖ 

TW7: ―He likes it more over there‖ 

TM6: ―[...]. Do you know what my mother says? I don‘t know if you can see it 

from there. There is a hill on the top of that cemetery [in Bahçeli]. [...] That is 

the only will of my mother. ‗When I die bury me up there‘‖ 

(interview with TM5 37, male, 2. generation Trabzon, TM6 44,  male 2. 

generation Trabzon and TW7 44, female, 1. generation Trabzon)
325

.  

 

Considering Mersin immigrants (out of 8 families in total) all of the graves of the deceased 

were in Bahçeli, so that it can be argued that Mersin immigrants were either more attached to  

the island in comparison to the Trabzon group, or more disconnected from Turkey. An 

elderly Mersin immigrant commented on this issue as follows: 

 

MW1: ―[…] It is over for us.. Our place is this, our land is here. When we die 

we stay here, when we live we stay here. God wiling‖. 

Researcher: “Are the people who die here [in Cyprus] buried here?‖ 

MW1: ―Of course, sure, they are buried here. This is our land. Our food, our 

labour is here. It was our destiny. Whether we die or live we are here.‖ 

(Interview with MW1, 76, 1. generation Mersin immigrant).
326
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 Araştırmacı: ―[Ölüleri] Yani nereye gömerler? 

TM6: ―Hepsi buraya gömer.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Bir tek dedenizi [mi Trabzon‘a gömdüler?]‖ 

TM6: ―Ama dedemi neden götürdüler? Vasiyeti odur. Bütün kardeĢleri, dedesi de dahil tek bir 

yerdedir. Sana mezarın resmini de gösterebilirim.[...] Bak burada [Bahçeli‘de] mezarlıkta dedemden 

çok daha yaĢlı insanlar vardır. […]‖. 

TM5: ―1927 doğumlu‖.  

Araştırmacı: ―Memlekete gömülmeyi hiç istemediler mi?‖ 

TM5: ―Yok yok.. Ama [benim] babam dedi ki ‗ben nerede ölürsem öleyim beni Trabzon‘a 

götüreceksiniz‘. Ġstemez burayı‖.  

Araştırmacı: ―Neden?‖ 

TW7: ―Orayı daha çok seviyor‖.  

TM6: "[...]. Benim annem ne der biliyor musun? Bak buradan görünür mü bilmiyorum. ġu mezarlığın 

üstünde büyük bir tepe vardır. […]. Annemin tek vasiyeti odur bana. Ölürsem beni oraya gömün‖.  
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 MW1: „[..] Bizimki geçti… Yerimiz burası, toprağımız burada. Ölürsek de burada kalacağız, 

kalırsak da burada kalacağız, Allah izin verirse―.  

Araştırmacı: „ burada ölenler zaten Kıbrıs‘a gömülüyor değil mi?―  

MW1: „tabi tabi buraya gömülüyorlar. Toprağımız bura. Yiyeceğimiz, ekmeğimiz buradaymıĢ. 

Çekçeğimiz çilemiz varmıĢ. Ölürsek de burada kalırsak da buradayız―. 
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All in all, it can be argued that transnationalism in varied forms, occurring due to diverse 

mechanisms and agential action is a prevalent phenomenon for the immigrants in the village. 

This simultaneity of being and belonging in two states at the same time is also a symptom of 

immigrants‘ community based lives in Cyprus as well as being causally related to it, i.e. 

reproducing and reinforcing (ethnic) community boundaries between the immigrants and the 

indigenous population.  On the other hand there are indications that the second generation is 

relatively less involved in transnational ways of being, although this cannot be readily 

concluded. It can be argued rather that the patterns are more diverse in the second generation. 

The following dialogue is indicative: 

 

Researcher: ―Regarding your nuclear family, how often do they travel to 

Turkey? Do they regularly visit their relatives in Turkey?‖ 

MM5: ―Only two brothers of mine go regularly. I have two older brothers 

[who go regularly]. Because they had lived there, they have friends. I don‘t. It 

is as if I have no ties.‖ 

Researcher: ―Your friends and your social network are here then‖ 

MM5: ―Of course. I have no friends and network there. There is no one I know 

anyway. I have no childhood friends there‖ (interview with MM5, 41, male, 2. 

generation Mersin)
327

  

 

7.3.3 Identification  

 

Regarding the notion of identification and how it relates to migrant communities, Levitt and 

Glick-Schiller‘s (2004) argument can be a starting point. The authors argue:  

 

If individuals engage in social relations and practices that cross borders as a 

regular feature of everyday life, then they exhibit a transnational way of being. 

When people explicitly recognize this and highlight the transnational elements 

of who they are, then they are also expressing a transnational way of 

belonging. Clearly, these two experiences do not always go hand in hand‖ 

(Levitt & Glick-Schiller 2004: 12).  
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 Araştırmacı: ―Sizin çekirdek ailenizin Türkiye‘ye gidiĢ geliĢleri nasıldır? Her yıl akrabalara 

mutlaka gidilir mi?‖ 

MM5: ―Her yıl sadece iki abim gidiyor. Ġki tane büyük abim var. Çünkü onların orda yaĢamıĢlıkları 

var, arkadaĢları var. Bizim olmadığı için. Bizim hiç bağımız yok gibi bir Ģey‖. 

Araştırmacı: “Sizin çevreniz buradadır [öyleyse]‖ 

MM5: ―Tabi. Orada benim hiçbir çevrem yok. Tanıdığım biri yok ki. Çocukluğumu yaĢadığım, 

arkadaĢlık ettiğim birisi yok yani.‖ 
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Identification is related to the so-called sense of ―‘belonging‘ with its embedded affective 

dimension‖ (Mee & Wright 2009). Accordingly a transnational way of being does not 

necessarily imply a transnational way of belonging, i.e. simultaneous identification with the 

place of origin and destination. This was in line with the findings of this study. Identification 

exclusively with Turkey was almost not present, and although there were some affective 

elements in the feelings towards the country of origin, it was found that these were rather in 

the form of feelings of affection towards the area/ village/ town of origin. On the other hand, 

many of the immigrants defined their attachment to Cyprus over material and instrumentalist 

reasons, by for instance regarding their living in Cyprus and making a living in the island as 

the very proof of belonging to Cyprus rather than to Turkey.  

    

7.3.3.1 Identification With Turkey/ Place of Origin 

 

In-depth interviews with immigrants have revealed that the duration of socialisation in the 

place of origin had a positive effect on identification with the place of origin.  In other words 

the longer the time spent in the place of origin, and not in the place of destination seems to be 

influential in this respect. This identification with the place of origin has a positive 

relationship with a transnational way of being, in that immigrants who did identify with their 

homelands, villages, cities etc. were found to be more likely to own a house and other 

properties there, or have the wish to do so; and to visit the places more regularly.  Many also 

had a wish to return (see section 7.3.2). The quotations below are further illustrative. The first 

quotation is from an interview with TM1, who although stating that he feels at home when in 

Cyprus, also acknowledges that he misses his place of birth.  In his opinion this 

―homesickness‖ is part and parcel of getting old: 

 

There is surely homesickness.  It does not change.  I even remember the stones 

of my village.  Even the roads, I remember. The older I get, the more I 

remember. I remember the places where I drank water, which roads I walked 

down.  I remember going to school, the days I skipped school. But this is 

something that comes with life.  It is not necessarily a problem imposed by 
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immigration.  But one misses, it is part of life (TM1, 58, male, 1. generation 

Trabzon).
328

.  

 

MM3, also states that he has a certain attachment to his birth place, even though he is also 

among those who stated that they did not ever want to return to Mersin. According to him it 

is the first generation who has a certain amount of attachment to their places of origin. The 

second generation on the other hand do not have such feelings, and would not even enjoy a 

longer vacation there.   

  

I, for example, came here when I was 13. We had a thing with there [place of 

origin] from childhood you see.  We would visit 3-5 times a year.  When I go 

with my children, you can‘t keep them there for more than 10 days there.  They 

live in a place like the Bahçeli village, but they go to Kyrenia in the evenings 

and so on.  They are used to being here.  That is to say, even though most of 

the families [in the village] purchased houses in Trabzon [and] Mersin, they 

only fulfil so their own longings, but you can‘t make the kids live over there. It 

is not possible.  Culture is different, lifestyle is different. Everything is 

different they can‘t stay (MM3, 51, male 1. generation Mersin)
329

.  

 

Field research revealed further that the second-generation Bahçeli villagers did not generally 

identify with the place of origin of their parents. They usually stated that they considered the 

living conditions there as hard and limiting, and admitted that they did not enjoy the everyday 

life there. Not having any close friends there was also a common respond. TW14 was among 

the few second-generation interviewees, along with MW4 who identified the strongest with 

the place of origin of her parents. Both of these interviewees had the desire to even migrate to 

their parents‘ hometowns. According to TW14, her admiration of her parent‘s place of origin 

grew due to her own experiences there as a university student, and before that she too would 

never consider being able to live over there in Trabzon.  
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 Özlem mutlaka vardır. DeğiĢmez. Ben köyümün taĢlarını bile hatırlarım. Yollarını bile hatırlarım. 

YaĢlandıkça daha çok hatırlarım. Nerden su içtim, nerden gittim hatırlarım. Okula gitmemi, okuldan 

kaçtığım günleri hatırlarım. Ama bu yaĢamın verdiği bir Ģey. Ġlla göçmen olmanın dayattığı bir sıkıntı 

değil. Ama insan özler, bu yaĢamın içindeki bir Ģeydir
328

.  
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 Mesela ben 13 yaĢında geldim. Yani orada küçüklükten bir Ģeyimiz var. Senede bir 3-5 sefer gidip  

Ģey yapardık. Ben çocuklarımla gittiğimde onları 10 gün durduramazsın orada. Bahçeli köy gibi bir 

yerde yaĢıyorlar ama akĢamında Girne'ye falan gidiyorlar. Buraya alıĢtılar. Orada gidip duramaz. 

Yani çoğu ailemiz Trabzon'dan, Mersin'den ev de alsa anca kendi özlemini giderir ama çocukları 

orada durduramazsın. Mümkün değil. Kültür farklı, yaĢam farklı. Her Ģey değiĢik, duramaz.  
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TW14: ―I used to say that I couldn‘t stay in Trabzon, but now I think I can.‖ 

MM3: ―Then you find a husband in Trabzon and stay.  You can‘t live there 

any other way.‖ 

TW14: ―No, it has nothing to do with that.  May be it‘s because I studied 

there, I don‘t know.  I studied in Turkey.  That‘s why. Had I studied here, I 

sure wouldn‘t think as such, but I used to think [when I was in Turkey] for 

instance, that I would never [come back] to Cyprus when I finish my studies.  I 

came here involuntarily.  

Researcher: ―Did your family force you?‖ 

TW14: ―Of course, they made me come.‖  

Researcher: ―Did you look for any jobs while there?‖ 

TW14: ―I didn‘t but they didn‘t give me the chance.  They brought me over as 

soon as I graduated‖ (interview with TW14, 31, female, 2. generation Trabzon; 

MM3, 51, male, 1. generation Mersin)
330

   

 

7.3.3.2 Identification with Cyprus: 

 

Whereas identification with Turkey entailed affective elements of emotion, a reference to 

past memories and so on, identification with Cyprus was rather based on instrumentalist 

reasons and so belonged to the practical-evaluative component of agency. In other words, the 

interview questions regarding ‗self-identification‘ of migrants revealed that the migrants saw 

themselves as ‗Cypriots‘ mostly on ‗practical‘ rather than ‗ideational‘ grounds. Informal 

conversations and interviews revealed that, rather than due to affective reasons, a feeling of 

belonging to Cyprus was especially determined by the fact that northern Cyprus was the 

current place of residence and that the person did not wish to ‗go-back‘ to Turkey.    

 

Researcher: ―When you describe yourself, what would you say for instance if 

they ask you about where you‘re from, whilst you‘re abroad,?‖ 

TM2: ―I am Cypriot.‖  
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 TW14: ‖Eskiden Trabzon‘da duramam diyordum ama Ģimdi orda da dururum―.  

MM3: „O zaman Trabzon‘dan bir koca bulur orada durursun. BaĢka türlü de duramazsın―.  

TW14: ―Yok onunla alakası yok. Orada okuduğum için mi bilmiyorum. Türkiye‘de okudum. O 

yüzden. Burada okusaydım tabi ki düĢünmezdim. Burada okusaydım tabi ki düĢünmezdim ama hatta 

mesela okulu bitirdiğimde kesinlikle Kıbrıs'a gitmem diyordum. Ben buraya zorla geldim.‖  

Araştırmacı: Ailen mi zorladı?‖ 

TW14: ―Tabii canım, onlar zorladı da geldim.‖ 

Araştırmacı: ―ĠĢ aradın mı orada?‖ 

TW14: ―ĠĢ aramadım ama fırsat vermediler. Okulu bitirir bitirmez getirdiler.‖ 
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Researcher: ―Is this how you answer?‖ 

TM2: ―Yes.‖ 

Researcher: ―How about when you go to Turkey for vacation for instance?‖ 

TM2: ―I say I am a Trabzon born Cypriot. There is no going back.  Besides, 

one cannot stay [live] there anymore.  But if the state sends us back, that is 

something we cannot do anything about.‖ 

(Interview with TM2, 58, 1. generation, Trabzon)
331

 

 

It was mostly occupational reasons that the interviewees put forward, for their primary 

identification with northern Cyprus. Moreover, the second-generation stressed that their 

personal social networks were mostly in Cyprus rather than in the place of origin of their 

parents, and this too was influential in shaping their identification patterns.  Moreover, the 

elderly in the village, like TW2 (>85, female, Trabzon), TW3(>85, female, Trabzon), MM2 

(84, male, Mersin), MW1 (76, female, Mersin) referred  to their old-age allowances. They 

were only allowed to be abroad for a limited amount of time in year. To a smaller extent, 

social and cultural adaptation to Cyprus was mentioned as well. The quotation below is from 

the interview with TW1, and illustrates a mixture of feelings about Cyprus as the place of 

destination. TW1 had stated in the interview that she would wish to return migrate to 

Trabzon, but could not do so because of her children being in Cyprus. Yet even in her case, 

where primary identification is with the place of origin, elements of identification with 

Cyprus is also present.   

 

in a way, I think that it is good that I came here. You know why? There was 

too much hard work and suffering there [in Turkey]. It is easier/more 

comfortable here. […] We used to carry everything on our backs there.  That is 

to say, women suffered more there.  Its not that we are comfortable, but lets 

say we are more comfortable here than we were there.  Thus, still, we stayed 

because we liked it here.  We were very young when we came here. Our 

children grew up here. We became natives. […] That‘s why we stayed.  I 

mean, life has gone by, its over. There is a saying; ―you stay where your 
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 Araştırmacı: ―Peki kendinizi tanımlarken mesela yurt dıĢında size nerelisiniz diye sorduklarında 

[ne dersiniz]?‖  

TM2: ―Kıbrıslıyım.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Öyle mi cevap verirsiniz?‖  

TM2: ―Evet.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Türkiye‘ye tatile filan gittiğinizde?‖  

TM2: ―Trabzon doğumlu Kıbrıslıyım derim. Geri dönüĢü yok. Zaten duramazsın artık orada. Ama 

devlet kendi döndürürse ona da bir Ģey diyemeyiz‖  
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stomach is full‖. […] There was water to drink, bread to eat here. For better or 

worse, we stayed, you see (TW1, 62, female, 1. generation Trabzon).
332

  

 

On the other hand, there were others who did identify with Cyprus more strongly:  

 

Ask [them]: ―why are you Cypriot?‖, [they] would reply: ―I was born here.  

My place of birth is Kyrenia‖.  Ask me [and] I say ―I was born in Turkey but I 

grew up here. 14 years of my life was spent there, 34 years here.  I am from 

here‖ I say. I too say this. I mean, my place of birth is there [in Turkey], but I 

[…], lived here and I am from here. When I go back to my hometown today, I 

go just for a vacation. I mean, just to see the green scenes, the beauty.  

Otherwise, I cannot stay there while my children are here, I cannot live there.  

May be, just may be, if my children were also there, I might be able to live 

there.  But I like it here.  I mean, this is our homeland (TW10, female, 48, 1. 

generation Trabzon)
 
.
333

 

 

Whereas, identification with Turkey, as was argued, is mostly local rather than national, it 

can be argued that identification with Cyprus is sometimes also based on locality rather than 

nationality. Field research has supplied some clues in this direction; especially that 

identification with Cyprus in some instances was based on the community. A good example 

can be the excerpt below. The interviewee below explains how she identifies with Cyprus 

more than with Trabzon even though she has only few contacts to ―native‖ Turkish Cypriots. 

In this case it is the community that provides the immigrant with a sense of identity rather 

than the country of origin or destination: 
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 Bir yerde iyi ki de geldim derim. Çünkü biliyor musun, bizim oralar çok çileliydi. Burası daha 

rahattır. [...] Biz orada her Ģeyi sırtımızda taĢırdık. Yani kadınlar daha çok çileliydi orada. Burası bizim 

için daha rahat. Rahatlık görmedik ama, oradan daha rahat diyelim. Gene de sevdiğimiz için kaldık. 

Çok genç geldik buraya.. Çoluğumuz çocuğumuz da burada büyüdü. olduk buranın yerlisi. [...] Onun 

için kaldık. Yani hayat geçti, bitti. Bir laf var; karnının doyduğu yerde kalırsın.  […] Ġçecek su, 

yiyecek ekmek vardı. Ġste  Ġyisiyle kötüsüyle kaldık. 
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 ―De ki: ―neden Kıbrıslısın?‖, ―Ben burada doğdum. Benim doğum yerim Girne‖ der.  Hee bana 

sorduğunda derim ki: ―Ben Türkiye‘de doğdum ama burada büyüdüm. Benim 14 senem orada geçti, 

34 senem burada geçti. Ben buralıyım‖ derim. Ben de öyle derim. Yani doğum yerim ora ama ben […] 

burada büyüdüm ben buralıyım. E bugün gittiğimde ben memleketime sadece gezmek amaçlı 

gidiyorum. Yani sırf o yeĢilliğini, o güzelliğini göreyim diye. Yoksa benim çocuklarım burada ben 

orada kalamam, yaĢayamam. Ha belki çocuklarım da orada olsa belki yaĢayabilirim. Ama ben burayı 

seviyorum. Yani burası bizim vatanımız yani. 
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TW16: ―You see, we like it here because we were born here, if we were born 

elsewhere, we would have liked it there. I like it here.  We couldn‘t have made 

it anywhere else.  For example, when we go to Trabzon, we cannot stay.  15 

days, 20 days, then I miss home. ― 

Researcher: ―How is life outside the village? Have you ever lived outside the 

village?‖ 

TW16: “No.‖ 

Researcher: ―Do you spend time?‖ 

TW16: ―I do.  I visit, go around.  Friends, relatives, I mean I go around.   

