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Around the world, diasporas engage with the politics of their country of origin, and diaspora activism can play a critical
role in homeland conflicts. While some scholars claim stronger nationalist preferences in the diaspora result in intensified
and prolonged conflicts, there has been little empirical investigation of how diaspora and homeland preferences may differ.
Drawing on the literature on long-distance nationalism, we develop a framework to operationalize and test expectations of
differences in the preferences of populations living in conflict zones and those living abroad as they relate to potential conflict
resolution and peace settlement solutions. We evaluate these expectations in a study of preferences for peace settlements
across two deeply divided communities in Cyprus and their overseas diasporas. In contrast to claims that members of the
diaspora have more nationalist views than homeland members, we find either diaspora and homeland preferences mirror
each other or diaspora preferences are more supportive of peace. We discuss implications for theory and policy.

Las didsporas se involucran en la politica de su pais de origen, a nivel mundial, y el activismo por parte de la didspora puede
desempenar un papel critico en los conflictos que tienen lugar en su pais de origen. Aunque existen algunos académicos
que afirman que las preferencias nacionalistas mas fuertes por parte de la didspora conllevan conflictos mas intensificados
y prolongados, en realidad, existe poca investigacion empirica con respecto a como pueden diferir las preferencias de la
didspora y las del pais de origen. Partimos de la base de la literatura sobre el nacionalismo a larga distancia, lo que nos
permite desarrollar un marco de trabajo para operacionalizar y poner a prueba las expectativas en materia de las diferencias
entre las preferencias de las poblaciones que viven en zonas de conflicto y aquellas que viven en el extranjero en relacién con
posibles soluciones para la resolucién de conflictos y acuerdos de paz. Analizamos estas expectativas a través de un estudio
de preferencias con respecto a acuerdos de paz entre dos comunidades profundamente divididas en Chipre y sus didsporas
en el extranjero. En contraste con las afirmaciones de que los miembros de la didspora tienen opiniones mas nacionalistas
que los residentes en el pais de origen, concluimos que las preferencias de la diaspora y de los residentes en el pais de origen
son similares o, incluso, que las preferencias de la didspora son mas favorables a la paz. Debatimos las implicaciones que estas
conclusiones generan en la teoria y las politicas.

Dans le monde entier, les diasporas s’intéressent a la politique de leur pays d’origine, et leur militantisme peut jouer un
role décisif dans les conflits de leur patrie. Bien que certains chercheurs affirment que de fortes préférences nationalistes
au sein d’une diaspora se traduisent par des conflits plus longs et intenses, peu d’études empiriques existent quant aux
divergences potentielles entre diasporas et préférences du pays natal. Nous fondant sur la littérature relative au nationalisme
a distance, nous élaborons un cadre pour rendre opérationnelles et tester les différences attendues s’agissant des préférences
des populations vivant dans des zones de conflits et de celles vivant a I’étranger, par rapport a de potentielles résolutions du
conflit et solutions d’accord de paix. Nous évaluons ces attentes dans une étude des préférences concernant les accords de paix
aupres de deux communautés profondément divisées a Chypre et leurs diasporas a I’étranger. Contrairement aux affirmations
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selon lesquelles les membres de la diaspora entretiennent des vues plus nationalistes que leurs compatriotes restés au pays,
nous constatons soit que les préférences de la diaspora et de la terre natale sont les mémes, soit que les préférences de la
diaspora vont davantage dans le sens de la paix. Nous discutons des implications pour la théorie et la politique.

Key words: peace settlements; global diasporas; public opinion; conjoint experiments; long-distance nationalism.

Introduction

Transnational diasporas contain individuals living abroad
but considering themselves, to different degrees, part of
the homeland national or ethnic community (Safran 1991;
Adamson and Demetriou 2007). Since the early nineteenth
century, members of diasporic groups and associated com-
munity organizations and institutions have played criti-
cal roles in the formation of distinct ethnic and national
identities, contributing significant ideological and mate-
rial resources to ethnic, state, and nation-building projects
(Anderson 1992; Demmers 2002). At the same time, wars,
the decline of empires, and decolonization processes re-
structuring the state system have created new diasporas will-
ing to participate in homeland politics and invest time and
resources in winning or resolving the disputes leading to
their displacement (Baser 2016; Tas 2016; Koinova et al.
2023). In recent years, changes in communication technol-
ogy and the emergence of the global economy have enabled
diaspora members to easily maintain and even intensify
their links with the politics of their homeland and provide
support to homeland communities in conflict, thus enabling
greater diaspora mobilization and extending the range of
diaspora activism (Anderson 1992; Demmers 2002). The in-
volvement of diaspora members and organizations in home-
land conflicts has been sufficiently noticeable that scholars
have suggested diasporas can be viewed as critical negoti-
ating partners whose consent is necessary to reach peace
(Shain 2002).

