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The classic template of Western historiography concerning Ottoman history still manages to soldier on, albeit with dwindling credibility, certainly before this public, thirty years after Orientalism. Ottoman history in the late 19th century, we are told, continued to be fixed in the dark immobility of the centuries, wrought as it was with “merciless tax farmers,” with “Turks” crushing revolts, lording it over “the enslaved peoples of the Ottoman empire” and their “freedom dreams,” so that when Britain occupied Cyprus, she put to an end to “the 300 gloomy years of Tourkokratia,” during which only “Oriental inefficiency” had prior to 1878 left a little of the island’s treasure to its own peoples, by mistake as it were. Indeed, Ottoman rule had been the worst ever, bar none, “Cyprus [having] been run down as never before in its history,” keeping in mind that we are speaking of thousands, not hundreds of years.
Recent roots of this particular discourse are to be found in the period of British occupation, in the commentaries of those who ran the affairs of the island, alongside journalists, literati and adventurers coming from the metropolis, and finally, those who somewhat later took it upon themselves to synthesize and draw conclusions from the first two categories. 
In the Cypriot case, as shall be seen, they did not simply carry forward a long Orientalist discursive tradition, though: they contributed mightily to modernizing it, by tempering the religious trope and strengthening the racial one, in keeping with the evolution of the social sciences in the nineteenth century, from de Gobineau to the Social Darwinists.
Whether official, unofficial, or hybrid, the British maintained the notion of the islanders’ innate and/or cultural underdevelopment, the childlike need for supervision, as in Lawrence Durrell’s evocation of “the darkness which Turkey brought on the world she inherited. Darkness? These things are relative. What does amaze one however is that the Turks, perhaps through lack of a definite cultural pattern of their own [left the Greeks] freedom of religion, language and even local government…a recognition perhaps of the enviable qualities of restlessness and imagination which they themselves lacked.”
The British claimed to have rescued Cyprus from a long sleep, but even more, from rampant crime (because the few policemen there were busied themselves with tax collection), as well as the wanton destruction of crops by wandering shepherds, uncontrolled by any authority. Justice was totally neglected, and was anyway in the hands of ignoramuses, easily corrupted to boot. Education was “primitive,” with intellectual attainment barely surpassing a faint knowledge of the basics. The picture was completed by a total absence of hospitals, and rampant disease. Farmers were ignorant of the basics of their profession “as it is now understood,” forests were “left exposed to the depredation of men and animals,” land registration was without system. The people were as apathetic as the government was indifferent. Even olive and carob trees “were wantonly mutilated or destroyed by their owners [!].” Britain, it would appear, arrived as a Providential savior, as shown by her enormous achievements, which the authors proceed to quantify, to the extent that, in comparison with the picture of doom and devastation provided in 1878, “[i]n 1928 the spectacle is such as to suggest…the…emotion of Hope.”
An article in the journal Science in 1886 reports on the paper read by one G. Gordon Hake early on supports this line of interpretation, in referring to the ways in which under Ottoman administration the island deteriorated, “as most countries do under Turkish rule.” The example of Famagusta’s desolation is cited, as compared with its glory during Venetian times, when it was “renowned for its brave defence against the infidels.” One of the problems cited by the scientific journal was the refusal of the Turks to fight plagues and diseases, notably locusts, because of the “Mussulman theory of resignation” which sees such calamities as “sent by the Almighty.” This, in the face of the fact noted in the very same account, that at one point the actions of the Ottoman administration had managed practically to eradicate them, around 1870, and that they reappeared in 1885 during British rule. Worse, the very existence of the locusts, in addition to their increase, is the fault of the Turks, because of their inadequate demographic programs, which did not permit the population to multiply sufficiently – one notes here the relevance of Foucault’s writings on governmentality and biopolitics.
If one is to believe Lawrence Durrell speaking in the mid-twentieth century, two or three generations of British rule had done nothing to awaken the islanders to the benefits of civilized rule, since a “vague and spiritless lethargy reigned,” which once made him want to “kick” his taxi driver, because it was combined with an air of superiority. 
Philhellenism and Cyprus.