Researcher: Do you have Cypriot friends?‖ 

TW16: “No.‖ 

Researcher: ―And your husband?‖ 

TW16: “He has.‖ 

Researcher: ―In which region do your friends outside the village live?‖ 

TW16: “In Kyrenia, also in Esentepe.  I mean, there are Cypriots that we 

mingle with, it‘s not like there aren‘t any.  But I would be lying if I said I have 

many Cypriot friends. I don‘t‖.  

(interview with TW16, 35, Female, 2. generation Trabzon)
334

 

 

TM7 (33, male, second generation Trabzon) on the other hand, argues that identification with 

Cyprus is so developed among persons with immigrant origins, that these would not accept 

an annexation to Turkey. Though, as can be read from the excerpt below the rationalisation of 

this opinion is based more on economic rather than emotional reasons. 

 

That is a false tale.  Right now Cyprus is a hump on Turkey‘s back.  

Downright hump. They cannot do anything without sorting it out here.  They 

have to get rid of this hump.  This place has nothing political with Turkey.  

Turkey is keeping this place strategically.  Think of capes of Karpas and 

Koruçam.  A distance of 100 kilometres.  When you take this distance and go 

crosswise, thousands of kilometre squares absolutely belong to Turkey.  No 
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 TW16: „Ya, Ģimdi biz burada doğup büyüdüğümüz için burayı seviyoruz, baĢka yerde doğsak orayı 

sevecektik. Seviyorum ben burayı. BaĢka yerde yapamazdık yani. Mesela Trabzon‘a gidiyoruz 

duramıyoruz. 15 gün, 20 gün geçiyor sonra evimi arıyorum.― 

Araştırmacı: „Köyün dıĢındaki hayat nasıldır? Köyün dıĢında yaĢadın mı hiç?― 

TW16:  „Yok―. 

Araştırmacı: „Vakit geçiriyor musun?― 

TW16: „Geçiririm. Giderim, gezerim. Akrabalar, arkadaĢlar, gezerim yani―. 

Araştırmacı: „Kıbrıslı arkadaĢların var mı?― 

TW16: „Yok―. 

Araştırmacı: „EĢinin de öyle mi?― 

TW16: „EĢimin var.―  

Araştırmacı: ―Buranın dıĢında bölge olarak nerede arkadaĢların var?― 

TW16: „Girne‘de, Esentepe‘de de var. Öyle görüĢtüğümüz Kıbrıslılar var yani, yok değil. Öyle çok 

Kıbrıslı arkadaĢım var desem yalan olur. Yok―. 
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one can enter this sea without Turkey‘s permission. When you look up, it is 

Russia, behind that Armenia. […]  It is military strategy.  The only breathing 

point. That‘s why they don‘t want to let it go.  In the past, this place was a part 

of Turkey‘s land, anyway.  They lost it because of Ġsmet Ġnönü, and didn‘t 

claim it back.  They wouldn‘t have faced these problems if they had taken it 

back.  This is my opinion.  Turkey needs to solve this problem.  Um, is it 

possible to be annexed? No.  [I] wouldn‘t want this either.  Once annexed, 

everything would be permitted, then who ever wishes to come, could come 

over.  It would be far worse than it is now.  Opportunities are limited anyway.  

They will be even more limited. In any case, you need to have a referendum 

for annexation.  My opinion is that the result would be negative.  I mean 90% 

of my generation doesn‘t want it (TM7, 33, male, 2. generation Trabzon).
335

 

 

7.3.3.3 Inbetweenness  

 

Moving to more emotional issues, immigrants‘ self identification patterns were interestingly 

similar among Trabzon and Mersin immigrants and across generations. Many stated that they 

actually felt in-between.  This feeling was mostly due to taking notice of others‘ definitions. 

They felt that they were perceived as aliens both in Turkey and in their places of origin, as 

well as in Cyprus by native Turkish Cypriots. The following excerpts are illustrative of this 

common pattern of self-identification. In the quotation below MM3 states that he feels at the 

―margin‖ of the Turkish Cypriot society rather than fully belonging to its ―centre‖. 

 

We forgot about Turkey. But as  Cypriots we are at the margin. We are not in 

the centre, we are at the margin. You, the new generations have mixed together. 

They met at the universities and became friends. They still socialise together.  
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 O boĢ hikaye. Kıbrıs Ģu an da Türkiye‘nin sırtında bir kambur. Resmen kambur. Adam burayı 

bitirmeden bir Ģey yapamıyor. Bu kamburu üstünden atması lazım. Buranın Türkiye‘yle siyasi bir Ģeyi 

yok. Türkiye burayı stratejik olarak elinde tutuyor. Karpaz burnuyla Koruçam burnunu düĢün. 100 

kilometrelik bir açık. Bu açığı çaprazlama alıp gittiğin zaman binlerce kilometrelik bir alan tamamen 

Türkiye‘ye ait. ġu denizin içine Türkiye‘den izinsiz kimse giremiyor. Adam o yüzden burayı tutuyor. 

Yukarı baktığında Rusya, arkasında Ermenistan... […] Askeri stratejidir burası. Tek nefes aldığı nokta 

burası. O yüzden burayı bırakmak istemiyor. Zamanında zaten burası Türkiye‘nin bir toprağıydı. Ġsmet 

Ġnönü‘nün hatasıyla gitti. Almadılar geri. Alsalar hiç bu sorunları yaĢamayacaklardı. Benim görüĢüm 

o. Burayı Türkiye‘nin çözmesi gerekiyor. Ha bağlanma olayı olur mu? Olmaz. [Ben de] kesinlikle 

istemem. Bağlandığı anda her Ģey serbest olacak. Ondan sonra ipini koparan gelecek. ġu an var olan 

konumun daha da kötüye gidecek. Zaten pasta küçük. Daha da küçülecek. Ki zaten bağlanması için 

referandum yapması gerekiyor. Onda da benim görüĢüm hayır çıkar. Yani benim jenerasyonumun 

%90‘ı istemiyor.  
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But we, as migrants, are at the margin. We could not move to the centre. 

(MM3, 51, male, 1. generation, Mersin).
336

  

 

TM6 utters similar feelings of not belonging to either Turkey or to (northern) Cyprus. 

According to him neither of the societies accept persons with immigrant origins as their own. 

 

There is something else that people do not realise. Cyprus doesn‘t accept me as 

belonging to it. When I go to Turkey, Turkey doesn‘t accept me as belonging to 

it. When I go to Turkey, I am a Cypriot, when I go to Cyprus I am from Turkey 

(TM6, 37, male 2. generation Trabzon). 
337

 

 

While TM5 (male, 44, 2. generation Trabzon) argues that  ―[In Turkey] they notice that you 

are a stranger straight away‖, he also takes notice that ―native‖ Turkish Cypriots also do not 

always embrace him.
338

 Answering a question on whether he identifies himself as a Cypriot 

or as a person from Turkey, a Cyprus born, second generation villager answers, ―Somewhere 

in between‖ (Interview with TM4, 34, male 2. generation Trabzon).
339

 The excerpts below are 

also illustrative of these issues. The first excerpt is from an interview with TW11 and the 

second one is from an interview with MM4 and MW5. The feelings of being in-between are 

present in both of these excerpts. 

 

TW11: ―I mean it is not important for me because [Cyprus] is like my 

homeland. I mean when I go to Turkey, they see me there as a stranger. But, 

also here they see me as a stranger. In a way, it is like we don‘t have a 

homeland. When you look at it, when we go to Turkey they say ―you‘re 

Cypriot‖. When we come here, they say ―[you‘re from] Turkey.  We don‘t 

know what we are either.  We don‘t know what to do either.  It is like when 

Turkish immigrants in Germany; or Turkish Cypriots in England are told ‗you 
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 „Türkiye‘yi unuttuk. Kıbrıslı olarak da kenardayız. Tam ortasında değiliz, kenardayız. Sizlerin aklı, 

yeni nesiller tam kaynaĢmıĢ nesiller. Üniversitelerde hep tanıĢtılar, kaynaĢtılar. Hala da 

kaynaĢmaktalar. Ama göçmen olarak kenarındayız. Tam ortasına yerleĢemedik.  

 
337

 Bugün insanların fark etmediği bir olay daha var. Kıbrıs beni kabul etmiyor içine. Türkiye‘ye 

gidiyorum Türkiye kabul etmiyor beni içine. Türkiye‘ye gidiyorum Kıbrıslıyım, Kıbrıs‘a gidiyorum 

Türkiyeliyim.  
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 [Türkiye‘de] Zaten yabancı olduğun hemen hissediliyor. 

 
339

 Araştırmacı: ―[...] Kendinizi Kıbrıslı mı hissediyorsunuz yoksa Türkiyeli mi? Yoksa baĢka türlü 

mü?‖ 

TM4: ―Arada bir yerde [...]‖ 
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are Cypriots‘ when they are over there, but when they come here they are told 

‗you are from England‘. It is the same thing. It is like that I mean. I don‘t know 

what else you want to ask.‖  

Researcher: ―But [what is] Cyprus for you?‖ 

TW11: ―Homeland. […] It is my homeland. I mean I would not go to Turkey to 

live there, because all my friends and acquaintances are here. I mean, I neither 

have friends nor a history or a past there. I don‘t have anything. I can‘t say 

‗well I have memories there‘. I don‘t have any memories there.‖  

(Interview with TW11, 42, female, 2. Generation Trabzon)
340

 

 

 

MM4: ―I mean when we go to Turkey they call us Cypriots, and here they call 

us Türkiyeli [people from Turkey]. We are stuck in the middle. Actually we are 

stuck in the middle. This is a destiny of migrants. I heared that this is so all over 

the world. For example the Irish in America are still referred to as the Irish, the 

Italians as Italians. We are like that. When we go to Turkey they say the 

‗Cypriots have come‘, when we come here they say ‗people from Turkey have 

come,  people from Turkey have gone‘. I mean this is a label that is stuck with 

us.‖  

Researcher: ―What are your feelings [in relation to identification]‖ 

MM4: ―I have no feelings at all. I am a retiree‖ [he laughs].  

Researcher: [to his wife]: ―How about you?‖ 

X: ―Well I am not well. I have pain here, I have pain there. I shout at the 

grandchildren‖ [she laughs]. 

Researcher: [to the daughter]: ―What are your feelings?‖ 

MW5:  ―I feel like I belong to no where‖ 

Researcher: ―To no where?‖  

MW5: “I don‘t belong anywhere. Like my father. When I go there I am a 

Cypriot, here I am from Turkey. There is such a discourse […] Do I like it in 

this place? Yes I do.  I miss this place even when I  go to Turkey for three days. 

I was born here, what can I do?‖ 

(interview with MM4 57, male 1. generation Mersin; MM4‘s wife, 1. 

generation Mersin; MW5 33, 2. generation Mersin)
341
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 TW11: ―Yani benim için bir Ģey değil çünkü [Kıbrıs] vatanım gibi. Yani ben Ģu an Türkiye‘ye 

gittiğim zaman beni orada yabancı olarak görüyorlar. Yani burada da yabancı olarak görüyorlar. Biz 

sanki yurtsuz gibiyiz yani bir bakıma. Bakarsan, Türkiye‘ye gittiğimiz zaman: ‗Kıbrıslısın‘ diyorlar. 

Ee buraya gelince ‗Türkiye‘. Ne olduğumuzu biz de bilmiyoruz. Ne yapacağımızı biz de ĢaĢırdık. Nasıl 

Almancılar veya Kıbrıslı Türkler Ġngiltere‘ye gittiği zaman ne diyorlar onlara ‗siz Kıbrıslısınız‘, ama 

buraya gelince ―Ġngilterelisiniz‖ diyorlar, aynı Ģey. Ha o Ģekilde yani. Bilmem baĢka ne soracaksın.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Ama sizin için Kıbrıs?‖ 

TW11: ―Vatan.[...] Benim vatanım. Yani ben Ģu an gidip de Türkiye‘de kalamam, çünkü benim bütün 

çevrem burada. Yani benim orada ne bir arkadaĢım var ne de bir gelmiĢim, geçmiĢim. Hiçbir Ģeyim 

yok. Bir diyeyim ki ‗aman benim anılarım var orda‘.  Hiçbir anım yok ki benim orda.‖ 
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 MM4: ―Valla Türkiye‘ye gittiğimiz zaman bize Kıbrıslı diyorlar, burada da bize Türkiyeli diyorlar. 

Ortada kaldık. Aslında biz ortada kaldık. Bu göçmenlerin kaderi. dünyanın her yerinde böyleymiĢ yani 

bu. Mesela Ġrlandalılar da Amerika‘da hala Ġrlandalı diye anılır, Ġtalyanlar Ġtalyan. Biz de öyle olduk 
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It was also further mentioned, by TM7 who was quoted above as an example to identification 

with Cyprus (section 7.3.3.2), that there was some hope out of this situation of vagueness. 

The interviewee hoped that things would change for the better for the third generation, so that 

it will be easier for them to identify with Cyprus. According to him the third generation 

would have fathers who were born in Cyprus too, so that they will be in a better position to 

claim belonging to Cyprus. With each generation, he argues, the descendants of the 

immigrants and the native Turkish Cypriot population will become less and less divergent. 

 

When someone asks me where I am from, I say I am from Cyprus (I am 

Cypriot). Then he looks at me and thinks that I don‘t look it. Well my roots are 

from Trabzon. […] But these things will change. ―Where are you from‖. ―I am 

from Cyprus‖. ―Where is your father from?‖ ―He was born in Cyprus.‖ This is 

like when a native Turkish Cypriot is asked: ―Where are you from?‖ ―Cyprus‖. 

―Where is your father from?‖ ―Cyprus‖. ―Where is your grandfather from?‖ 

―Cyprus‖. ―Where was his grandfather from?‖ ―Turkey‖. It is all a matter of 

generation.  These things are changing with each generation. This is why I think 

this will be over for them [the children]. In the past, it was not easy for people 

from Cyprus and Turkey to marry one another. That is over now. My brother is 

currently married with a girl from Adana. The world has gotten smaller. It will 

change. These will also change hopefully (TM7, 33, male 2. generation 

Trabzon).
342

                

                                                                                                                                           
yani. Türkiye‘ye gittiğimiz zaman bize Kıbrıslı geldi diyorlar, buraya geldiğimiz zaman da iĢte 

Türkiyeli geldi, Türkiyeli gitti. Yani bu bizim anlımıza yapıĢmıĢ bir Ģeydir.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Siz nasıl hissediyorsunuz?‖ 

MM4: ―Ben hiç bir Ģey hissetmiyorum. Ben emekliyim (gülüyor). 

Araştırmacı: [EĢine] ―siz?‖  

X: ―Ben iĢte hastayım, oram ağrır buram ağrır. Torunlara bağırıyorum oturuyorum (gülüyor).‖ 

Araştırmacı: [Kızına]: ―siz nasıl hissediyorsunuz?‖  

MW5: ―Ben de hiç bir yerli hissediyorum.‖  

Araştırmacı: ―Hiçbir yerli?‖ 

MW5: ―Yani hiç bir yere ait değilim. Ben de babam gibi.  Oraya gittiğimde Kıbrıslı burada Türkiyeli.  

Öyle bir muhabbet var yani. [...] Burayı seviyor muyum, seviyorum. Türkiye‘ye üç gün gitsem burayı 

özlerim yani. Napsan burada doğdum.‖  
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 Bana biri nerelisin diye sorduğunda Kıbrıslıyım diyorum. Adam bakıyor. Hiç benzemiyorum. Ha 

kökenim Trabzon. [...]Ama bunlar artık değiĢecek. ―Nerelisin?‖ ―Kıbrıslıyım.‖ ―Baban nerede?‖ 

―Kıbrıs‘ta doğdu.‖ Bu Ģeye benziyor; yerli bir Kıbrıslı geldiği zaman. ―Nerelisin?‖ ―Kıbrıslıyım.‖ 

―Baban nereli?‖ ―Kıbrıslı.‖ ―Deden nereli?‖ ―Kıbrıslı.‖ ―Onun dedesi nereliydi?‖ ―Türkiyeli.‖ 

Jenerasyondur. Her jenerasyonda ortam değiĢiyor. O yüzden diyorum bunların [çocukların] döneminde 

o Ģey kalmayacak. Eskiden Kıbrıslı ile Türkiyeli kolay kolay evlenmezdi. O da kalktı artık. Bugün 

benim kardeĢim Adanalı bir kızla evli. Dünya küçüldü. DeğiĢecek. Bunlar da inĢallah değiĢir. 
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CHAPTER 8 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

This thesis endeavoured to study the subject of migration with the aim not only to underline 

its complexity and multi-dimensionality, but also to theoretically integrate these into its 

conceptualization. For this purpose a conceptual and methodological framework informed by 

the main principles of critical realism was constructed, which aimed at the explanation of 

migration and consequential community formation by immigrants. This conceptual 

framework was utilised to scrutinise a rather unordinary case of migration, namely that of the 

case of immigration form Trabzon and Mersin to Bahçeli village (Kalograia) in the northern 

part of Cyprus. This particular case is one, which is located within the larger case of the first 

wave of post-1974 immigrations from Turkey to northern Cyprus. 

 

The first migration wave from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus took place between the 

years 1975-1980 and was facilitated through the collaboration of Turkish and Turkish 

Cypriot states.  The immigrants were encouraged to participate in this migration wave by 

means of material incentives, such as allocation of houses, fields, land and other properties, 

which were left behind by the Greek Cypriot population in the evacuated villages and areas 

when the former became refugees in the southern part of Cyprus after the division of the 

island in 1974.  The largest proportion of immigrants arrived in the island‘s north after the 

signing of a bilateral labour agreement between Turkey and the newly founded Turkish 

Federated State of Cyprus (TFSC) in 1975. This bilateral protocol was titled ‗Agricultural 

Workforce Agreement‘. It aimed at bringing in 30.000 agricultural workers, comprising 

families from rural regions of Turkey, which were especially vulnerable to unemployment 

and poverty due to various reasons, among which were terrain conditions, and the areas‘ 

being under threat of environmental disasters or infrastructure investments, like dam projects. 

This agreement facilitated the immigration and settlement of many peasant families as well as 

some urban working-class families. The then governing Turkish Cypriot state also 
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encouraged some technicians, professionals as well as the soldiers, including their families 

(as well as the families of deceased soldiers), who took part in the Turkish military 

interventions in July and August 1974, to move to the islands‘ northern part, which was by 

then under Turkish Cypriot and Turkish military control.  The total number of immigrants 

was estimated by the former government officials and politicians who were interviewed to 

have exceeded the 30.000 threshold and to be around 40.000 to 50.000 (interviews with P1, 

P2, P4, I1, I3). Towards the end of the first year the official migration program, in which 

immigrants from preselected regions and villages were being brought to the island, was 

aborted and the state allowed it for everyone to take part in the migration, regardless of 

whether they fulfilled the criteria for being chosen as protocol immigrants or not. 

