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Martin Packard, an officer in the Joint Force during its first six months of operation, 

describes vividly the patrolling of Nicosia villages in the peace-keeping effort (Packard, 

2008). Reconstructed from his notes four decades after the events, Packard frames his 

account as a critique against Foreign Office policy of the time, which he suggests was 

partition-oriented (ibid: 5-6). This goal had not been clearly communicated to the Joint 

Force staff (enabling Packard to continue pursuing reconciliation in his local dealings). ‘In 

contrast to better-known later efforts at top-down mediation in Cyprus, the process in 

which I was involved started from the clientele of village coffee-houses and moved 

upwards through the various levels of leadership’, he writes (ibid: 7). His Joint Force had 

‘a mandate to deal at individual or village level with confrontations, disputes, shortages, 

fears and absences of governmental authority’ but had succeeded, by the time of the 

hand-over to UNFICYP to provide ‘linkage between divided ministries, a back-channel 

between the political heads of the two communities and help with the groundwork for a 

series of island-wide bi-communal projects’ (ibid). The employment of allochronic 

language (‘bi-communal’ now recognized as a reference to peace initiatives after 1974) is 

telling of the temporal links that stretch across the knowledge field of ‘the Cyprus conflict’ 

and within which its periodization is enmeshed. What ultimately Packard is describing in 

2008 are efforts that brought peace-making into confrontation with peace-keeping, as 

later literature would have it (Richmond, 1994; 2001). 

If Packard’s account illuminates the ambivalent motives of governmental practices 

(partition for the FCO, coexistence for the Joint Force), it also raises questions about the 

motives of those subjected to such practices. In many analyses, there is an underlying 

assumption that these motives are decisive in explaining the conflict, as exemplified by the 

separation between inter- and intra-communal violence. People who chose to stay 

together in mixed villages during this period are presented as exemplary of the positive 

aspects of co-existence. In Dali Packard presents a different perspective: Turkish-Cypriots 

were in early 1964 ‘actively prevented’ from leaving by their Greek-Cypriot neighbours and 

‘it was elicited that the villagers who were being so constrained were those of which the 

head of the family had significant financial debts to the Greek-Cypriots (2008: 72); in Ayia 

Marina, where the Turkish-Cypriot head ‘made a number of statements to the [Greek-

Cypriot] press describing his satisfaction with Greek Cypriot policy and his earnest desire 

that the two communities continue to live together in accustomed harmony … [it 

transpired that] the Turkish Cypriots would already have left if not for the fact that only 

that day [22 January 1964] had the government Grain Commission begun to move the 



village’s accumulated harvest into central storage.’ (ibid: 121). Elsewhere he notes the 

opposite: Turkish-Cypriots reluctant to leave but intimidated and coerced by TMT. 

In the affective register, what looks like solidarity might also have involved economic gain, 

and what looks like co-ethnic murder might also involve the policing of inter-ethnic 

reproduction. The way in which numbers become tools of knowledge, whether by 

inventorying or obliteration (writing them out of qualitative studies), defines how the 

conflict is governed – by the state, academically, and in the everyday. Speaking of another 

case of ‘computing’ loss, that of the counting of the dead of the Armenian genocide of 

1915, Altınay (2014) poses the question of Islamized survivors whose stories had remained 

untold until 2004. Elsewhere, in presenting the surfacing of such stories as counters to 

state discourse on multiple levels (2006), she also foregrounds the considerable labour 

that goes into this silencing and which perpetuates it for decades. 

The question I am prompted to ask here is about the different modalities that mobilize 

such labour: keeping silent and feigning ignorance at the moment of the event, fearful 

silences in repressive aftermaths, hushed mutterings of resentment in leftist 

environments, familial avoidances of war talk. 