Recent studies have addressed the role of diasporas in
both the intensification and the resolution of violent con-
flicts through the perspective of long-distance national-
ism (Hall 2016; Alonso and Mylonas 2023). Long-distance
nationalism was introduced by Benedict Anderson in his
seminal work on imagined communities (Anderson 1983,
1998).! Anderson and scholars who follow his reasoning em-
ploy this term to argue that the values, experiences, and
organizational imperatives of diaspora communities lead
them to hold more extreme nationalist positions than res-
idents in the homeland (Anderson 1983, 1998; Fair 2005;
Conversi 2012). With the exception of Hall (2016), how-
ever, there has been little systematic quantitative evaluation
of this claim. In this article, we develop a theoretical frame-
work to test arguments about the differences we might ex-
pect to see between the opinions of members of the diaspora
and members of homeland communities on conflict resolu-
tion, if the assumptions underlying long-distance national-
ism are correct. The framework highlights the differences
we might expect to see across diasporic and homeland com-
munities in attitudes towards potential peace settlements,
with respect to the overall desirability of a settlement and
also with respect to specific settlement provisions.

In Imagined Communities Anderson (1983) describes the communion
amongst members of a nation in modern times even though co-nationals even
within the smallest nation never meet. These feelings of solidarity often extend to
their respective transnational diasporas (Anderson 1998).

We tested this framework using data from conjoint ex-
periments embedded in four surveys of the Greek Cypriot
and Turkish Cypriot communities and their respective dias-
poras. We chose this case as it is representative of conflict-
generated diasporas such as the Sri Lankan, Georgian or
Moldovan diasporas, where violent conflict has ended but
has not been resolved. In addition, Cyprus is convenient as
it has experienced violent conflict for decades and conflicts
have generated long-term displacement of its native popu-
lation (internally and diasporically), but physical violence
is not present. The two Cypriot communities live in free
democratic systems (Freedom House scores Cyprus, i.e., ar-
eas controlled by the Republic, at 92, and the northern part
of the island, currently outside the control of the Repub-
lic of Cyprus, at 76)? raising no concerns about surveying
public opinion—compared for instance to less democrati-
cally free homeland environments in Syria or Myanmar—
and fit for the purpose of studying diasporas’ attitudes to-
wards peace settlements.

The surveys and experiments allowed us to investigate
whether diasporas are more likely to oppose peace settle-
ments in principle, whether diasporas oppose losses on dis-
tributive issues such as territory, and whether diasporas are
less receptive of peace incentives (such as security guaran-
tees or compensations). In conjoint experiments, respon-
dents are presented with pairs of possible peace settle-
ment packages and asked to identify their preferred pack-
age. These packages all contain the same peace settle-
ment dimensions. For Cyprus, they included how the island
might be divided territorially and potential political power-
sharing and security arrangements. The specific attributes of
these dimensions were randomly selected from a set of pre-
defined set of options drawn from the rich set of potential
proposals emerging in the UN mediation process in Cyprus.
Analyzing the data on respondents’ preferences allowed us
to assess how important such individual attributes are to
their overall choice of peace packages. We could compre-
hensively test expectations about the relative importance of
different peace settlement solutions to different groups and
map divergences and convergences in preferences across
groups.

Contrary to expectations, we found the preferences of
each home and diaspora community mirror each other in
three critical areas. Specifically, the diasporas are not more
opposed to a peace settlement; their preferences for terri-
torial solutions are like those of the resident population,
and there is no evidence of diasporas being less accepting
of potential win-win or integrative solutions than homeland
communities. Our findings cast some doubt on the long-
distance nationalism assumptions, at least as they relate to
Cyprus, and align with claims that in some circumstances,
diaspora members may be less extreme than homeland resi-
dents and even more peace supporting (Hall 2016; Koinova
etal. 2023).