Subsequently, many other population groups from Turkey participated in the migration wave, 

and were settled in the island under the same conditions as the protocol immigrants: they 

were allocated houses and other properties and were issued the citizenship of the TFSC. 

 

Within the framework of the first migration wave, immigrants from the Ayvadere (Aho) 

village of Trabzon‘s Araklı district and later, immigrants from Mersin‘s Gülnar district were 

resettled in the Bahçeli village in the northern part of Cyprus. The majority of the Ayvadere 

villagers arrived between 1975-1976, along with another neighbouring village in Trabzon 

named Bahçecik. Upon resettlement in Bahçeli the two communities came into conflict with 

each other, and although Bahçecik villagers had the official right to resettlement in northern 

Cyprus (within the framework of the protocol because of the fact that their village in Turkey 

was situated in forestland), they lost the upper hand and were relocated an resettled, leaving 

Ayvadere villagers as sole inhabitants of the village. A smaller group of immigrants arrived 

from Mersin Gülnar in 1977 and were settled into the houses left vacant after the Bahçecik 

group had left.  The general case of the first migration wave and the particular case of 

migration and settlement in Bahçeli village was described in Chapter 4 in detail. The chapter 

brought to the fore, referring to the oral history interviews with the bureaucrats, government 

representatives, officials and politicians of the period an important contradiction: whereas 

migration from Turkey to northern Cyprus within the first migration wave had started out as a 

rationally planned operation, especially committed to a masculine and military rationality, it 

quickly shattered into pieces during the actual execution. As one of the interviewees, who 
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was involved in policy making stated: ―Although they [the politicians] had discussed these 

issues at length, in my opinion they did not make the right decision and as I said before, this, 

until the end of 1975 smoothly-running, planed migration was transformed into an unplanned 

and uncoordinated movement, where everyone, who wished to, could take his/her suitcase 

and migrate‖ (see p. 120). 
 
This important contradiction within the first migration wave in 

general is, as was described, also reflected in the particular case of resettlement in the Bahçeli 

village. This migration policy was brought to an end by the end of 1979 - beginning of year 

1980, due to ―international pressure and internal opposition‖ in northern Cyprus (Hatay 

2007). Yet it can also be argued that it was stopped because the resources, such as empty 

houses and lands were, to a large extent, depleted by the end of 1979.   

 

The particularities of the case of Bahçeli village notwithstanding, as was argued, it represents 

a typical case of immigration and settlement within the broader category of first wave of 

immigrations. This is especially true in regards to three important respects: Firstly, 

immigrants of the first wave were typically settled to empty villages evacuated by Greek 

Cypriots.  Bahçeli village was such a place, the Greek Cypriot population of which had 

become refugees in the southern part of Cyprus in 1974.  Secondly, Bahçeli village is 

exclusively populated by immigrants, as was usual for the first migration wave from Turkey 

to northern Cyprus. In so being, it is representative of the in the first wave dominant pattern 

of spatially segregated settlement.  In the case of Bahçeli village, the first and the biggest 

group of immigrants came from the Ayvadere (Aho) village of Trabzon‟s Araklı district.  

Until the settlement of a smaller group of immigrants from Mersin‟s Gülnar district two 

years later (in 1977), this type of communal settlement left the incoming community 

ethnically and culturally intact, in that migration had little heterogenising effect for the 

people involved.  The later settlement of some families from Mersin then heterogenised the 

village in terms of area of origin, but not in terms of nationality and country of origin, since 

there were no native Turkish Cypriot families in the village. This was identified in Chapter 7 

as an important factor causally related to the building and preservation of ―ethnic‖ migrant 

communities. 

 

This study posed the main research question ―how can the multi-dimensionality of migration 
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be conceptualised?‖ and set out to provide answers to it in reference to the case of Bahçeli 

village by adopting a two step approach to analysis: In the first step, the analysis focused on 

the causation of migration, i.e. the motivations, intentions, and other causal factors related to 

the initiation of this movement. In the second step, by contrast, the focus was on the effects 

of this migration wave, that is on the consequences of long-term settlement of immigrants in 

Bahçeli village and especially on the immigrants‘ ethnic community formation and 

preservation processes.   

 

A critical realist meta-theoretical approach was argued to offer valuable tools to achieve a 

thorough explanation of migration in general and the case under scrutiny in particular. Such 

an approach was developed in Chapter 2 and included a due reframing of the concept of 

migration as well as a due appropriation of related concepts such as migrant communities, 

migrant incorporation and discrimination, transnationalism, ethnicity and identification. This 

general paradigm informed by critical realism was argued to be advantageous in capturing 

and explaining the complexity of the phenomenon of migration by placing a genuine and 

adequate emphasis on its multi-dimensionality and multi-factorial character.  Furthermore, as 

was argued, a critical realist methodology, does not endeavour to understand social reality but 

aspires to explain it, hence placing causal analysis at a central position.  In other words 

critical realism was suitable in developing an in-depth explanation, since it offered the 

epistemological advantage that was derived from having a primary concern in the domain of 

the real. This was defined as ―the domain of ontological depth‖ encompassing ―generative 

mechanisms‖ (Sayer 2000). According to critical realism the domain of the real, alongside 

the domains of the empirical (encompassing subjective experiences of phenomena) and the 

actual (the events that occur in the social world) make up the three domains of social reality 

and argue that a sole concentration on the latter two domains, like it is done by interpretivist 

and positivist approaches, does not result in a sufficient explanation of social reality.  Hence, 

a critical realist framework endeavours to approach as close as it gets to social reality which 

lie below surface appearances, by focusing on generative mechanisms within the domain of 

the real (Iosifides 2011).   

 

Furthermore, Chapter 2 endeavoured to critically evaluate migration theories that are 
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dominant in pertinent literature, especially focusing on their weaknesses, so as to make a case 

for the need for a critical realist reframing of the issue of migration in general. Theories of 

Neo-Classical Economics including the push-pull approaches and the New Economics of 

Labour Theory; historical-structural models including Dual Labour Market Theory, the 

Segmented Labour Market Theory, the models of Dependency School, the World Systems 

Approach, Political Economy Approach; and finally Migration Systems Theories 

encompassing the Institutional Theory, Network Theory and the Theory of Cumulative 

Causation were analysed. Consequently the conceptual model constructed in this chapter 

aimed especially at overcoming three major shortcomings that were identified within these 

approaches. The first of these was identified as their focus on a single level of aggregation 

(micro, macro or meso) and in a similar way, their one-sided focus either on the structures or 

on agential factors in explaining migration. It was argued, leaning on Bakewell (2010), that a 

―structure-agency impasse‖ was a rather important blockage in the development of a coherent 

migration theory.  Secondly, it was argued that mainstream migration theories did not 

generally incorporate a variety of causal factors into the explanation of migration. Instead 

they are generally inclined, with the only exception of the political economy approach, 

towards economic determinism: whereas macro-level theories suggest that migration waves 

are determined mainly by socio-economic factors such as labour demand and supply, wage 

differentials and labour market structures; theories at the micro-level, emphasise that 

individual migrants (or migrant households) make migration decisions as rational actors via 

the so-called cost-benefit calculations. The political economy approach to migration on the 

other hand, though focusing on receiving state‘s migration policies, does not necessarily 

present a satisfactory alternative, which would have to take into concentration broader 

political factors. Thus the political economy model included, there is little room in classical 

migration theories for cultural and ideational factors, such as the ideas on ‗ethnicity‘ and 

‗nationalism‘, which play overt as well as subtle roles in causing migratory movements in 

contemporary societies. The predominance of economic rationality models in the explanation 

of migration makes it hard to grant a significant role to ethnic and cultural factors, so that 

such migration forms which can be labelled ―culturally imbued migration‖ (Hedberg 2004: 

26)
 
or ―ethnic immigration preferences‖ (Bauböck et al. 2006) have not been adequately 

theorised. Thirdly, mainstream migration theories were argued to direct their focus on the 
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causes of migratory movements exclusively and so, to disregard the consequences of these 

events. Yet a one-sided theoretical focus on the causes of migration, it was argued, implies a 

conception of migration as a one-time occurrence coming to an end right after the movement 

had taken place.  Such a conception was argued to be misplaced since it did not consider 

migration as a process, which exceeds the act of movement itself, to have wide-reaching 

long-term effects (King 2012). Consequently, the inadequacy of mainstream migration 

theories to consider the consequences of migration was argued to hinder their utility to a great 

extent, in achieving a holistic explanation. 

 

Against this background, it was argued that a critical realist meta-theoretical framework 

could serve to overcome these weaknesses. Firstly, through the utilisation of what Porpora 

(2013) refers to as ―a set of analytical dualisms‖, between structure and agency; structure and 

culture and culture and agency, borrowed from the critical realist morphogenetic approach 

(ibid: 27), such a framework is suitable for identifying a variety of factors (structural, cultural 

and agential) in different contexts (i.e. in sending as well as receiving contexts), in different 

analytical levels (micro, meso and macro). This enables the integration of structure and 

agency as well as various levels of analysis, which is an important step towards a multi-

dimensional and holistic explanation of migration. Regarding the factor of agency, it is 

further acknowledged following Emirbayer and Mische (1998) that there exist three agency 

components. These iterational (habitual), practical-evaluative and projective components of 

agency may interact in structured and culturally set situations, so as to reproduce and 

transform these. Social change is at the centre of morphogenetic approach (see Archer 1995; 

1996; 2000; 2003), which postulates ―people always act out of structural and cultural 

circumstances, which their very actions then proceed to modify or sustain‖ (Porpora 2013: 

28). Moreover, doing so, it stresses unintended consequences and social conflict. Archer 

(1995) argues in this sense ―[t]he unintended element largely results from group conflict and 

concession which together mean that the consequential elaboration is often what no-one 

sought or wanted‖ (ibid: 91). Secondly, through the dualism between structure and culture, 

one is able to incorporate into the analysis the cultural-ideational factors, alongside 

economic-structural ones, so as to explain the multi-factorial character of migration. This 

makes it possible to develop a so called ―cultural approach‖ to migration, which is according 
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to Hedberg (2004), one in which ethnicity (and also nationalism) is conceptualised as an 

important part of the migration phenomenon.  Such an approach, as Hedberg argues, looks at 

the so-called ―‗plural stories‘, which contain more than the instrumental, economic motive‖ 

(ibid: 30). Yet this does not mean the part played by structural factors and economic 

motivations are to be refuted; it only means that the dominant economic approach to the 

explanation of migration need not be taken as given. Thirdly, the critical realist 

―morphogenetic approach‖, with its emphasis on social change, enables a study of migration 

in both its causes and consequences. It is, in other words, capable of conceptualising the issue 

of migration as a process and an emergent phenomenon, which gives rise to further 

phenomena in the societies and for the agents concerned, in the form of intended and 

unintended consequences. In so doing, the aim to regard migration in its causes and 

consequences in one coherent theoretical framework is achieved.  

 

Leaning on Castles and Miller (1998) ethnic migrant communities were conceptualised as 

unforeseen, or unintended consequences of migration, then as they argue, though not 

necessarily intended by the governments, the emergence of ethnic and cultural diversity in 

immigrant receiving societies is almost inevitable (ibid: 46). Regarding the consequences of 

migration, namely the building of ethnic communities, five further notions were brought to 

the fore. The first of these was that although migrant communities were forms of 

incorporation rather than separation from the receiving society, they were largely produced 

and reproduced due to various structural barriers that the immigrants experienced in the 

country of destination (Kaya 2012). The second one was related to the communities‘ function 

as a form of social capital. Migrant communities were conceptualised as alternative sources 

of social capital, or support networks, as well as sources of social control (Portes 2000). 

Moreover, they may be formed through the activation of the iterational element of 

immigrant‘s agency, with the intention to preserve ties with the place of origin through the 

preservation of identities (Bakewell 2011). Thirdly, alongside structural factors, cultural 

factors such as ideas on ‗nation‘ and ‗ethnicity‘ were also identified as causally related to the 

formation and reinforcement of ethnic communities. In this sense, ethnicity takes on the 

function of ―boundary maintenance‖ between groups (Barth 1969), in which this boundary 

maintenance is more often than not tied to the maintenance of inequality (Fenton 2003). The 
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activation of ethnicity in the interaction of groups could be related to the need to maintain 

unequal access to social resources, when the groups perceive themselves as being in a 

competition over scarce resources. Fourthly, immigrants‘ transnational ways of being (Levitt 

& Glick-Schiller 2004) and their ―simultaneous embeddedness‖ in more than one society at a 

time (Levitt & Jaworski 2007: 131) was also argued to be related to community formation 

and preservation. In this respect immigrants‘ transnational activities in the economic, political 

and cultural domains were expected to reproduce and reinforce the so-called ‖transnational 

communities‖.  Lastly, immigrants‘ processes of identification from within and without, in 

which identity is constantly being constructed in situational and contextual contingencies, 

was also related to immigrant community formation and preservation.  

  

Critical realism, unlike positivism, does not seek law-like regularities in the explanation of 

social reality. Instead recognising the intrinsic complexity of social phenomena, it 

acknowledges that it is phenomena lying beneath surface appearances that have 

―unobservable causal powers and mechanisms that bring about change and have an impact on 

things‖ (Iosifides 2011:61). Nor does it take social reality to be something consisting of 

discourses and meanings only. In this respect, it can be argued that even though critical 

realism does pay attention to people‘s meanings of the social world, unlike interpretivism and 

especially social constructionism, critical realism pays particular attention to the structures 

within which those meanings are constructed. These methodological considerations, which 

were discussed in detail in Chapter 3, were taken as reference points in choosing and 

appropriating the research methods for this study. The latter comprise qualitative methods 

such as participant observation and informal interviews, theory-laden critical in-depth 

interviews and oral history interviews. Details about data collection through the use of each 

research method were explained in Chapter 3. In general it can be argued that this 

triangulation enabled the collection of in-depth data, from pioneer migrants in Bahçeli village 

as well as from their offspring most of which were born in Cyprus on the one hand; and from 

policy makers, policy implementers (among which were various government officials with 

mid- to high-ranking positions who were in office in the period concerned), as well as 

opposition politicians of the period on the other hand, to enable investigation of the issues 

from a variety of angles and perspectives. 
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In compliance with the conceptualisation of this study, which set out to systematically 

explore the causes and the effects of this case of migration at macro, meso and micro-levels 

of aggregation, Chapters 5 and 6 were committed to the study of the causation of the first 

migration wave from Turkey to northern Cyprus.  Chapter 5 aimed at a macro-level analysis 

of the causation of the first wave of migration from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus. It 

identified, described and analysed a number of structural, cultural and agential factors, which 

partook in emigration and immigration generating mechanisms. Among the structural factors 

in the sending context, which played a part in generating mechanisms were, as was argued, 

the human capital surplus in Turkey, especially due to demographic developments and 

transformation processes taking place in the agricultural sector, which brought about the 

proliferation of the phenomenon of small peasantry and small landownership since the 

1950‘s. The cultural context entailed, on the other hand, perceived common origins and the 

symbol of blood-ties within the ―our kinsmen‖ discourse, which was popularised in Turkey 

especially since mid-1950s (see Navaro-Yashin 2012; Samani 1999). In the receiving context 

on the other hand, there were structures relating to an ethnic division of labour, which had 

collapsed after the division of the island and the so arising labour shortage. Cultural factors in 

the receiving context which were identified as playing the most significant part in the 

causation of this migration wave were ideas of ―ethnicity‖ and ―nation‖ which were 

constructed historically in interaction with the Greek Cypriot community within the 

framework of  the so called ―motherland nationalisms‖ (Loizides 2007: 173). 

 

It was argued that the states involved had two types of motivations in facilitating the first 

wave of migration movement: whereas one of these were economic motivations directed 

towards the filling of the labour shortage that arose after the partition, the other one was 

political motivations directed at separate nation state building. On the basis of oral history 

interviews with various governmental and political actors of the period, among which were 

policy makers, implementers and opposition politicians, it was demonstrated that ideas of 

‗ethnicity‘ and ‗nation‘, and not economic reasons, were the internal and necessary condition 

for the first migration wave from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus to occur.  In this 

sense, it was argued, a viable explanation of this migration wave required a certain distancing 
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from an economic approach to migration in general, and the adoption of a multi-factorial 

approach.  In this particular migration case the former was argued to be partial and erroneous, 

especially in taking the official justification for this migration wave –a severe labour shortage 

after the division of the island- to be the cause.  

 

Furthermore, it was argued, based on oral history interviews, that this migration wave was 

facilitated through a cooperation between Turkey and the newly established Turkish Cypriot 

state TFSC as is indicated by the bilateral labour agreement between the two states. Thus 

conceptions, which are widespread in the international political arena, that Turkey had sent a 

population to the island on the basis of a primarily one-sided decision and for political 

motivations of its own, were not supported by interviewees‘ statements, though some of the 

opposition politicians in the sample did regard the role of Turkey to be of decisive weight. 

Based on the oral history interviews conducted within the framework of this study two 

agential motivations of the Turkish Cypriot side were especially highlighted within the 

general political motivation of nation-state building: The first of these was a desire to 

increase the Turkish Cypriot population, which was regarded as an important issue by the 

political elite. Whereas population ratios were originally related to political power-sharing 

arrangements in Cyprus, which were at its high-point in the consociational system of the 

Republic of Cyprus, ‗population‘ became an even more important problem when more than 

one third of the island (around 36%) was brought under control of the less than one fifth of 

the total population (18%). Increasing the population as swiftly as possible was hence 

regarded, by the political elite, as the only way, through which the acquisition of this amount 

of territory could be justified in the international arena. The second political ambition, was 

closely related to the first aim: The political elite of the period had considered increasing the 

population in the northern part of the island, since the small Turkish Cypriot population 

posed problems when it came to actually repopulate the areas which were acquired by the 

military operations. It was revealed through oral history interviews with some influential 

government representatives of the period that population transfer was seen as a strategy, that 

would enable the Turkish Cypriot party to lay claim to the ‗acquired‘ territories, and to 

physically own these. This strategy would, moreover, effectively prevent the return of the 

Greek Cypriots to the places that they had left. On the other hand, the motivation of state-
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building as the main aim behind the facilitation of the movement of an agricultural workforce 

to the island encompasses the former two. It refers to the aspiration of a (from the Greek 

Cypriots) separate nation-state building, which was dominant in the period under study. It 

was perceived that with the increase of population, and through the repopulation of empty 

villages, lands and houses by people who were members of Turkish nation to which Turkish 

Cypriots naturally belonged, an ethnically and nationally ‗pure‘ Turkish population could 

thrive in the islands north in separation from their Greek Cypriot neighbours. Thus as was 

argued, the immigrants were not assigned a primary role in the economic restructuring of the 

post-division era - then this restructuring surely did not involve the creation of an economy 

based on (agricultural or industrial) production- but were predominantly perceived as 

elements of a nation-state building project. A primordialist approach to ‗ethnicity‘ and 

‗nation‘, emphasising common roots and blood-ties underlies this goal. Moreover, as was 

argued, it was precisely because of the fallacy of this assumption, that ‗ethnicity‘ did not 

prove to be such a naturally given, unproblematic ‗thing‘ that would unite this newly built 

polity.  In this sense, the resulting ethnic encounters between the immigrants and the native 

population can be regarded as a chief unintended consequence of social change that this 

migration wave brought about.  