 All this labour has supported a governmentality of the conflict in Cyprus that for the last 

half century has solidified around a knowledge of loss with a hollow centre. Packard speaks 

of locals in coffee-shops who claimed to have seen and heard nothing as co-villagers and 

neighbours were abducted, shot, or taken off buses never to be seen again, and 

neighbouring villages and ethnic quarters evacuated in fear in the aftermath of such 

incidents. He also describes widespread looting of these evacuated quarters and people 

scurrying away from his patrol as it surveyed the damage. People who have lived through 

events and witnessed them have kept most of that knowledge to themselves; people born 

after those events have known of ‘killings’, ‘troubles’, or ‘atrocities’, but have also known 

that their knowledge was incomplete. 

Amongst many Cypriots, the story of the Green Line is no longer a tired story of deaths and 

recrimination that the state has promoted selectively over the last half century. An 

alternative knowledge is offered in the legendary explanation of its colour. This holds that 

it comes from a green pen, chanced upon on that December evening (28/12/1963) by the 

British commander of the Joint Force, Peter Young, who drew up the Nicosia separation 

map two days before its signature (also corroborated in Packard, 2008: 25). The same 

legend exists for the drawing of the Palestine-Israel border agreed in 1949 but tabled at 

the UN under Resolution 181 (29 November 1947), a time that interestingly coincides with 

Peter Young’s earlier posting in Palestine. 

The ethnographic quality of the legend relates something of the cultural concepts that 

have come to define the Cyprus conflict. That its substance, here in the form of actual 

division lines that have profound effects on the daily life, and deaths, of people, is decided 

by higher powers, and often on flimsy logics, such as the chance presence of a pen. In this 

otherwise archetypical form of post-colonial subjectivity the balance is tipped towards a 

victimized construction of the native as a subject who is powerless but also innocent. In a 



Bhabha-esque (1994) twist, the postcolonial predicament becomes a technique for 

absolving Cypriots’ responsibility for the conflict. The central character in the story of the 

Green Line is the green pen and its whimsical presence. 

Contrast this to the regretful comments elicited after the death of a great aunt in 2014. 

The memory to which her closest affines returned to was the moment in 1964 when the 

neighbouring Turkish-Cypriot village was being abandoned and her own co-villagers were 

seen on the streets with loot. She had been held back from reproaching them venting 

instead her anger at home. The fear of ‘intra-ethnic’ repercussions was great and she was 

from a village on the other side of Cyprus, a ‘foreigner’. The labour, I want to argue, that 

went into keeping her silent then was not momentary. It continued to work on the 

silencing of that shared memory within the family’s elder generation, and perhaps on the 

reflexive worries about the thin line separating silence and complicity for years after. That 

is the governmentality that frames Cypriot conflict subjectivities. 

It is the same governmentality that foreclosed the question of who those 62 Turkish-

Cypriots were that stayed behind in 1974, and why they did so. It also foreclosed questions 

about the Armenians who were evicted from their Nicosia quarter in 1964 after it was 

enclosed within the Turkish-Cypriot enclave because they had colluded with Greek-

Cypriots. And about the Maronites of Ayia Marina village, who had sheltered Turkish-

Cypriots from Skylloura in the same year and warned by Greek-Cypriot militias to refrain 

from providing such help. And indeed, of people who ‘survived’ on the Other side after 

1974. In the period after 2003, a number of stories emerged of people who were 

discovering ‘inter-ethnic’ relatives: a half-sibling from a Turkish-Cypriot’s failed marriage 

to a Greek-Cypriot before he fathered ‘co-ethnic’ children; a mother who had to explain to 

her Turkish-Cypriot son that she had been born a Greek-Cypriot before marrying and 

converting so that he could claim a passport from the authorities in the south using her 

official Christian name. The gendered aspects of this example also brings up the urgent 

question of the counting of women’s losses and the failure to see them as anything other 

than patriarchal subjects. 

These stories have been foreclosed through labour on the part of political subjects who 

have upheld, even in transgressing, the national script. Acknowledging them would have 

allowed acknowledgment of those other losses that undermine the myth of ethnic 

distinction.  It would have poked holes on that imbricated roof structure of loss that holds 

together ‘us’ as victim subjects of the ‘Cyprus conflict’. 

 