It was thought, as late as 1926, that philhellenism would help in administering the island (Storrs “took pride in his classical learning and…was a sincere admirer of the Hellenic literary and cultural heritage.” Of course, as a modern proconsul, he had hopes that British-style modernization would finally come the way of those he administers: “by all means admire Euripides, [he told them] but simultaneously organize Boy Scout troops.” 
Lord Curzon, British Foreign Secretary in the aftermath of World War one, did not have such a nuanced vision of the Greek-Turkish, Christian-Moslem divide. He thought that the Hellenes needed to be protected from further racial/cultural contamination, and thus, that Greece needed to stay out of an Asia that was foreign to it, while Turkey should at all costs be kept out of Europe. Cyprus was Asia, and therefore not essentially Greek.
Racialism and mongrelization
The question of race is ever-present, in the minds and words of the British, of all stripes and in their various functions. The blackness of Cypriots is, however, lessened by the fact that they have been somehow mongrelized. Storrs, reminiscing among other things over his days as Governor, quotes a “high legal luminary,” “horrified to learn that he would be expected to shake hands with ‘the natives’,” because of his experience in East Africa, where presumably this would never happen. The man added, “‘I understand a white gentleman…and a black gentlemen, I don’t let him touch me; but these betwixts and betweens I don’t want to understand’.” Cyprus was not unique in the British mind, from this point of view. The Sudanese had previously been described by Winston Churchill as a “mongrel (…) mixture of the Arab and Negro types [which] produce[s] a debased and cruel breed, more shocking because they are more intelligent than the primitive savages.”
Later on, during world war two, the Colonial Office had a policy of separating “British European troops from…‘dark-skinned Cypriots, whom the normal person could class as coloured...’.” In fact, the policy was starker: “dark-skinned Cypriots, whom the normal person could class as coloured, will not be accepted” is what is stated in the quoted official document. In other words, those whose skin was not so dark would be accepted: Cypriots are a hybrid and mongrelized race (and to be treated as such). The air force, during the war, would only accept Cypriots “of European appearance and habits.” The longer quotation, found in the footnote, in fact fleshes out the British conundrum: “the air force will not consider anyone who has, for example, long curly black hair, is of dark complexion, or is of Asiatic or African appearance.” This is a time of exacerbated racial perceptions in Europe, in which the fundamentals of Nazi racial theory were widely accepted in the West, and with analogous biopolitical implications as seen above. 
Orientalist tropes, or: a pox on both your houses
Both Greek and Turkish Cypriots are widely viewed in Britain as belonging to a large family of Near Eastern (i.e. Levantine) peoples, who behave according to common norms. Orientals are debauched, from Istanbul to Delhi, as noted by a New York Times correspondent commenting on July 30th, 1878, on the agreement to hand Cyprus over to Britain. It may well be that the great effects of British rule in India may be obtained in this instance, with Britain extending “to the worn-out debauche who is Caliph and Sultan the same kind of protection which it gave to the last descendant of the Great Mogul.”
Turning-point 1931?
A palpable change in administrative style did occur after the total surprise of October 21st, which had, on the part of Greek Cypriots, been an uprising en bonne et due forme, but this did not result in any change in discourse. It simply resulted in a sea change in relations between the British and the majority community, the end of any socializing between them and the institution of emergency rule, not lifted until independence. In fact, and despite increasingly tense and sometimes violent relations between Britain and (usually Greek) Cypriots, views did not really change. After world war two tension grew again, and Governor Sir Andrew Wright, appointed in 1949, viewed Cypriots, according to the Colonial Office, “as children who needed a firm hand [and]…an occasional spanking.” He further opined that “if you wave sticks at Cypriots you do not have to call out the garrison,” and a well-known Labour MP, Richard Crossman, noted (during the rising revolt against British rule in 1955!) that “nothing is very serious, since no one on either side means what he says or does what he means…Cyprus is the only amiable police state I have ever visited.”
Instead of the expected transformation of discourse, one finds an ever stronger conviction that 1931 proved the necessity for further integration into the Empire of these backward people. It may well be that the continuing propinquity for considering Cypriots as weak-willed, corrupt(able) children contributed to Britain’s failure to foresee and then to deal intelligently with the revolt of 1955. 
By way of conclusion: discourse and defeat
Certainly the literature suggests a sharp diminution in “categorized” generalizations once the fighting had begun in earnest in 1955 with British thoughts concentrating perforce on how to deal with the complex emergency and its implications for the future of Empire, relations with NATO allies (Turkey, Greece and of course the United States of America) and, despite what we have seen to be deep layers of prejudice, the future of the island and its people. Nonetheless, it must have been difficult even then to go beyond the immediately previous view of Cyprus as mainly an “unsinkable aircraft carrier.”  
Conclusion:
1. In colonial empires, discourse introduces, modifies and strengthens stratification;

2. In particular, colonial-imperials projects are characterized by the centrality of racial discourse;

3. Hybridity threatens to undermine the stratification, so it is designated as mongrelization, a widespread concept;

4. The famous colonial gaze exists, and results in the colonizer’s incapacity to see;

5. There finally comes a wake-up call, when it is too late, at the beginning of the end for the colonizer;

6. Discourse then collapses and is slowly, painfully reconstituted, then passed on to the post-colonial elites in a new form.
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