 

It was argued that the factors present at the macro–level in the sending context were reflected 

at the meso-level. Then, especially in Trabzon, one could identify the presence of rural 

transformation processes and demographic developments, which led to the creation of small 

peasantry with small landownership. These, as well as a culture of migration partook in 

emigration generating mechanisms, which was prevalent among both Trabzon and Mersin 

immigrants. Yet on the other hand, field research showed that even though Turkey had 

constructed a nationalist discourse on Cyprus by viewing it as its ‗national cause‘ as early as 

in the 1950s, this political discourse did not necessarily acquire a significant space in the 

collective memory at the local level. This fact applies especially to rural populations, like the 

Trabzon group of this case and can be explained by taking into account that this group had a 

rather scant national education, limited contact to a national political life and a limited use of 

national media (i.e. no televisions).  For this reason, although people from certain regions 

may have been familiar with the ―our kinsmen― discourse prevalent on the macro-level, this 
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was not the case for many of the rural populations which were brought to the island as 

protocol immigrants.  

 

On the other hand, looking at the micro-level (Chapter 6) in the case of the Bahçeli village, 

one cannot find the same causal mechanisms involved in the initiation of this migratory 

wave. Instead, at the micro-level, migration decisions of individuals were found to be made 

with regards to a different set of motivations, in which economic motivations predominated. 

Based on critical in-depth interviews with pioneer migrants in the village, it was argued that, 

a desire for a better life, especially in terms of modern living conditions, was especially 

motivating. Furthermore, especially in the case of Trabzon immigrants, who did not 

necessarily define themselves as poor prior to the movement, the offer of house and property 

ownership as the pack and parcel of this migration program had crucial immigration-

encouraging effects. Land allocation prospects were motivating for the persons who were 

attached to the land for their livelihoods, so that the Mersin immigrants too, most of who 

were engaged in vegetables and fruits production, were attracted to this migration program. 

 

Field research also revealed that, even though the migration movement was taken up by 

whole households and extended families (the latter of which was the case especially for 

Trabzon immigrants), it is not possible, contrary to the postulate of NELM theory, to speak of 

harmony within the family regarding decision-making processes.  It was shown that when 

contemplating agency, it is necessary to take into consideration, gendered relations of power 

within the households and within the larger community.  In the case of this study through the 

specific patriarchal power relations, women were not involved in decision making in the 

same way, if at all, as men. What was striking for Trabzon immigrants was that, their 

migration decisions were made by the most powerful male heads of extended families, 

among which were fathers and father-in-laws of the actual immigrants.  For the Mersin 

immigrants it was mostly the male head of nuclear families who made the decision to 

migrate. Furthermore, it was argued that while rational calculations, which took into account 

perceived relative economic and technological deprivation as well as material opportunities 

offered in northern Cyprus, pertained to practical-evaluative agency of the immigrants, so did 

human capital. It was also revealed that the other two agency components were also present 



 

343 

in the migration decision making: Both a habituated culture of migration (pertaining to 

habitual-iterational agency) and projective easy return opportunity due to geographical 

proximity of Cyprus to Turkey as well as the promise of return given by the state (projective 

agency) acted to ease the migration decisions.  Furthermore, iterational agency, that is 

immigrants‘ orientations towards their societies of origin with the ambition to preserve 

traditional standards and ways of life, had crucially participated in the swift formation of 

migration perpetuating networks. Pioneer migrants in northern Cyprus were thus not only 

pioneers in migration and settlement, but also the pioneers in migrant network formation. 

This aspect was less predominant among Mersin immigrants who sought to increase their 

social capital especially through incorporation into the larger immigrant community of 

Bahçeli and into the society in northern Cyprus. This was regarded as one important reason 

behind the more liberal marriage practices observed in this group especially in the initial 

years of settlement.   

 

As was argued, the complex, multi-dimensional and multi-faceted character of migration can 

be thoroughly explained when not only its causes but also its consequences are taken into 

consideration. In this sense, the first migration wave from Turkey to the northern part of 

Cyprus has to be linked with at least two important consequences: The first of these was, as 

was argued, the creation of a system of migration between Turkey and northern Cyprus, 

which, coupled with other generating mechanisms, has been perpetuating flows of 

immigrants from Turkey to the island. In other words, the first migration wave comprising 

state facilitated migration from Turkey has initiated links and networks among the two 

countries so that further migrations have continued even thought these are no longer 

facilitated as a part of state policy through various material benefits.  

 

The second consequence on the other hand refers to a phenomenon which was unanticipated 

and unintended by the political actors of the period, that is, the formation of migrant 

communities. Migrant communities in the northern part of Cyprus was made the subject of 

Chapter 7, which in accordance with the general framework of this study, looked into 

immigrant communities from a variety of dimensions and angles.  Considering the macro-

level, the first structural factor, which was associated with the creation of ethnic immigrant 
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communities was regarded to be the communal and segregationist settlement policy involved 

in this migration wave. In other words, it was the policy of the Turkish Cypriot state, in 

collaboration with Turkey, which provided a first means for the immigrant communities to be 

established and, to a greater extent, to be preserved, since many of the immigrants had 

arrived to the island as village communities in the first place. As was already described, 

immigrants, which mostly arrived in groups from the same place of origin, were settled in the 

villages in the northern part of the island which were evacuated by Greek Cypriots after the 

division. Thus already existing communities were resettled together, and to a great extent 

separately from the native population. Rather than being heterogenised upon migration these 

communities were largely preserved. The communal and segregated settlement of the 

immigrants in the northern part of the island was argued to have been advantageous to the 

Turkish Cypriot state allowing the latter to benefit from the communities‘ functioning as 

solidarity networks for the imigrants so that it could minimise its own responsibilities 

regarding the economic and social integration of the latter. 

 

Indeed migrant communities were conceptualised, as forms of social capital, which facilitate 

and ease adaptation of the immigrants in the receiving context rather than inhibit it (see 

Cattacin 2006). They are therefore, modes of incorporation rather than separation, 

segregation or marginalisation. As solidarity networks they are directed against exclusion and 

othering by the host society and towards overcoming various obstacles. Moreover the 

formation of migrant communities in the receiving context need to be understood as 

pertaining to morphogenesis, that is, to social change brought about by the interplay of 

structure and culture as well as the various agencies, i.e. of the states, of the immigrants and 

of the non-migrants (see Archer 1995; Porpora 2013). Immigrant communities modify the 

existing structural and cultural contexts of the receiving societies and add to these new ones; 

and in so doing, they are rather significant elements of social change (morphogenesis) in 

modern societies (see ibid.).  

 

Apart from the segregationist settlement policies of the state, ethnically informed encounters 

between the immigrants and the indigenous population in the context of post-partition 

political and economic restructuring in northern Cyprus can be identified as a factor which 
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participates in the mechanisms favouring the preservation of migrants‘ ethnic communities. 

In this regard, the second structural factor was most importantly related to erecting and 

reinforcing community boundaries to exclude the ‗others‘ by the dominant groups due to 

competition over scarce resources. Even though this competition was justified through using 

symbols related to culture, customs and lifestyle, the factor of ‗ethnicity‘ that underlies these 

relationships need to be explained in utilitarian terms rather than in cultural terms. It was 

argued that under circumstances where competition over scarce resources is especially 

promoted by the states, ethnicity becomes a social resource and is activated for gain 

(Malesevic 2004, Fenton 2003). The period after the division of the island in 1975 was such a 

period in which the newly formed Turkish Cypriot state was engaged in major redistribution 

of property, in which first wave immigrants as major beneficiaries from property distributions 

and Turkish Cypriots among which were groups who did not  benefit as much, were put in a 

relation of conflict.  The undermining of the principle of equity and justice by the state when 

performing this large scale redistribution (Lacher & Kaymak 2005) can be argued to have 

furthered the activation of ethnicity in this relationship.  

 

The third structural factor relating to the formation and preservation of immigrant 

communities found on the macro-level is the development of an ethnic division of labour. 

Post-division economic restructuring in the northern part of Cyprus had affected the 

immigrants‘ position in the economy, who were officially brought to the islands‘ north to 

build an agricultural workforce. Yet as they found themselves unable to make a living in a 

declining sector such as agriculture and more importantly they soon experienced being 

largely left outside of the boosting public sector, which was becoming the dominant sector of 

employment in northern Cyprus. Whereas native Turkish Cypriots had become 

overrepresented in the public sector, the immigrants were left out largely because of their 

human capital, i.e. low levels of education, but also because of their lack of social capital. In 

this sense it can be argued that, what had been created was an ethnic division of labour, that 

confined immigrants from Turkey to relatively less secure and lower paid jobs in the private 

sector.   

 

In the cultural context on the other hand, the construction of a Cypriotist culture was 
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identified as primarily efficacious in the  formation and reinforcement of immigrants‘ 

communities. ‗Cyprtiotism‘ entailed the exclusion and othering of Turkish immigrants in 

general and immigrants of the first wave in particular. In so doing immigrant groups were 

defined from the outside collectively and homogeneously as different; and through the 

process of so called negative stereotyping as culturally inferior, uneducated, dirty, and even 

criminal (see Erhürman 2006).  

 

These issues were reflected at the meso and the micro-levels as well, so that immigrant 

groups‘ community formation was affected by their experiences of discrimination and 

othering after their settlement in the place of destination in the northern part of Cyprus. It was 

argued, based on the in-depth interviews with immigrants in Bahçeli that the immigrants 

were exposed to 4 types of discrimination: These are related to their experiences of spatial 

segregation and discrimination by the state; their experiences of economic exclusion (i.e. 

exclusion from the Cypriot way of employment) and ethnic niche building; their political 

discrimination within the discourse of Cyprus conflict; and their experiences of exclusion and 

othering in everyday relations with the native population.  It was argued based on interviews 

with the first generation immigrants from Trabzon, that whereas spatial segregation was the 

first discriminatory act towards the immigrants, it was to a significant extent also voluntary, 

then although spatial segregation is often seen as undermining immigrants‘ integration into 

the society, as the arguments above demonstrate, these may alternatively be understood by 

the immigrants themselves, as mediating the alienating experience of migration and the 

related feeling of ‗loss of home‘. Thus all-migrant-spaces like the Bahçeli village, while 

contributing to the reproduction of migrant communities, provide a sense of integrity and 

wholeness to the immigrants. On the other hand, structural obstacles to economic mobility 

and a precarious state, were found to be especially important in the production and 

reproduction of ethnic communities, which gave rise to immigrants‘ ethnic niche building. In 

the case of Bahçeli village it was revealed that the immigrants were largely excluded from the 

better paid and more secure civil service employment. This gave rise to, as was argued by the 

villagers themselves, the concentration of the villagers in the transportation and freight 

sector, in which many of the Bahçeli villagers worked as bus, taxi and long distance truck 

drivers, and/ or owned related private businesses. This ethnic niche was the result of a 
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combination of practical-evaluative as well as iterational components of agency, which took 

into account present conditions as well as patterns of past behaviour and human capital. 

Employment in the freight sector, since it largely involved being on the road to and from 

Turkey, further strengthened ties with place of origin through continuous first-hand contact.  

Furthermore, immigrants‘ exclusion from the prospects of a unified Cyprus through the 

discourse of ―settlers‖ and through not being able to cross the borders to the southern side 

and not being issued Cyprus republic passports was found to be further reinforcing 

community boundaries, since these provided the immigrants with impaired means and sense 

of belonging to the island. Similar was found to be true regarding ethnic encounters between 

the immigrants and the indigenous population. Immigrants of the first generation as well as 

their children who were interviewed had declared having the perception of being different 

and even the disliked ‗other‘.  

 

Immigrants‘ transnationalism, it was argued, can also be linked to immigrant community 

building and preservation.  In this regard it can be argued that transnational agency of the 

immigrants constantly reproduce and reinforce communities‘ ties and relations with their 

places of origin. In the case of Bahçeli many of the immigrants were found to be engaged in 

transnational activities, especially through participating in the above-mentioned ethnic niche, 

but also through regularly visiting their places of origin for vacations (place of origin of 

parents) and through owning houses and other properties in their towns/villages of origin. 

Migrant communities as well as transnational ways of being were, in the Bahçeli case 

especially concerning Trabzon immigrants, also constructed based on a ―quest for return― 

(see Kaya 2012), i.e. through a projective agency, directed towards the future. It was argued 

in this sense that with homes in both lands immigrants could get, as close as possible, to 

return migration without the actual permanent return. This prevalence of myth of return, a 

concept not compatible with the ‗settler‘ discourse used in the international arena to refer to 

immigrants from Turkey in northern Cyprus, was found to be higher among Trabzon 

immigrants. Whereas transnationalism was explained above as something based on practical-

evaluative and projective dimensions of migrant agency, the iterational dimension of migrant 

agency, that is, the interest in preserving former social relations through ties with the 

community of origin (see Bakewell, Haas & Kubal 2011) is especially discernible in the 
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across-borders marriage patterns of the immigrants. Especially among the Trabzon 

community transnational ties with the place of origin were kept alive as a community strategy 

through the bringing of brides and bridegrooms from the place of origin. It was also revealed 

that transnationalism does not only matter during the life-span of the immigrants. Indeed, as 

the field research showed, it was possible for immigrants to have locality specific preferences 

for burial practices.  Whereas there were some cases, in which the deceased person had 

allegedly demanded that his/her grave would be in Trabzon, there were also many graves in 

Bahçeli belonging to the deceased relatives of the immigrants. Transnational burial practices 

were not observed among Mersin immigrants.  

 

Last but not the least it was revealed that identification exclusively with Turkey was almost 

not present among the immigrants in Bahçeli village, and although there were some affective 

elements in the feelings towards the country of origin, it was found that these were rather in 

the form of feelings of affection towards the area/ town/ village of origin. On the other hand, 

many of the immigrants defined their attachment to Cyprus over material and instrumentalist 

reasons, by for instance regarding their living in Cyprus and making a living in the island as 

the very proof of belonging to Cyprus rather than to Turkey. Whereas identification with 

Turkey entailed affective elements of emotion, a reference to past memories and so on, 

identification with Cyprus was rather based on instrumentalist reasons and so belonged to the 

practical-evaluative component of agency. In other words, the interview questions regarding 

‗self-identification‘ of migrants revealed that the migrants saw themselves as ‗Cypriots‘ 

mostly on ‗practical‘ rather than ‗ideational‘ grounds. 

 

At this point, it can be argued that although this thesis endeavoured to provide a holistic 

picture of migration and long term settlement of immigrants in the receiving context 

regarding the case of Bahçeli village, as the remarks above show, it also provided important 

clues regarding the existence of differential patterns.  Field research had firstly revealed in 

this regard, that there existed important clues on gender related differences at many stages of 

migration and settlement. Firstly, it was found that women were likely to be less involved in 

decision-making processes regarding migration. This was identified as contrary to the 

suggestions of the New Economics of Labour Migration Theory, which assumes that 
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migration decisions are made in relatively harmonious households. Taking the findings of 

this study into consideration, it must be emphasised that households and families consist of 

gendered hierarchical social relations of power. Similarly, gender and generation related 

differences in the community experience of the immigrants were also revealed in the case of 

Bahçeli. Women‘s experiences of the spatial isolation of the village was found to be 

reinforced by patriarchal gender relations. Whereas most of the first generation women, 

unlike their husbands did not work or socialise outside the village, second generation women 

also found it hard to overcome the spatial and social barriers of the village in their everyday 

lives. Furthermore, the deprivation of the village of numerous social services like health and 

child care put an extra burden on women. It was revealed in this respect that this increased 

their dependency on their husbands and other men (and sometimes women) as well as 

contributing to the perpetuation of this dependency, since many women were denied of 

educational rights and/or from inclusion in the labour force due to the factor of ‗distance‘. 

There was also evidence regarding differential community experiences of generations. It was 

revealed in this sense, that whereas the first-generation was simultaneously tied to Cyprus 

and their places of origin in Turkey, especially through owning second houses and other 

properties which they regularly visited, the second-generation was less involved in these 

practices. Although they did also visit the place of origin of their parents they did so less 

often and for shorter periods at a time. The latter group was actually found to be quite 

heterogeneous in this respect, and although many of them did not have an intention of return 

to the place of origin of parents, they viewed Turkey as the primary holiday destination. This 

difference was also reflected in the transnational ways of belonging: the second generation 

villagers tended not to identify with Turkey to the extent that their parents did. In explaining 

their primary identification with Cyprus they pointed out to their lack of memories in Turkey, 

which was perceived to be an essential part of identification and belonging. There were some 

exceptions to this, which indicates, as was identified in pertinent literature, the potential of 

second generation to lead transnational lives as well as to develop transnational ways of 

belonging, that is, conscious identification with the place of origin of parents. These 

exceptions comprised such cases, in which the second generation villagers had spent 

prolonged time living in Turkey, due to education, work etc. Yet, disregarding the 

exceptions, the lack of primary identification with the place of origin of parents cannot be 
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argued to secure for the second generation a more certain feeing identity. Since identities too 

are constructed in complex interaction between structure, culture and agency (of not only 

immigrants but also the native population), the second generation villagers too, when not 

more intensely compared to their parents, had indicated that they perceived themselves to be 

trapped in-between.  

 

To conclude, few arguments of this thesis could be underlined. Most importantly, this thesis 

had argued that a genuine acknowledgement of complexity, multi-dimensionality and multi-

factoriality of migration was long due and this could only be done when this multi-faceted 

character of the issue could be incorporated into its theorisation. The critical realist 

framework adopted had served this purpose and allowed an integrative approach by 

incorporating multiple levels of aggregation into the analysis as well as a variety of factors 

into the explanation. It also looked into the consequences as well as the causes under the 

same coherent meta-theoretical framework.  

 

By investigating structures, culture and agency, in accordance with the critical realist 

framework it took into account not only economic-structural but also cultural as well as 

agential factors (operating at different levels of aggregation) as real causal factors rather than 

mere contingencies. Then as, Elder-Vass (2010) argues leaning on Bhaskar ―[a]ctual events 

[…] are not produced by single causes as the covering law model suggests, but by a complex 

interaction of the causal powers of the entities involved. Outside the closed systems of the 

laboratory, multiple causal powers constantly interact with each other‖ (ibid: 47). In this 

regard the repeatedly underlined argument within this thesis was that, it is impossible to 

explain migration through economic structural factors alone. Thus, it was argued, an 

explanation of migration, for instance, with reference to supply and demand for labour within 

the framework of push –pull theories of migration, would at the best be reductionist and 

incomplete. Such an explanation disregards the historical-political context of the migratory 

wave at hand, ignores the roles played by further social and cultural factors in its causation 

and renders agencies of the migrants‘ invisible.  

 

This thesis also showed that an analytical differentiation between macro, meso and micro-
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levels of aggregation was beneficial, since it provided a systematic direction for the analysis. 

In this process it was recognised that only when the interplay of all of these levels and factors 

partaking in the generative mechanisms at each level are taken into consideration and are 

carefully studied, can a complete analysis be made which is non-reductionist, non-

determinist, multi-factorial and multi-dimensional. The critical realist framework constructed 

in this thesis was capable of explaining a case of migration in which economic reasons and 

economic rationality was not necessarily predominant at all levels of aggregation. It was 

argued that, a viable explanation must take into account the main context of nation-state 

building at the macro-level in the period concerned. The macro-level of the case under 

scrutiny was therefore, as was shown, predominated by within the Turkish nationalism 

proliferating ideas on nation and ethnicity. The predominance of economic motivations 

among the immigrants (micro-level) on the other hand, does not disprove this thesis, since 

immigrants‘ motivations alone could not have generated this migration wave from Turkey to 

the northern part of Cyprus. Agential factors are but only one of the causal factors, along with 

structural and cultural ones, which had entered into a complex interaction so as to generate 

the first migration wave to northern Cyprus in general and the movement to Bahçeli in 

particular. 

 

Thus this particular case of migration studied here, was illustrative of the phenomenon that 

causal mechanisms operating at different levels of aggregation may be different and even 

contradictory. The multiplicity of causal mechanisms – the predominance of cultural factors 

in the macro-level causal mechanisms and the predominance of economic factors in the 

micro-level causal mechanisms – is explainable in terms of the critical realist notion of 

―stratification‖ which denotes the division of social reality into different emergent levels. It is 

so anticipated that emergent properties of the macro-level are not present at the meso and/or 

micro-levels. On the other hand, it can be argued that the macro-level must have primary 

position in the explanation, then without the immigration policy constructed mutually by the 

Turkish and the Turkish Cypriot states, it would not have been possible for the immigrants 

themselves to take up the migration movement to the island. Hence a multi-dimensional and 

multifactorial outlook is necessary in the explanation of the case under scrutiny, and involves 

the taking into consideration of the cultural factors in addition to economic-structural factors 
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in emigration and immigration generating mechanisms.  

 

Arising from the highly political nature of agriculture, that is, its immanent relation to land 

ownership and control, and the military connotations thereof, it is not all that startling, that an 

official demand for an ―agricultural workforce‖ is accompanied by important political 

ambitions which were identified in this thesis. It can be argued moreover that this 

disproportionally large amount of territory and the economic resources contained within it -

among which were many agricultural lands and gardens- left at the disposal of Turkish 

Cypriots after Turkish military operations, established the physical means for the facilitation 

of this migratory movement. The appropriation of these economic resources, coupled with 

the seizure of the opportunity of self-governance and the prospect of non-dependence on 

Greek-Cypriots regarding social division of labour and political power were identified as 

being among the motivations of the Turkish Cypriot side in its quest for increasing the 

population and repopulation of the territories in the northern part of the island. Thus the 

dubious call for an agricultural workforce, through which the already declining village 

economies could apparently not be revived, need to be treated cautiously when one is making 

statements about the causation of the migration wave under scrutiny. Rather, the first wave of 

migration from Turkey to the northern part of Cyprus need to be understood within the 

framework of what Arslan (2012) refers to as the ―Turkish-Cypriot nationalist drive toward 

state-building‖ (ibid: 120),  which was present even before the 1974 partition. 

Moreover, the investigation of the consequences of this migration case, as part of a holistic 

explanation of migration, brought to the fore that social change, as is underlined by critical 

realist theoreticians, always entails unforeseen and unintended consequences (see Archer 

1995). In this respect, ethnicity, this thesis argued, is not only related to the causation of the 

first migration wave to northern Cyprus, but is also linked to the consequences thereof.  

Whereas the state‘s intention was to create an ethnically homogeneous Turkish nation-state in 

the island‘s north, separate from Greek Cypriots, through boosting the Turkish Cypriot 

population and through populating the territories gained by military operation; unintended 

consequences of agential action unfolding within contextual structural and cultural 

circumstances were effective in the emergence of persisting migrant communities, through 

which the immigrants were incorporated into the Turkish Cypriot society. In other words due 
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to the complex nature of social reality, ethnic boundaries were erected between the 

immigrants and the indigenous population despite the ideas and preconceptions of the 

corporate actors about the ethnic and national unity between the two. It can be argued 

therefore that ethnicity, especially functioning as a means of competition over scarce 

resources, did not result in a harmonious Turkish nation in the islands‘ north as was supposed 

by politicians, but rather, in a still continuing competition, conflict and socio-economic 

inequality.  

 

Thus through this multi-dimensional framework, the impact of ethnicity in the case of 

northern Cyprus, could be differentiated in relation to its repercussions in different levels of 

aggregation:  between the significance of ethnicity at the macro-level, as part of a nation-state 

ideology and at the micro-level, as part of everyday interaction (see Brubaker 1998). Ideas on 

nation and nationalism and how they played a role in both causation and the consequences of 

migration, sheds light to the social construction of the former and their ever fluid character. 

In the light of the above nationalism too can be identified as a dynamic concept which is still 

in constant motion, shaping the relationships of the island‘s inhabitants with each other in 

particular ways throughout history. In this sense it can be underlined once again that the 

complexity and multi-dimensionality of social reality which is reflected in this case can be 

understood as one in which its underlying ‗masculine rationality‘ proved to be not so straight 

forward. Owing to the failure of this militarist/ masculine rationality this migration case is 

one in which nationalist assumptions of nation and ethnicity quickly broke into pieces in 

practice.  

 

This conclusion cannot be left at this point, without pointing at some limitations of this study. 

These could also be regarded as issues which require urgent further research. Firstly, this 

study was planned and executed as a case study research, which focused on an all-migrant 

village. In so doing, it revealed important data especially regarding the issue of immigrants‘ 

community building and preservation, in which the spatially segregated settlement of the 

former was identified as an important factor partaking in related generative mechanisms. Yet, 

further research may enable a better understanding of this issue by comparing and contrasting 

the findings of this study with data collected on migrants‘ community building (or its non-
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existence) in a mixed village or a mixed settlement area. Such an analysis could make a 

valuable contribution by highlighting the importance of governments‘ settlement policies, 

and so can also guide future policy making in this regard.  

 

Secondly, this study focused on the first migration wave only, which was characterised by 

immigrants‘ property acquisition upon settlement. In the second and the third waves of 

migration from Turkey to northern Cyprus, the immigrants were not allocated properties. In 

this respect it may be interesting to compare immigrants‘ community building experiences 

and patterns of self-identification in the different immigration waves to the island‘s north, 

concentrating on the effects of the factor of property allocation. This will enable to find out, 

whether the particularities of the first wave, especially the house and land allocations it 

entailed, would make a difference in the patterns of incorporation, feelings of belonging and 

patterns of transnationalism of the immigrants.  

 

Last but not the least, the author reckons that research on migration and immigrants from 

Turkey in the northern part of Cyprus is still in its infancy. Further research on various topics 

in this field is required for a better understanding. For instance more extensive research on 

immigrants‘ incorporation and community building in the Turkish Cypriot society (ie. 

through  a representative sample for all first wave immigrants) is necessary so as to be able to 

arrive at more generalizable knowledge. Moreover, although the present study could arrive at 

some clues regarding gender and generation specific patterns of community building, it was 

beyond its scope to make generalizable statements on these issues. In this sense further 

research can make these patterns more discernible and facilitate the integration of these into 

theory building. And most importantly, further research is needed not only to better 

understand and explain issues about immigrants from Turkey in northern Cyprus which were 

discussed in this thesis but also many others that were not.  
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APPENDICES 

 

 

A - INTERVIEW GUIDELINES 

 

 

1. DEMOGRAPHICS 

 

Age 

Gender 

Occupation 

Education 

Place of origin (own/of parents) 

 

2. ARRIVAL IN THE NORTHERN PART OF CYPRUS 

 

Can you describe your arrival in northern Cyprus (the background conditions, circumstances, 

the act of migration, the arrival in the Famagusta harbour)? 

How old were you when you arrived in Cyprus 

With who did you arrive (which family members, relatives took part in the migration)? 

Who made the migration decision? (if the age is appropriate and if the person himself/herself 

didn‘t make the migration decision , ask whether s/he had objected). 

Did you come to Cyprus by registering your names in the migrant lists or via other means?  

(When applicable) can you describe your first impressions of Cyprus, your feelings when you 

arrived in the Famagusta harbour?  

Can you describe your arrival in the Bahçeli village?  

What were your initial feelings, your first impressions, etc.?  

Describe settling into your house?  

What did you think, feel? What did you like dislike? 

 

3. EXPERIENCES OF EXCLUSION I: ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL 

EXPERIENCES 

 

What did you do for living in Turkey? 

What did/do you do for living in Cyprus?  (Occupations, side jobs) 

How satisfied are you with your living conditions 

Do you have business plans, for yourself, your children? (Try to find out if the participant 

wants to/wants his or her children to get employed in the public sector). 

What kinds of problems do immigrants from Turkey have in northern Cyprus? 

What do you think of Turkish Cypriot governments‘ policies in relation to the immigrants? 

What do you expect from the politicians, governments, political parties in regards to your 

situation (political / economic situation) as an immigrant? 

Are you a political party member here in Cyprus or in Turkey? 
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4. EXPERIENCES OF EXCLUSION II: SOCIAL AND CULTURAL EXPERIENCES 

 

Do you have native Turkish Cypriot friends? Do you have Turkish Cypriot family friends 

that you regularly visit?  

How well do you get along with native Turkish Cypriots? 

(When applicable) How are/were your relationships in the school, at work, in social life? 

(When applicable)  What are your preferences when choosing your marriage partner/ partner 

for your children? (Do you prefer a partner from Cyprus; Turkey in General, specifically 

your place of origin, or otherwise)? 

(When applicable) would you marry a Turkish Cypriot? How would your family react if you 

did (would they accept your decision/ be unhappy, not accept)? 

What do you think about the later immigrants from Turkey? 

 

5. TRANSNATIONALISM & MYTH OF RETURN 

 

How often do you travel to Trabzon/ Mersin/Turkey? 

What do you do there when you visit (business, visiting family, harvesting)? 

Did you make an investment in the place of origin (bought a house, property etc.)? 

Are there close family members of yours in the place of origin (Trabzon/Mersin) 

Do you have plans of return? 

Did some of your family/ acquaintances return migrate? Why?  

(When applicable) Do your children wish to return to Trabzon/Mersin? Do you want them 

to?  

In retrospect are you happy that you immigrated to northern Cyprus? 

 

6. IDENTIFICATION 

 

How do you define yourself? (Turkish Cypriot, Turkish, from Turkey, from 

Trabzon/Mersin?) 

Do you feel that you belong to Cyprus/ to the Cypriot society? (Ask for an explanation). 

Do you identify with Cyprus? Do you feel that Cyprus is your homeland? 

(When there is an indication in this direction) In what ways are you similar/ not similar to 

‗native‘ Turkish Cypriots? Did you your children become similar to ‗native‘ Turkish 

Cypriots? In what ways have they become similar?  
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B - INTERVIEWEE DEMOGRAPHICS 

 

 

Na

me 

Birth 

Date 

Gen

der 
Education Occupation 

Place Of 

Origin 

Date Of 

Arrival 

FIRST GENERATION TRABZON 

TM

1 
1957 M 

Secondary 

school dropout 

Self employed 

Transport sector 
TR 1975 

TM

2 
1956 M 

Primary school 

dropout 

Self employed 

Business owner 
TR 1976 

TM

3 
1961 M 

Primary school 

dropout 

Self employed 

Transport Sector 
TR 1975 

TW

1 
1953 F No education Farmer TR 1975 

TW

2 
193? F No education Farmer TR 1975 

TW

3 
193? F No education Farmer TR 1975 

TW

4 
1959 F No education Farmer TR 1975 

TW

5 
1950 F No education Farmer TR 1975 

TW

6 
1962 F 

Secondary 

School 
Farmer TR 1975 

TW

7 
1971 F 

Secondary 

School dropout 
Housewife TR 1990 

TW

8 
1981 F 

Secondary 

School dropout 
Housewife TR 2003 

TW

9 
1963 F 

Primary school 

dropout 
Housewife TR 1983 

TW 

10 
1967 F Primary School Housewife TR 1980 
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Name 
Birth 

Date 
Gender Education Occupation 

Origin of 

Parents 

SECOND GENERATION  (with parent(s) from Trabzon) 

TM4 1981 M University Self employed TR 

TM5 1971 M 
Primary 

school  

Public Sector 

(Labourer) 
TR 

TM6 1978 M 

Secondary 

school 

dropout 

Self employed 

Transport Sector 
TR 

TM7 1982 M High school 
Employed in 

Private Sector 
TR 

TW11 1973 F 

Secondary 

Scholl 

dropout 

Housewife TR 

TW12 1982 F University 
Self Employed 

Transport Sector 
TR 

TW14 1976 F 
Primary 

School 

Employed in 

Private Sector 
TR 

TW15 1984 F University 
Employed in 

Private Sector 
TR 

TW16 1980 F 
Primary 

School 
Farmer TR 
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Name 
Birth 

Date 

Gen 

der 
Education Occupation 

Place Of 

Origin 

Date Of 

Arrival 

FIRST GENERATION MERSIN 

MM1 1948 M 
Primary 

School 

Retired 

craftsperson 
ME 1977 

MM2 1931 M 

Primary 

School 

dropout 

farmer ME 1977 

MM3 1964 M 
Primary 

School 
Tradesperson ME 1977 

MM4 1958 F High school  
Retired from 

Public Sector  
ME 1976 

MW1 1939 F No education Farmer ME 1977 

 

MW2 

 

193? F No education Farmer ME 1977 

 

MW3 

 

1967 F 
High school 

dropout 

Employed in 

Private 

Sector 

ME 1997 

 

 

Name 
Birth 

Date 

Gen

der 
Education 

Occupation/ 

Sector 

Origin 

of 

parents 

SECOND GENERATION (with parent(s) from Mersin ) 

MM5 1974 M 
Secondary 

School 

Self employed 

business owner 
ME 

MW4 1997 F 
High school 

Student 
Student ME 

MW5 1982 F University 
Employed in Private 

Sector 
ME 
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C – VISUALS 

 

 

 
 

 

Map 1: Map of Cyprus and location of Bahçeli village. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Map 2: Location of Bahçeli.  
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Image 1:  Kalograia 1973. 

Source: http://www.kalograiavillage.org/page/photo-gallery-notes 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 2: Kalograia Primary School 1965. 

Source: http://www.kalograiavillage.org/page/photo-gallery-notes 
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Image 3: Bahçeli Mosque converted from orthodox Agios Mamas Church, picture taken 

March 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 4: Bahçeli mosque, picture taken July 2014. 
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Image 5: The view from the road to the village, picture taken March 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 6: View of the old school building, picture taken March 2015. 
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Image 7: Old factory building 1, picture taken March 2015. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 8: Old factory building, picture taken March 2015 
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Image 9: View from the village, bus stop, picture taken March 2015 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 10: View from the village, picture taken March 2015. 
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Image 11: View of the village, picture taken March 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 12: View from the village, picture taken March 2015. 
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Image 13: View from the village, picture taken March 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 14: View from the village, an old demolished house, picture taken March 2015. 
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Image 15: View from the village, the co-operative building currently  used as grocery store, 

picture taken March 2015. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 16: View from the village, picture taken March 2015. 
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D - TURKISH SUMMARY 

 

 

Bu çalıĢma göç konusunu bütünlüklü bir Ģekilde anlamak ve anlatmak üzere kuramsal bir 

çerçeve oluĢturmaya ve bu çerçeve dâhilinde göçün çok boyutlu ve çok faktörlü bir olgu 

olduğunu vurgulamaya çalıĢır. Bu çalıĢmada yukarıda belirtilen amaç doğrultusunda eleĢtirel 

realizm kuramının ana prensiplerine dayanan kavramsal ve metodolojik bir çerçeve 

oluĢturulmuĢ ve bununla göç olgusu ve göçmenlerin cemaat oluĢturma durumlarının 

anlaĢılması ve açıklanması hedeflenmiĢtir. Sözü edilen kavramsal çerçeve dâhilinde çok da 

―tipik‖ olmayan bir göç örneği incelenmektedir. AraĢtırmaya konu olan göç; Türkiye‘de 

Trabzon ve Mersin‘den Kıbrıs‘ın kuzeyinde bulunan Bahçeli‘ye (Kalograia) gerçekleĢmiĢtir 

ve bu göç, 1974 sonrası Türkiye‘den Kuzey Kıbrıs‘a gerçekleĢen üç büyük göç dalgasından 

birincisidir.  

 

Türkiye‘den Kıbrıs‘ın kuzeyine ilk göç dalgası 1975-1980 yıllarında Kıbrıs Türk ve Türkiye 

devletlerinin ortak çalıĢmaları ile gerçekleĢmiĢtir.  Göçmenler bu göç dalgasında yer almaya 

Kıbrıslı Rumların 1974'te kuzeyde boĢalttıkları köylerde bıraktıkları ev, arsa, toprak ve iĢ yeri 

gibi mal ve mülklerin tahsisi ile teĢvik edilmiĢlerdir. Bu dalga içerisindeki en büyük göç, 

Türkiye ve o dönem yeni kurulan Kıbrıs Türk Federe Devleti (KTFD) arasında 1975 yılında 

iki taraflı imzalanan ‗Tarım ĠĢgücü Protokolü‘ çerçevesinde gerçekleĢmiĢtir. Bu karĢılıklı 

iĢgücü anlaĢması ile Türkiye'nin kırsal kesimlerinde özellikle iĢsizlik, yoksulluk, coğrafi 

koĢulların tarıma uygun olmaması, doğal afete maruz kalma veya baraj yapımı gibi alt yapı 

çalıĢmaları neticesinde çevresel felaketlere maruz kalacak olan bölgelerden ailelerin 

oluĢturduğu 30.000 tarım iĢçisinin getirilmesi hedeflenmiĢtir. Bunun sonucunda Türkiye‘nin 

çeĢitli bölgelerinden ağırlıklı köylü aileler ve iĢçi sınıfı aileler adaya getirilmiĢ ve özellikle 

kırsal bölgelere yerleĢtirilmiĢtir. Ayrıca dönemin Kıbrıs Türk hükümeti tarafından 1974 

Temmuz ve Ağustos aylarında Türk ordusunun gerçekleĢtirdiği  müdahalede görev almıĢ 

asker ve asker aileleri, Ģehit aileleri ve bunun dıĢında teknisyenler, uzman kiĢiler ve 

ailelerinin adaya yerleĢimi de teĢvik edilmiĢtir. Dönemin hükümet yetkilileri ile yapılan sözlü 

tarih görüĢmelerine dayanarak, toplam göçmen sayısının baĢta öngörülen 30.000'i aĢtığı ve 

40.000 ile 50.000 arası olduğu belirlenmiĢtir.  
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Devlet desteği ile gerçekleĢen bu göç dalgasının baĢlatıldığı 1975 yılının sonlarına doğru 

göçmenlerin planlı bir Ģekilde Türkiye‘de önceden belirlenmiĢ bölge ve yörelerden adaya 

seçilerek getirildiği göç programı durdurulmuĢ ve Kuzey Kıbrıs‘a göç hakkı protokolde ön 

görülen Ģartlara uyup uymadığına bakılmaksızın isteyen herkes için geçerli kılınmıĢtır. 

Dolayısıyla Türkiye‘nin birçok bölgesinden gelen değiĢik gruplar bu göç dalgasına dâhil 

olmuĢ ve adaya protokol göçmenleri ile aynı haklara sahip olacak Ģekilde yerleĢtirilmiĢlerdir. 

Bu anlamda ev, iĢ yeri ve (çiftçilere) toprak iskânı hakkı protokol dıĢı göçmenler için de 

uygulanmıĢ ve bu gruba da KTFD vatandaĢlığı verilmiĢtir.  

 

Bu göç dalgası çerçevesinde Trabzon‘un Araklı bölgesindeki Ayvadere (Aho) köyünden ve 

daha sonra da Mersin'in Gülnar bölgesinden gelen göçmenler, adanın kuzeyinde, Girne 

bölgesinde bulunan Bahçeli‘ye yerleĢtirilmiĢlerdir. Ayvadere köylülerinin çoğunluğu 1975-

1976 yıllarında Trabzon'daki komĢu köy Bahçecik‘ten gelen göçmenlerle birlikte gelmiĢtir. 

Ancak adı geçen iki grup arasında yaĢanan anlaĢmazlıklardan dolayı Bahçecik köyünden 

gelen göçmen grup -Türkiye‘nin dağlık bölgesinden gelmelerinden dolayı protokol 

çerçevesinde resmi olarak Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta yerleĢim öncelikleri olmasına rağmen- 

Bahçeli‘den çıkartılmıĢ ve baĢka bir yerleĢim yerine iskân edilmiĢtir. Bu durumdan sonra 

Ayvadere köylüleri 1977‘de Mersin Gülnar‘dan gelen daha küçük bir grubun Bahçecik 

grubunun geride bıraktığı boĢ evlere yerleĢtirilmesine kadar Bahçeli‘de tek grup olarak 

yaĢamıĢlardır.  

 

Bu çalıĢmanın sahasına iliĢkin ön bilginin verildiği tezin dördüncü bölümü, dönemin 

yöneticileri (çeĢitli bürokrat, hükümet temsilcileri), yürütücüleri (üst kademe memurlar) ve 

muhalefet partisi siyasetçileri ile sözlü tarih görüĢmeleri ve Bahçeli‘ye yerleĢtirilen öncü 

göçmenlerle yapılan derinlemesine görüĢmelere dayanmaktadır. Bunlar ıĢığında, bu bölüm 

hem Türkiye‘den Kıbrıs‘ın kuzeyine yönelik ilk göç dalgasını, hem de Bahçeli‘ye 

gerçekleĢen göç ve yerleĢimi detaylıca anlatır. Buradan elde edilen veriler ıĢığında, bu göç 

politikasının önemli bir çeliĢkisi Ģu Ģekilde öne çıkmaktadır: Kıbrıs‘taki ilk göç dalgası 

özellikle militarist unsurlar içeren eril bir rasyonellik çerçevesinde planlanmıĢtır. Ancak bu 

‗göç operasyonu‘, uygulama sürecinde böyle bir rasyonellikten epey uzaklaĢmıĢtır. Kendisi 

ile sözlü tarih görüĢmesi yapılan katılımcılardan P4 bunu Ģöyle belirtmiĢtir: "[Politikacılar] 
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bu konuları uzun uzun tartıĢmalarına rağmen doğru bir karar veremediler bana göre ve 

dediğim gibi, 1975'in sonlarına doğru, o çok güzel yürüyen aslında planlı programlı göç, bu 

defa plansız programsız, dileyenin bavulunu kapıp gittiği bir hareket haline dönüĢtü" (bkz. s. 

120). Ġlk göç   dalgasına iliĢkin planlama ve uygulama arasındaki göze çarpan bu önemli 

çeliĢki, Bahçecik grubunun yeniden iskânı olayında da görüldüğü üzere, Bahçeli‘deki 

yerleĢtirmelere de yansımıĢtır. Sonuç olarak, bu göç politikası ―uluslararası baskılar ve ülke 

içi muhalefet‖ nedeniyle 1979 yılı sonlarına 1980 yılı baĢlarına doğru sonlandırılmıĢtır 

(Hatay 2007).  Ancak boĢ ev, mal, mülk ve toprakların 1979 sonlarına doğru büyük ölçüde 

tükenmiĢ olmasının bu göç programının durdurulmasında önemli bir etken olmuĢ 

olabileceğini söylemek de yanlıĢ olmayacaktır. 

 

Bahçeli, çeĢitli özgüllüklerine rağmen ilk göç dalgası genelinde, özellikle üç açıdan tipik bir 

göç ve yerleĢim örneği oluĢturur. Birincisi, Türkiye‘den   ilk dalga ile gelen göçmenler, tipik 

olarak Kıbrıslı Rumlar tarafından   boĢaltılmıĢ kuzey köylerine yerleĢtirilmiĢlerdir. Bu 

anlamda Bahçeli de Kıbrıslı Rumların 1974'te zorunlu olarak terk ettikleri köylerden biri 

olması nedeni ile bu modele örnektir. Ġkinci olarak Bahçeli, göçmenlerin Kıbrıs‘ın yerli 

halkından mekânsal olarak ayrı Ģekilde yerleĢtirilmiĢ ve tamamen Türkiyeli göçmenlerden 

oluĢmuĢ bir köydür, ve bu yapısından dolayı ilk dalga göçlerde yaygın bir uygulama olan 

ayrıĢtırılmıĢ (segregated) yerleĢtirilmelere tipik bir örnektir. Bu nedenle Bahçeli, iskân 

politikasına bağlı olarak Türkiye‘den gelen göçmenlerin ‗etnik‘ ve kültürel anlamda homojen 

kalmasına neden olmuĢtur. Bahçeli özelinde 1977'ye kadar süren bu durum bu tarihten sonra 

Mersin'in Gülnar bölgesinden gelen daha küçük bir göçmen grubunun da köye 

yerleĢtirilmesiyle değiĢmiĢ ve köylüler geldikleri ülke ve yurttaĢlıkları açısından değilse de, 

geldikleri bölge bakımından bir miktar heterojenleĢmiĢtir. Ancak, bu heterojenleĢme köyde 

bugün dahi (birkaç evlilik ve eĢ dıĢında) pek Kıbrıslı Türk bulunmamasından dolayı oldukça 

sınırlı kalmıĢtır. Bu durum, tezin yedinci bölümünde tartıĢılan etnik göçmen cemaatlerinin 

oluĢması ve pekiĢmesi konusu ile nedensellik iliĢkisi olan önemli bir faktördür. 

 

Bu çalıĢmanın ana sorunsalı, üçüncü bölümde, ‗göçün çok boyutluluğu nasıl 

kavramsallaĢtırılabilir?‘  sorusu ile ifade edilmiĢtir. Bu soruyu cevaplamak için ise iki 

adımdan oluĢan bir yaklaĢım geliĢtirilmiĢtir. Buna göre ilk adımda,  göçün sebepleri 
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(motivasyonlar, niyetler ve göçün baĢlaması ile ilgili diğer nedensellik faktörleri) üzerine 

yoğunlaĢılırken; ikinci adımda ise bu göç dalgasının etkileri sorgulanır ve özellikle 

göçmenlerin Bahçeli‘de uzun vadeli yerleĢimlerinin esas neticesi olan etnik cemaat (ethnic 

community) oluĢturma veya bunları yeniden üretme süreçleri üzerinde durulur. 

 

Bu tez, kullandığı eleĢtirel realist meta-teorik yaklaĢımın, göç olgusunun hem genelde, hem 

de söz konusu özel vaka çerçevesinde ele alınıp incelenmesinde önemli araçlar sunduğunu 

öne sürer. Bu teorik çerçeve çalıĢmanın ikinci bölümünde geliĢtirilmiĢtir; ve göç kavramını 

ve bununla ilgili olan göçmen cemaatleri, ayrımcılık ve katılma/eklemlenme (incorporation), 

ulus aĢırılık (transnationalism), etnisite ve kimlik kavramalarını yeniden ele alır ve uyarlar. 

EleĢtirel realizm kuramının ana prensiplerini barındıran bu genel çerçeve göç fenomenini 

açıklamada ve incelemede, göç konusunun çok boyutluluğuna ve çok-faktöriyel oluĢuna 

vurgu yaptığından büyük avantaj sağlar.  

 

EleĢtirel realist metodoloji sosyal gerçekliği sadece anlamaya çalıĢmaz, açıklamaya da çalıĢır, 

ve bunu yaparken nedensellik analizini (causal analysis) merkeze yerleĢtirir. Diğer bir 

deyiĢle, eleĢtirel realist yaklaĢım, üretici mekanizmaları (generative mechanizms) içeren ‗reel 

alana‘ yaptığı vurguyla,  göç konusuna derinlemesine bir açıklama getirmeye çalıĢan bu tez 

için epistemolojik bir avantajı da beraberinde getirmiĢtir. Burada kısaca açıklamak gerekirse, 

eleĢtirel realizme göre sosyal gerçekliğin üç farklı düzeyi bulunmaktadır: bunlardan ilki reel 

alan, ikincisi deneyimlenen fenomenleri içeren ampirik alan, ve üçüncüsü ise, deneyimden 

bağımsız olarak dünyada meydana gelen olayları içeren aktüel alandır.
343

 EleĢtirel realizme 

göre yorumsamacı (interpretivist) ve pozitivist yaklaĢımların yaptıkları gibi sadece ampirik 

ve aktüel alanlar üzerinde yoğunlaĢmak sosyal gerçekliği açıklamada yetersiz kalır. 

Dolayısıyla eleĢtirel realizm, reel alanındaki üretici mekanizmalara odaklanarak yüzeyde 

görünen korelasyonların altında yatan derin sosyal gerçekliğe mümkün olduğu kadar 

yaklaĢmaya çalıĢır (Sayer 2000; Iosifides 2011). 

 

Ġkinci bölümde, ayrıca, konuyla ilgili literatürde geçen göç teorileri de eleĢtirel bir Ģekilde 

değerlendirilmeye çalıĢılmıĢtır. Burada özellikle ‗Neo-klasik Ekonomi Teorileri‘, ‗Yeni Göç 

                                                 
343

 ‗Reel alan‘ Sayer (2000) tarafından ‗üretici mekanizmaları‘ kapsayan bir ‗ontolojik derinlik alanı‘ 

olarak betimlenmiĢtir. 
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Ekonomisi Teorisi‘, ‗Ġkili Emek Piyasası Teorisi‘, ‗Parçalı Emek Piyasası Teorisi‘, ‗Dünya 

Sistemi Teorisi‘, ‗Politik Ekonomi YaklaĢımı‘, ‗Göçmenlik Ağları Teorisi‘, ‗KurumsallaĢma 

Teorisi‘ ve ‗Kümülatif Nedensellik Teorisi‘ gibi Sistem teorileri analiz edilmiĢtir. Bu eleĢtirel 

incelemede ilgili teorilerin özellikle sorunlu noktaları üzerinde durulmuĢtur ve bu sorunların 

nasıl giderilebileceği üzerine düĢünülmüĢtür. Bu bağlamda baĢlıca üç ortak eksikliğin 

olduğuna vurgu yapılmıĢ ve eleĢtirel realizmden etkilenilerek oluĢturulan teorik-kavramsal 

çerçeve dâhilinde bu tespit edilen eksikliklerin giderilmesi hedeflenmiĢtir. Bunlardan ilki 

teorilerin odak noktalarının genelde tek analiz düzeyine (mikro, meso ve makro) yoğunlaĢmıĢ 

olması ve benzer biçimde teorilerin göçü açıklarken ya sadece aktörlere ya da sadece yapılara 

odaklanmalarıdır.  Bakewell‘e (2010) göre ―yapı-aktör çıkmazı‖ olarak tabir edilebilecek bu 

durum tutarlı ve bütünlüklü bir göç teorisi geliĢtirilmesinin önünde duran önemli bir engeldir. 

Göç teorileri açısından ikinci sorunun, göçün sebeplerinin tek bir faktörle (veya tek bir faktör 

grubu ile) açıklanmaya çalıĢılması olduğu iddia edilmiĢtir. Dolayısı ile  ‗Politik Ekonomi 

Modeli‘ dıĢındaki teorik açıklamalara iktisadi bir belirlenmiĢlik hâkimdir: Öyle ki, makro 

düzey teoriler göç dalgalarının iĢçi arz ve talebi,  maaĢ farklılıkları ve emek pazarındaki 

yapılar gibi ekonomik faktörler tarafından belirlendiğini iddia ederken, mikro düzey teoriler 

göçmenlerin göç kararlarını rasyonel aktörler olarak (birey veya hane halkı olarak) kar-zarar 

hesaplamalarına dayanarak verdiklerini vurgular. Diğer taraftan ise teorilerin hiç biri, Politik 

Ekonomi Modeli de dâhil olmak üzere, devletin direk göç politikaları dıĢında kalan daha 

farklı politik-kültürel faktörleri ele almamaktadır. Dolayısı ile göç teorileri, anlatılarında 

günümüz toplumlarında gerçekleĢen göç hareketlerinde çok önemli rol oynayan ‗etnisite‘ ve 

milliyetçilik gibi kültürel ve söylemsel (discursive) faktörleri barındırmazlar. Göç teorilerinin 

ekonomik rasyonelliğe odaklanmaları etnik ve kültürel faktörleri göç anlatısına katmayı 

zorlaĢtırır ve dolayısı ile ―kültürel olarak Ģekillenen göç‖ (bkz. Hedberg 2004) veya ―etnik 

göç tercihleri‖ (bkz. Bauböck et al. 2006) olarak tabir edilen göç çeĢitlerini anlamakta ve 

anlatmakta yetersiz kalırlar.  Göç teorilerinin üçüncü ortak zayıf noktası ise odaklarını sadece 

göç hareketlerinin nedenlerine yöneltmeleri ve böylece göç olaylarının sonuçlarını göz ardı 

etmeleridir. Tek yanlı olarak göçün sadece sebeplerine yönelerek göç olgusunun sadece bir 

kez gerçekleĢen bir hareket, ve yerleĢimden sonra sona eren bir olgu olduğu izlenimini 

verirler. Bu eksik bir yaklaĢımdır, çünkü göç baĢka bir ülkeye taĢınıp oraya yerleĢmekle 

bitmeyen, aksine geniĢ kapsamlı ve uzun etkileri olan bir süreç olarak görülmelidir (King 
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2012). Dolayısıyla ana akım göç teorilerinin göç olgusunun etkilerini araĢtırmadaki bahsi 

geçen yetersizlikleri bu teorilerin göçü bütünlüklü bir Ģekilde ele almalarına engel olur.  

 

Daha önce de belirtildiği gibi, bu tez, eleĢtirel realist meta-teorik bir çerçeve dâhilinde 

yukarıda belirtilen üç zayıf noktanın ve eksikliğin üstesinden gelinebileceğini iddia 

etmektedir. Öncelikle Porpora (2013) tarafından bir dizi ―analitik ikilik‖ (analytical 

dualisms) diye adlandırılan ve eleĢtirel realist ―morfogenetik yaklaĢım‖ (morphogenetic 

approach) tarafından tanımlanmıĢ yapı-aktör, yapı-kültür ve kültür-aktör ikilikleri 

kullanılabilir. Bu yaklaĢım sayesinde, ilk olarak, hem göç veren hem de göç alan bölgelerle 

ilgili çeĢitli analitik düzeylerdeki (mikro, mezo ve makro) yapısal, kültürel ve aktörlerle ilgili 

birçok faktör göç açıklamasına dâhil edilir. Böylelikle göç konusunun bütünsel ve çok 

boyutlu açıklamasını yapmak için, hem yapı ve aktörün, hem de farklı analiz düzeylerinin 

bütünsel bir analizi sağlanmıĢ olur. Aktörlük faktörü daha detaylıca ele alındığında ise, 

Emirbayer ve Mische‘nin (1998) tanımı doğrultusunda aktörlüğün (agency) üç bileĢenden 

oluĢtuğu iddia edilmektedir. Bunlar alıĢılmıĢa dayalı (habitual/iterational), pratik-

değerlendirici (practical-evaluative) ve geleceğe odaklı (projective) aktörlük bileĢenleridir ve 

bunlar hem yapılar hem de kültürel olgularla sosyal etkileĢime girerek bu yapıları ve kültürü 

yeniden üretir veya değiĢtirirler. Dolayısıyla sosyal değişim morfogenetik yaklaĢımın 

merkezindedir. Morfogenetik yaklaĢım ayrıca bu süreçlerde kimse tarafından öngörülmeyen 

ve istenmeyen/amaçlanmayan sonuçlar ve sosyal çatıĢmanın da olabileceğinin altını çizer. 

Örneğin, Archer (1995) konuyla ilgili olarak amaçlanmayan sonuçların çoğu zaman grup 

anlaĢmazlıklarından kaynaklandığını ve sonuç olarak değiĢimin genelde kimsenin istediği bir 

Ģey olmadığını belirtir (bkz. Archer 1995: 91).  

 

Ġkinci olarak yapı ve kültür arasındaki ikilik sayesinde, hem ekonomik-yapısal faktörler, hem 

de kültürel-fikirsel faktörlerin analizi yapılarak göçün çok faktörlü karakteri açıklanabilir. 

Böylece göç olgusuna kültürel bir yaklaĢım geliĢtirilmesi mümkün olur. Hedberg (2004)‘e 

göre bu yaklaĢım ile ‗etnisite‘ (ve milliyetçilik) olgusu göçün kavramsallaĢtırılmasında 

kendisine yer bulur. Ama bu, yapısal ve ekonomik faktörlerin önemsiz olduğu anlamına 

gelmez; göç olgusunu açıklarken sadece hegemonik iktisadi yaklaĢımın tek doğru olarak 

kabul edilmemesi gerektiğini gösterir. Üçüncü olarak da iddia edilmiĢtir ki, eleĢtirel realist 
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morfogenetik yaklaĢımın sosyal değiĢim odaklı oluĢu göç olgusunun hem sebep, hem de 

sonuçları ile bütünlüklü olarak incelenmesine olanak sağlar. Diğer bir deyiĢle, bu yaklaĢım 

göç olgusunun hem bir süreç, hem de meydana çıkan (emergent) bir olgu olarak, yani hem 

toplumlar hem de aktörler açısından baĢka Ģeylere sebep veren bir durum olarak 

kavramsallaĢtırılmasını sağlar. Böylece, göç olgusu sebep ve sonuçları ile bütünsel bir teorik 

çerçeve dâhilinde açıklanabilir. 

 

Castles ve Miller‘e (1998) göre etnik göçmen cemaatleri, göçün önceden tahmin edilemeyen 

ve amaçlanmayan neticeleri olarak görülebilirler. Hükümetler tarafından pek de istenilen bir 

sonuç olmamalarına rağmen, göç alan toplumlarda etnik ve kültürel farklılıklar oluĢması 

neredeyse kaçınılmazdır. Göçün sonuçları göz önünde bulundurulduğunda etnik cemaatlerin 

oluĢumunda en az beĢ önemli olgunun varlığı göze çarpar. Bunlardan birincisi, göçmen 

topluluklarının göçmenler açısından bir ayrıĢma (separation) çeĢidinden ziyade bir 

bütünleĢme/eklemlenme (incorporation) Ģekli olmalarına rağmen, göçmenlerin yerleĢmiĢ 

oldukları ülkelerde maruz kaldıkları çeĢitli yapısal engeller sebebiyle de meydana gelmeleri 

veya yeniden üretilmeleridir (Kaya 2012). Ġkincisi, bu toplulukların sosyal sermaye iĢlevleri 

ile ilgilidir: göçmen cemaatleri göçmen gruplarına alternatif sosyal ve ekonomik kaynaklar 

sağladıkları için yeniden üretilirler (bkz. Portes 2000). Ayrıca cemaatlerinin oluĢturduğu bu 

sosyal sermaye ve destek ağları, göçmenlerin geldikleri yerler ile olan bağlarını ve 

kimliklerini korumak amacıyla da yeniden üretilirler (Bakewell 2011). Üçüncü olarak,  

yapısal faktörlerin yanında ‗milliyet‘ ve ‗etnisite‘ gibi kültürel faktörlerin de etnik 

cemaatlerin oluĢmasına ve korunmasına katkıda bulunduğu tespit edilmiĢtir. Bu anlamda, 

‗etnisite‘ olgusu gruplar arasında ―sınır muhafazası‖ (boundary maintenance) iĢlevini görür. 

(Barth 1969). Burada bahsedilen sınır muhafazası aynı zamanda eĢitsizliklerin de muhafazası 

ile ilintilidir (Fenton 2003). Gruplar arası iliĢkiler sonucu ortaya çıkan etnisite olgusu, kısıtlı 

sosyo-ekonomik kaynaklardan yararlanmak için gruplar arasında bir rekabet söz konusu 

olduğunda pekiĢir. Dördüncü olarak, göçmenlerin ulus aĢırı iliĢkileri ve ulus aĢırı aidiyet 

duyguları (Levitt & Glick-Schiller 2004) yani birden fazla bir toplumda eĢzamanlı bağlarının 

olması da (Levitt & Javorski 2007: 131) göçmen cemaatlerinin oluĢumu ve yeniden 

üretilmesi ile bağlantılıdır. Bu bağlamda göçmenlerin ekonomik, politik ve kültürel 

alanlardaki ulus aĢırı faaliyetlerinin göçmen cemaatlerini teĢvik etmesi beklenmektedir. Son 
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olarak, göçmenlerin kimlik oluĢturma sürecinde kimliklerin sürekli olarak durumsal ve 

kavramsal ihtimallere göre Ģekillenmekte oluĢu da göçmen cemaatleri ile ilintili bir husustur. 

 

Pozitivist yaklaĢımın aksine, eleĢtirel realizm, sosyal gerçekliği ―kanun gibi‖ kurallarla 

açıklamaya çalıĢmaz. Bunun yerine sosyal olguların özüne ait karmaĢıklığı vurgular. Bu 

yaklaĢıma göre sosyal değiĢim, görünenin altında yatan ve dıĢardan belli olmayan nedensel 

güçler ve mekanizmalar tarafından gerçekleĢtirilir. Dolayısı ile, eleĢtirel realizm sosyal 

gerçekliği sadece anlam ve söylemlerden oluĢan bir olgu olarak görmez. Bu bağlamda 

eleĢtirel realizm kiĢilerin sosyal dünyaya yükledikleri anlamlara önem verirken, yorumsamacı 

ve özellikle sosyal inĢacı yaklaĢımların aksine, bu anlamların oluĢturulmasında yer alan 

yapılara da özel önem gösterir. Bu konular tezin üçüncü bölümünde ele alınmıĢtır. Bu 

metodolojik düĢünceler, bu tez çalıĢmasında kullanılan araĢtırma teknikleri seçilirken de göz 

önünde bulundurulmuĢtur. Kullanılan metotlar arasında katılımcı gözlem, enformel 

görüĢmeler, eleĢtirel derinlemesine görüĢmeler ve sözlü tarih görüĢmeleri yer alır. Kullanılan 

araĢtırma metotları ve toplanılan verilerle ilgili daha detaylı bilgiler bahsi geçen üçüncü 

bölümde açıklanmıĢtır. Tez kapsamında farklı perspektiflere sahip kiĢilerden detaylı bilgiler 

toplanmıĢtır. Bu kiĢiler arasında Bahçeli‘ye yerleĢtirilen öncü göçmenler ve onların 

çocukları, göçmenlerin yerleĢtirilmesinde yer almıĢ yüksek ve orta düzey devlet yetkilileri, 

üst düzey memurlar; ve dönemin muhalefet politikacıları da mevcuttur. 

 

Göç olgusunun makro, mezo ve mikro düzeylerdeki sebep ve sonuçlarının incelenmesini 

hedefleyen bu tez, yaptığı kavramsallaĢtırmaya uygun olarak, beĢ ve altıncı bölümlerde 

Türkiye‘den Kuzey Kıbrıs‘a gerçekleĢen ilk göç dalgasının sebeplerini analiz eder. BeĢinci 

bölümde Türkiye‘den Kıbrıs‘a gerçekleĢen ilk göç dalgasının sebeplerinin makro düzeyde 

incelenmesi hedeflenmiĢtir. Bu bölümde birinci dalga göçlerin oluĢmasında rol alan yapısal, 

kültürel ve aktörlük ile ilgili faktörler betimlenmiĢ ve analiz edilmiĢtir. Dönemin çeĢitli 

hükümet temsilcileri ve siyasetçileri ile yapılan sözlü tarih görüĢmelerine dayanarak ‗etnisite‘ 

ve ‗milliyet‘ konularının Türkiye‘den Kıbrıs‘a gerçekleĢen ilk göç dalgasında önemli bir rol 

oynadığı belirlenmiĢtir. Bu bağlamda bu hareketin, göç olgusuna iktisadi yaklaĢım ile değil, 

çok boyutlu ve çok faktörlü bir yaklaĢım ile anlaĢılabileceğinin altı çizilmiĢtir. Böyle bir 

yaklaĢım, ilk dalga göçün, konu ile ilgili resmi açıklamaların aksine adanın bölünmesinden 
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sonra ortaya çıkan iĢgücü açığından çok, milliyet ve etnisite ile ilgili düĢüncelerin 

milliyetçilik bağlamında ve bölünmeden sonra Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta bir ulus devlet kurma projesi 

çerçevesinde aktive olması ile geçekleĢtiğini ortaya koymaktadır. Bunun tersine, iktisadi 

yaklaĢım, bu siyasi faktörler yerine resmi olarak sunulan ‗ekonomik‘ gerekçeleri göçün 

gerçek sebebi olarak kabul etme yanılgısına düĢmektedir.  

 

Sözlü tarih görüĢmelerinden elde edilen bilgilere göre, daha önce ġahin ve diğerlerinin 

(2013) de vurguladığı üzere ve yukarıda sözü edilen iki taraflı iĢgücü anlaĢmasında da 

görüleceği gibi, bu göç dalgası, Türkiye ve Kıbrıs Türk devletlerinin ortak iradesi sonucu 

gerçekleĢmiĢtir. Dolayısıyla, Türkiye‘nin Kıbrıs‘a göçmen getirmesinin veya uluslararası 

literatürde yaygın olarak kabul edildiği tabirle, ‗nüfus aktarmasının‘ tek taraflı bir karar 

sonucu olması söz konusu değildir (bkz. ġahin ve diğerleri 2013). Türkiye‘den Kuzey 

Kıbrıs‘a gerçekleĢen ilk göç dalgasının sebeplerine makro düzeyden bakıldığında, öncelikle 

göç veren tarafa, yani Türkiye‘ye odaklanılmalıdır. Burada öne çıkan yapısal faktörler 

özellikle tarım sektöründe meydana gelen değiĢimler ve demografik geliĢmelerle ortaya çıkan 

küçük köylülük ve küçük toprak sahipliği olgularının yarattığı dıĢ göçü teĢvik edici 

koĢullardır. Kültürel alana bakıldığında ise bölünmeden sonra Kuzey Kıbrıs‘a yöneltilen 

göçün Türkiye‘de 1950‘lerden itibaren itibar kazanan ‗soydaşlarımız‟ söylemi (Navaro-

Yashin 2012) ile de ilgili olduğu görülür. Bu söylem Kıbrıs‘taki Türkleri yaĢadıkları 

zorluklardan kurtarmak üzere yapılacak her türlü yardım ve desteğe (buna askeri destek de 

dahil) meĢru bir zemin hazırlamaktadır Bu yapısal ve kültürel faktörler, Türkiye‘den 

Kıbrıs‘ın kuzeyine olan göçün devlet düzeyinde planlanmasına olanak veren mekanizmalarda 

yer almaktadır.  Diğer yandan, Kuzey Kıbrıs tarafına bakıldığında ise, yine sözlü tarih 

görüĢmelerine dayanarak iddia edilebilir ki, bu göçü planlama ve yürütmede devletin (bir 

tüzel aktör olarak) motivasyonu ekonomik olmaktan çok, siyasidir ve adadaki Kıbrıs Türk 

nüfusunu artırma isteği ile ilgilidir. Kıbrıs Türk siyasi eliti için Kıbrıslı Türklerin adadaki 

nüfusu tarihi sebeplerden dolayı oldukça önemli bir meseledir. Kıbrıs‘ta Rum ve Türklerin 

nüfus oranları konusu esasen politik güç paylaĢımları ile bağlantılıdır ve bu durum özellikle 

Kıbrıs Cumhuriyeti‘nin nüfus oranlarına dayalı güç paylaĢımı sistemi (consociational system) 

içerisinde çok önemli bir hal almıĢtır. Bununla birlikte, nüfus konusu, adanın aĢağı yukarı 

üçte birinin (36%), toplam ada nüfusunun aĢağı yukarı beĢte birinden az bir nüfusun (18%) 
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kontrolü altına girmesinden sonra daha da büyük bir problem halini almıĢtır. ġöyle ki, hem 

Türkiye hem de Kıbrıs‘taki üst düzey siyasiler askeri operasyonlar sonucu elde edilmiĢ olan 

bu, nüfusa oranla fazla olan topraklar üzerinde, uluslararası arenada hak iddia edebilmek için 

(veya haksız görünmemek için) Kıbrıs Türk nüfusunun acilen artırılması gerektiğini 

düĢünmüĢlerdir (P4 ile yapılan sözlü tarih görüĢmesi). BaĢka bir deyiĢle, dönemin üst düzey 

siyasileri Kıbrıslı Türklerin nüfusunun azlığı nedeni ile kuzeydeki boĢ alanları doldurma 

hususunda zorluklar yaĢarken, bunu baĢarmayı acil bir husus olarak görmüĢlerdir. Bunun 

diğer nedenleri yapılan sözlü tarih görüĢmelerinde dönemin etkin hükümet temsilcileri 

tarafından dile getirilmiĢtir: P1‘e göre Kıbrıslı Türklerin ele geçirilmiĢ oldukları toprakları 

fiziksel olarak da sahiplenmesi Kıbrıslı Rumların geride bıraktıkları yerlere geri dönmelerini 

de engellenecektir (P1 ile sözlü tarih görüĢmesi). P2‘ye göre ise Kıbrıs‘lı Türkler bu 

topraklara, ancak boĢ olan bölgeleri ve evleri doldurabilirlerse gerçek anlamda sahip 

olabileceklerdir. Dolayısı ile Türkiye‘den göçmen getirmenin esas amacı, sözü geçen 

dönemde adanın kuzeyinde Kıbrıslı Rumlardan ayrı bir Kıbrıs Türk devleti kurma fikridir. Bu 

da ancak nüfusun artması ve boĢ köylerin, toprakların ve evlerin ‗Türk‘ etnik kimliği taĢıyan 

vatandaĢlar tarafından nüfuslandırılması ile mümkün olacaktır. Bölünmeden sonra adada 

tarımsal (veya endüstriye dayalı) bir ekonomik yapılanmaya gidilmemiĢ olması da adanın 

kuzeyine Türkiye‘den göçmen getirmenin esas olarak ekonomiyi yeniden yapılandırmak için 

değil, (en azından dönemin Kıbrıs Türk siyasi eliti tarafından tahayyül edilen) yeni bir ulus-

devlet kurma projesinin bir parçası olarak görüldüğüne iĢaretidir. Bu hedefin altında ‗etnik 

kimlik‘ ve ‗milliyet‘  olgularına köken ve kan bağları vurgusu ile yaklaĢan özcü 

(primordialist) bir yaklaĢım yatmaktadır. Ancak bu sorunlu sanı nedeni ile ‗etnik köken‘ 

olgusu problemsiz ve doğal bir Ģekilde ada halkını birleĢtiren bir unsur olamamıĢtır. Bu 

anlamda göçmenler ve yerel nüfus arasında ortaya çıkan etnik çatıĢma ve karĢı karĢıya 

gelmeler, bu göç dalgasının yarattığı sosyal değiĢimin, eleĢtirel realist bir dille söylenecek 

olunursa, beklenmeden ve amaçlanmadan gerçekleĢen sonuçlarından birisidir.  

 

Bu göç dalgasına mezo düzeyden bakıldığı zaman, makro düzeydeki yapısal faktörlerin 

burada da rol oynadığı görülür. Dolayısı ile Türkiye‘de 1950‘lerden itibaren tarımda 

gerçekleĢen dönüĢümler ve demografik geliĢmeler sonucunda küçük köylülük ve küçük 

toprak sahipliğinin ortaya çıkmasıyla açığa çıkan bir iĢgücünün, özellikle bölgesel düzeyde 
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dıĢ göçün gerçeklemesine etken olduğu iddia edilebilir. Özellikle Karadeniz‘den dıĢarıya 

gerçekleĢen göçlere bu çerçeveden bakmak gerekir. Bu örnekte yer alan Karadeniz ve Mersin 

göçmenleri için geçerli olan bir de ―göç kültürü‖ olgusu vardır. Buna göre bu bölgelerdeki 

insanların göç etme fikri ile önceden karĢılaĢmıĢ olmaları veya hatta bunu benimsemeleri 

göçü kolaylaĢtırıcı etkenler arasındadır. Önemli olan hususlardan bir diğeri de bölgesel 

düzeyde, makro düzeyde etkin rol oynamıĢ olan ―soydaĢlarımız‖ söylemine rastlamanın ve 

özellikle Kıbrıs‘ın kuzeyine Türkiye‘nin kırsal alanlarından yönelen göçleri buna (veya 

benzer milliyetçi etnik ve milli birlik söylemlerine) bağlamanın (ender istisnalar dıĢında) pek 

mümkün olmadığıdır.    

 

Diğer taraftan, altıncı bölüm, Bahçeli‘ye yönelen göçe mikro düzeyden bakmaktadır. Burada 

bu göç dalgasının baĢlatılmasında aynı nedensellik mekanizmalarının bulunmadığı 

gözlemlenmektedir. Mikro düzeyden bakılınca bireyleri göçe iten değiĢik sebepler arasında 

ekonomik sebeplerin baskın olduğu gözlemlenmiĢtir. Göçmenlerle yapılan derinlemesine 

mülakatlara dayanarak söylenebilir ki, özellikle modern yaĢam Ģartlarına uygun, teknolojik 

anlamda daha geliĢmiĢ ve daha rahat bir hayat isteği göç için büyük bir motivasyon olmuĢtur. 

GeliĢmiĢ yaĢam koĢulları vaadi özellikle kendilerini göçten önce yoksul olarak 

nitelendirmeyen Trabzon göçmenleri için geçerlidir. Bu göç programın içeriğindeki mal 

sahibi olma vaadi ise hem Trabzon göçmenleri için, hem de Kıbrıs‘a yerleĢmeden önce sebze 

yetiĢtiriciliği ve seracılık gibi iĢler yapan çoğu Mersinli aile için teĢvik edici bir rol 

oynamıĢtır.  

 

Göçmenlerle yapılan derinlemesine görüĢmeler, bu göçün alileler ve hatta geniĢ aileler 

tarafından gerçekleĢtirilmesine karĢın aile fertlerinin karar verme süreçlerinde eĢit söz 

hakkına sahip olmadıklarını açıklıkla ortaya koymuĢtur. Göç kararı özellikle Trabzon‘dan 

gelen göçmenler için geniĢ ailelerin reisi olarak sayılan en güçlü lider erkekler tarafından 

alınmaktadır. Mersin göçmenlerinin göç kararlarını ise çekirdek aile reisi erkekler almıĢtır. 

Bu da gösteriyor ki aktörler söz konusu olduğunda, açıklamada ataerkil sistemde var olan 

toplumsal cinsiyete dayalı güç iliĢkilerini de göz önünde bulundurmak gerekir. Bu tür ataerkil 

güç iliĢkileri içerisinde kadınlar karar verme süreçlerinde erkeklerle aynı derecede söz sahibi 

değildir. Diğer yandan, erkekler kar-zarar çerçevesinde karar verirken, ailelerinin ekonomik 
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ve teknolojik yoksunluklarını, Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta sunulan maddi olanakları ve bunların yanı 

sıra, beĢeri sermaye faktörünü de hesaba katmıĢlardır. Ayrıca Türkiye ve Kıbrıs‘ın birbirine 

olan coğrafi yakınlığı ve devletlerin verdiği ―beğenilmediği takdirde geri dönme‖ sözü de göç 

kararlarını kolaylaĢtırıcı etkiye sahip olmuĢtur. Bununla beraber göçmenlerin, çok hızlı bir 

Ģekilde göçmen ağları kurmaları da göçün yayılarak devam etmesinde çok önemli rol 

oynamıĢtır. Yani, Kuzey Kıbrıs‘a Türkiye‘den gelen ilk göçmenler sadece göçmenlik ve 

yerleĢmede değil göçmen ağlarının kurulmasında da öncü olmuĢlardır.  

 

Tezin yedinci bölümü, dönemin siyasi aktörleri tarafından beklenmeyen ve istenmeyen bir 

sonuç olmasına rağmen Türkiyeli göçmenlerin Kıbrıs Türk toplumuna eklemlenmesinde 

önemli rol oynayan göçmen cemaatlerinin oluĢumunu anlamaya ve anlatmaya çalıĢır. 

Göçmen cemaatleri eklemlendikleri toplumlarda yapısal ve kültürel alanlarda değiĢikliklere 

(morphogenesis) yol açan ve bunlara yeni unsurlar ekleyen olgulardır. Dolayısıyla, Kıbrıs 

Türk toplumunda yarattıkları değiĢiklikler açısından, bu toplumdaki sosyal değiĢimin önemli 

bir bileĢeni olarak tanımlanmıĢlardır. Bu bölüm çalıĢmanın genel çerçevesine uygun olarak 

göçmen cemaatlerinin oluĢum ve yeniden üretilme süreçlerini de çok boyutlu bir çerçeveden 

inceler. Makro düzey incelendiği zaman göçmen cemaatleri öncelikle devletin ayrıĢtırmacı 

iskân politikaları ile iliĢkilendirilebilir. Göçmenler Türkiye‘deki köylerden topluluklar 

halinde getirilip, Kuzey Kıbrıs‘taki köylere Kıbrıslı Türklerden ayrı olarak ve yine 

topluluklar halinde yerleĢtirilmiĢlerdir. Yani göç, var olan toplulukları heterojenize 

etmemiĢtir. Bu durum söz konusu cemaatlerin ilk kez adaya geldiğinde oluĢmadığını, aksine 

önceden var olan Ģekli ile korunduğunu göstermektedir. Ayni zamanda, adaya ayrı ayrı veya 

topluluklar halinde yapılan yerleĢtirmelerde göçmenlerin de rızasının ve hatta aktif desteğinin 

bulunduğu görülmektedir. Bu durum, göçmen cemaatlerinin aslında göçün yabancılaĢtırıcı 

etkilerini azaltmak için de aktörler tarafından yeniden üretilen olgular olduğuna iĢarettir 

(Cattacin 2006). Göçmen cemaatleri, sosyal sermaye iĢlevleri ile de Türkiyeli göçmenlerin 

Kıbrıs‘ta tutunmasını sağlayan önemli bir unsur olmuĢlardır. Bu iĢlevleri ile devletin 

göçmenlerle ilgili bir takım sorumluluklarını da kısmen azaltıcı etkileri olabilmekte, ve  bu 

anlamda devlet açısından olumlu görülebilmektedirler.  

 

Bahçeli örneğinden elde edilen bulgulara göre, göçmen cemaatleri sadece devletin ayrıĢtırıcı 
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iskân politikaları ve göçmenlerin kendi istekleri ile birlikte yerleĢmeleri sonucu ortaya 

çıkmamıĢtır. Bunlar aynı zamanda ve büyük oranda, göçmenlerle yerli halk arasında yaĢanan 

etnik karĢılaĢmalar sonucunda da Ģekillenmektedir. Kıbrıs‘ta 1974‘teki bölünmenin hemen 

sonrasında baĢlayan siyasi ve ekonomik yeniden yapılanma süreçlerinde, özellikle mal 

dağıtımlarının ve bunların ‗esnek‘ kurallarla yapılmasının sebep olduğu bir ortam 

yaratılmıĢtır. Bu durumda yerli halk ile göçmen toplulukları kendilerini sınırlı kaynaklara 

ulaĢım için etnik kimlikleri üzerinden yürüttükleri bir rekabet ortamında bulmuĢlardır. 

Etnisitenin bir rekabet aracı olarak kullanıldığı bu ortamda, göçmenleri etnik kimlikleri 

üzerinden dıĢlayan ve ötekileĢtiren söylemler göçmen cemaatlerini yeniden üreten 

mekanizmalarda rol oynamıĢlardır. Yerli halk ile göçmenler arasındaki etnik karĢılaĢmalar 

aynı zamanda etnik bir iĢbölümünün geliĢmesinde de rol oynamıĢtır. Tarım iĢgücü protokolü 

altında getirilen göçmenler, hayatlarını küçülmekte tarım sektöründe kuramamıĢlardır. Ancak 

hem eğitim seviyelerinin düĢüklüğünden dolayı hem de sosyal sermaye eksikliklerinden 

dolayı, Kıbrıs‘ta bölünmeden sonra hızla büyüyen ve ekonomik büyümenin öncüsü olan 

kamu sektöründe de istihdam edil(e)memiĢlerdir. Bu etnik iĢbölümünde göçmenler daha kötü 

maaĢlı, daha az korunaklı, ve daha ağır çalıĢma Ģartlarına sahip olan özel sektörde iĢ sahibi 

olabilmiĢlerdir. Bu koĢullarda Bahçeli örneğinde olduğu gibi etnik niĢler de oluĢturmuĢlardır.  

Bahçeli örneğinde göçmenler, Trabzon grubu öncülüğünde, geçmiĢ beĢeri sermayelerini göz 

önünde tutarak taĢımacılık sektöründe niĢ oluĢturmuĢlardır.  Kültürel alanda ise bir Kıbrıslılık 

kültürü inĢası çerçevesinde üretilen göçmenleri dıĢlayıcı söylemler, göçmen cemaatlerinin 

oluĢturulmasına ve güçlendirilmesine katkıda bulunmuĢtur. ‗Kıbrıslılık‘ kimliği Türkiyeli 

göçmenleri homojen bir grup olarak kabul eden, dıĢlayan ve ötekileĢtiren bir söylemi de 

berberinde getirmiĢtir. Bu söylemlerde Türkiyeli göçmenler farklı, kültürel olarak daha aĢağı, 

eğitimsiz, kirli ve hatta suça yatkın insanlar olarak inĢa edilmiĢlerdir.   

 

Meso ve mikro düzlemler incelendiğinde dıĢlanmaya maruz kalan göçmenlerin ayni zamanda 

ulus aĢırı yaĢayıĢ tarzları ve aidiyet Ģekilleri ile de göçmen cemaatlerini yeniden ürettikleri 

görülmektedir. Bahçeli‘deki göçmenler sadece yukarıda bahsedilen etnik niĢe dâhil olarak 

değil ayni zamanda, son yıllarda artan bir Ģekilde hem Türkiye‘de hem de Kıbrıs‘ta ev (ve 

baĢka taĢınmaz mal) sahibi olarak da ulus aĢırı yasam Ģekilleri geliĢtirmiĢlerdir.  Özellikle 

Trabzon göçmenleri için geçerli olan baĢka bir husus da bu ulus aĢırı yaĢam Ģekillerinde bir 
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geri dönüĢ arzusunun bulunmasıdır. Ulus aĢırı yaĢam ve aidiyet Ģekilleri aynı zamanda yine 

özellikle Trabzon göçmenleri için geçerli olan ulus aĢırı evliliklerle de desteklenmekte, ve bu 

Ģekilde bu grubun gelinen bölge ile olan bağları canlı kalmaktadır. Son olarak da ulus 

aĢırılığın sadece yaĢarken değil, öldükten sonra yapılması gereken pratikleri düzenlendiğine 

dair tespitten de söz edilebilir: Bu anlamda yine özellikle Trabzon grubunda, bu hayatın 

ötesine geçen ulus aĢırı planlar da yapılabilmekte ve bazı göçmenler öldükten sonra 

mezarlarının doğdukları yere götürülmesi konusunda istekli olabilmektedirler. Aidiyet 

örüntülerine bakıldığında ise, Bahçeli örneğinde salt Türkiye ile özdeĢleĢmenin hemen hemen 

hiç mevcut olmadığı görülmüĢtür. Buna karĢın aidiyet, ağırlıkla gelinen ülkeye değil, gelinen 

bölgeye (köye) karĢı hissedilmektedir. Türkiye‘den gelinen bölge ile özdeĢleĢme daha çok 

geçmiĢ yaĢanmıĢlık ve hatıralarla anlatılan duygusal unsurlar içerirken, Kıbrıs‘la özdeĢleĢme 

materyal ve araçsalcı sebeplerle açıklanmaktadır.  

 

Bu tez Bahçeli örneğini ele alarak göç olgusunu bütünlüklü bir Ģekilde anlatmaya çalıĢmıĢ 

olmasına rağmen, göç ve göçmenlik deneyimlerinde farklı örüntüler bulunduğuna dair de 

önemli ipuçları yakalamıĢtır. Bu örnek özelinde özellikle, göç ve yerleĢimin birçok 

aĢamasında patriarkal sistem ve toplumsal cinsiyet faktöründen kaynaklanan önemli 

farklılıklar olduğu görülmektedir. Bu anlamda öncelikle kadınların göç kararı alınırken 

erkekler gibi ve onlar kadar etkin olmadıkları gözlemlenmiĢtir. Dolayısı ile, Yeni Göç 

Ekonomisi teorilerinin aksine göç kararlarının harmoni içerisinde var olan hane halkları 

tarafından verilen kararlar olmadığı gösterilmiĢtir. Bu çalıĢmanın sonuçlarına dayanarak altı 

çizilmelidir ki, hane halkları ve aileler hiyerarĢik güç iliĢkileri barındıran yapılardır.  Benzer 

Ģekilde, Bahçeli örneğinde, göçmen cemaatlerinin deneyimlenilmesinde toplumsal cinsiyet ve 

jenerasyon ile ilgili farklar olduğu da ortaya çıkmıĢtır. Kadınların köyün mekânsal 

izolasyonunu deneyimleme biçimlerinin ataerkil iliĢkilerle belirlendiği görülmektedir. Bu 

bağlamda ilk nesil kadınlar köyün dıĢına pek çıkmazken, ikinci nesil köylü kadınların da 

köyde yaĢamaktan kaynaklanan sosyal ve mekânsal cemaat bariyerlerini aĢmaları kolay 

olmamaktadır. Köydeki pek çok eksiklik (sağlık ve çocuk bakımı gibi hizmetler olmayıĢı) 

kadınların üzerinde ek bir yük olmaktadır. ‗Nesil‘ faktörünün de bazı konularda farklılık 

yaratan bir durum olduğu belirlenmiĢtir. Özellikle ilk nesil göçmenlerin ulus aĢırı varoluĢ 

biçimleri ile ayni anda hem Türkiye‘de hem de kuzey Kıbrıs‘a bağlı oldukları 
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gözlemlenmiĢtir. Bu ulus aĢırı yaĢam tarzı birinci nesil tarafından özellikle hem Kıbrıs‘ta 

hem de Türkiye‘de ev sahibi olunarak ve bunları düzenli aralıklarla ziyaret ederek 

yaĢanırken, ikinci neslin bu tür davranıĢlarda daha az bulunduğu görülmektedir. Ġkinci nesil 

Bahçelililer anne-babalarının geldikleri yerleri ziyaret etseler de, hem bunu daha ender 

yapma, hem de orada daha kısa kalma eğilimindedirler. Aslında bu grup heterojen bir yapıya 

sahiptir ve içlerinde anne-babalarının geldiği yere dönme isteği pek olmamasına rağmen 

Türkiye onlar için akrabaları ile zaman geçirebilecekleri ikinci adrestir. Nesil farkı, aynı 

zamanda, ulus aĢırı aidiyet biçimlerini de çeĢitlendiren bir faktördür. Ġkinci nesil Bahçelililer 

anne-babalarına kıyasla, kendilerini Türkiye‘ye daha az ait hissetmektedirler. Ġkinci nesil 

buna en önemli sebep olarak Türkiye‘de anılarının ve yaĢanmıĢlıklarının olmamasını 

göstermektedir. Bu konuda bazı istisnalar olması, literatürde de öne sürüldüğü gibi, ikinci 

neslin de ulus aĢırı hayat ve aidiyet biçimleri geliĢtirebilecek donanımda olmaları ile ilgilidir 

(Levitt & Jaworsky 2007). Bahçeli örneğinde böyle istisnalar, Türkiye‘de eğitim veya iĢ 

dolayısı ile zaman geçirmiĢ ikinci nesilden oluĢmaktadır. Ayrıca bu istisnaları bir kenara 

bırakacak olursak, Türkiye ile özdeĢleĢmeme durumunun Kuzey Kıbrıs‘ta ikinci nesle kimlik 

ve aidiyet konularında birinci nesilden daha farklı avantajlar sağladığı pek söylenemez. 

Bunun baĢlıca sebebi kimliklerin de yapılar, kültürel faktörler ve aktörlük arasında 

gerçekleĢen karmaĢık sosyal etkileĢimler sonucu ortaya çıkan olgular olmalarıdır. Bu 

etkileĢimin sonucunda ikinci nesil köylüler de anne-babaları gibi, belki de onlardan da fazla, 

kendilerini arada kalmıĢ hissetmektedirler.  

 

Bu noktada, sonuç olarak bu tezin birkaç ana argümanı Ģu Ģekilde öne çıkarılabilir. Birincisi 

bu tezin esas önerisi olarak göçün karmaĢık ve çok boyutlu yapısının göçün 

kavramsallaĢtırılmasına katkı yapması gerektiğidir. OluĢturulan eleĢtirel realist çerçeve buna 

katkı sağlamıĢ ve göçün farklı analiz düzeylerini, farklı faktörleri, göçün hem sebep hem de 

etkilerini kapsayacak biçimde, bütünlüklü olarak ve tutarlı bir Ģekilde incelenebilmesine 

olanak tanımıĢtır.   

 

Bu tezde oluĢturulan eleĢtirel realist çerçeve sayesinde, içerisinde iktisadi sebeplerin ve 

iktisadi rasyonelliğin ağırlıklı olarak yer almadığı göç olguları da açıklanabilmektedir. 

Burada çalıĢılan konu, farklı analiz düzeylerindeki nedensellik mekanizmalarının farklı ve 
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hatta birbiri ile zıt olabileceklerini göstermeyi de baĢarmıĢtır. Nedensellik mekanizmalarının 

çokluğu – kültürel faktörlerin makro düzey nedensellik mekanizmalarındaki baskınlığı ve 

buna karĢın ekonomik faktörlerin mikro düzey nedensellik mekanizmalarındaki baskınlığı – 

eleĢtirel gerçekçiliğin katmanlaĢma (stratification) olgusu ile açıklanabilir. Bu olgu sosyal 

gerçekliği farklı düzeylere ayırır. Buna göre makro düzeydeki emergent özellikler (yeni bir 

olgu meydana getirme gücü/ kapasiteleri), meso veya mikro düzeylerde bulunmazlar. Ancak 

diğer taraftan, makro düzeyin bu tezin incelediği örnek açısından, öncelikli olarak ele 

alınması gerekir, çünkü Kıbrıslı Türk ve Türkiye Cumhuriyeti devletleri arasında karıĢlıklı 

bir göç anlaĢması ve planı oluĢturulmadan, göçmenlerin adaya hareketinin mümkün 

olmayacağı aĢikârdır. Dolayısı ile bu göç örneğini derinlemesine anlamak ve açıklamak için 

çok boyutlu bir çerçeveden bakmak ve göçü teĢvik edici mekanizmaları açıklarken hem 

iktisadi hem de kültürel (özellikle etnisite ve milliyetçilik olgularını içeren) faktörlere yer 

vermek gerekliliğini göstermiĢtir.  

 

Tarım konusunun, toprak sahipliği ve kontrolü ile iliĢkisi ve bunun askeri boyutları 

düĢünüldüğünde, oldukça siyasi bir konu olması dolayısıyla resmi bir ‗tarım iĢgücü‘ 

çağrısının altında bu çalıĢmada detaylıca incelenen siyasi amaçların da mevcut olması aslında 

çok da ĢaĢırtıcı değildir. Türkiye‘nin Kıbrıs‘a gerçekleĢtirdiği askeri müdahaleler sonucunda 

elde edilen toprakların nüfusa kıyasla oldukça büyük oluĢu ve bu toprakların ‗doldurulma‘, 

sahiplenilme ve bununla birlikte buralara Rumların dönüĢünün engellenmesi isteği dönemin 

Kıbrıs ve Türkiye yönetimlerinin göç politikalarını belirlemesinde etkili olmuĢtur. Rumlar 

tarafından boĢaltılmıĢ ev, iĢyeri, tarım arazisi vb. kaynaklar ayrıca göçü mümkün kılan 

imkânları da yaratmıĢtır. Ancak tarım iĢgücü talebi ile karĢılanacak iĢgücünün zaten 

daralmakta olan tarım sektörünü canlandırmasının pek de mümkün olmayacağı aĢikârdır ve 

bu talebi dikkatli okumak gerektiğine iĢarettir.  Tüm bunlar ıĢığında bu göç dalgası Arslan‘ın 

(2012) Kıbrıslı Türklerin ‗milliyetçi devlet-kurma dürtüleri‘ diye adlandırdığı, 1974‘teki 

bölünmeden önce baĢlayan süreç çerçevesinden okunmalıdır (bkz. age. s. 120).    

 

Burada kurgulanan çok boyutlu çerçeve dâhilinde göçün sonuçlarının da incelenmesi ile 

ortaya çıkan bir diğer husus ise sosyal değiĢimin her zaman ön görülemeyen ve 

amaçlanmayan/istenmeyen sonuçları olduğudur. Bu bağlamda bu çalıĢma etnisite olgusunun 
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hem göçün sebeplerinde hem de (istenmeyen) sonuçlarında yer aldığını göstermiĢtir. Bu 

durum milliyetçilik çerçevesinde geliĢen millet ve etnisite fikirlerinin devamlı değiĢen, esnek 

ve dinamik olgular olduğunun da altını çizmektedir.  Devletlerin bu göçü teĢviklerindeki esas 

amaçları her ne kadar Kıbrıs‘ın kuzeyinde Rumlardan ayrı homojen bir Türk Devleti 

yaratmak olmuĢ olsa da, değiĢik düzlemlerdeki aktörlüklerin, yapılar ve kültürel olgular ile 

girdiği karmaĢık iliĢkiler sonucunda ortaya çıkan tablodaki gerçek, göçmenlerin Kıbrıs Türk 

toplumuna ‗etnisite‘ ve ‗köken‘ üzerinden tanımlanan göçmen cemaatleri ile eklemlenmeleri 

olmuĢtur. Bu cemaatler, daha önce bahsedilen diğer sebepler yanında, yerli nüfus ile 

Türkiyeli göçmenler arasında meydana gelen etnik iliĢkiler sonucunda ĢekillenmiĢtir. Diğer 

bir deyiĢle, sosyal gerçekliğin karmaĢık doğasından dolayı, yerli toplum ile Türkiye'den gelen 

göçmenler arasında, tüzel aktörlerin (devletlerin) amaçlarından bağımsız olarak, özellikle 

sınırlı sosyo-ekonomik kaynaklar için rekabete dayalı ‗etnik‘ sınırlar çizilmiĢtir. Bu sınırların, 

bugün dahi, rekabet, çatıĢma ve sosyo-ekonomik eĢitsizliğin sürmesine sebebiyet verdiği 

görülmektedir. 
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