2See https://freedomhouse.org/country/cyprus.
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In addition to its theoretical implications, our work sug-
gests further avenues for empirical study. The proposed
framework could be used to understand the gap between
diaspora and homeland preferences with respect to other
peace settlement proposals within and across cases. It can
be used to test theories of long-distance nationalism be-
yond the present application to conflict resolution. In policy
terms, the findings lead us to reflect on the conceptualiza-
tion of members of the diaspora as critical stakeholders who
should be included in peace settlement processes.

Diasporas in Conflict Settings

In the last two decades, there has been growing scholarly in-
terest in diasporic engagement in homeland conflicts, both
during conflict and afterward in post-conflict processes. Ini-
tial studies focused on diaspora groups’ radicalization and
their role in augmenting conflicts by providing funding,
recruiting soldiers, or even joining as fighters themselves
(Demmers 2002; Collier and Hoeffler 2004; Lyons 2004).
Studies included the Tamil community in London, provid-
ing support for the Tamil Tigers fighting in the civil war
in Sri Lanka, Croats based in Germany supporting their co-
ethnics in the wars that brought about the end of Yugoslavia,
and Kurds in the Netherlands supporting participants in the
insurgency in Turkey (Fair 2005; Skrbis 2007; Baser 2017).
In this view, the long-distance nationalism of diasporas is ex-
pressed through interference, from a distance, in homeland
conflicts, particularly when the genesis of the diaspora is due
to conflict. Members of the diaspora do not face the direct
physical consequences of conflict but are engaged emotion-
ally, sharing the trauma of displacement and memories of
the conflict, along with social ties (Demmers 2002, 89).
Later studies explored the positive involvement of diaspo-
ras in ameliorating homeland conflicts. These studies em-
phasized diasporic funding for homeland economic and
post-conflict development needs (Feron 2014), participa-
tion in post-conflict reconstruction efforts, and engagement
in peace processes (Smith and Stares 2007; Brinkerhoff
2008; Koinova 2018; Feron and Lefort 2019; Orjuela 2008;
Roth 2015). For example, Cochrane et al. (2009) identify
the positive engagement of the Irish and Tamil diasporas
in the peace-building processes in Northern Ireland and Sri
Lanka, respectively. Moving beyond a dichotomous under-
standing of diasporas as “peace-wreckers” or “peacemakers,”
Smith and Stares (2007) suggest the same diaspora group
may potentially contribute more to peace or more to con-
flict at different phases of a dispute. For instance, Fair de-
scribes the transition of the Tamil diaspora from “financial
lifeline of the militancy” (Fair 2005, 139) to crucial seekers
of a political solution to avoid the terrorist stigma after 9/11.
The literature on diaspora activism argues these commu-
nities undertake actions that both support and undermine
peace. For scholars, this has raised policy-related questions
about if and how to incorporate diasporas into decision-
making. Shain suggests ignoring diaspora members’ pref-
erences in homeland conflict perpetuation, and resolution
can be costly for homeland leaders and for the peace pro-
cess more broadly (Shain 2002, 116). He argues peace
negotiations should be treated as a three-level game that
should include nationals residing outside the homeland,
as they may have a significant impact on the durability
of peace (Shain 2002, 120). The Azerbaijani—-Armenian,
Israeli-Palestinian, and Cuban—-American cases all suggest
that a diaspora’s attitude can affect peace settlement efforts
(Shain 2002, 116; Grugel and Kippin 2007). Shain’s rec-
ommendation for diaspora inclusion chimes with the view

that sustainable peace settlements should aim to be inclu-
sive, involving those who have left the homeland, whether
they intend to return or not. Assuming a diaspora com-
mitted or partly committed to peace, an inclusive pro-
cess would encourage participation in key development
goals, thus contributing to reconstruction and sustainability
(Feron 2014). For effective conflict resolution, Brinkerhoff
claims diasporas should be included early in the negotiation
phase (Brinkerhoff 2008, 132-134). However, diasporas are
rarely engaged formally, and conventional wisdom has of-
ten adopted the “long-distance nationalism paradigm,” as-
suming diasporas are dominated by nationalist preferences
that lead to prolonged and intensified conflict. However,
policymakers rarely have systematic information about the
preferences of diasporas and how those differ from home
constituencies. We begin to address this gap by developing a
framework to test these assumptions in the Cyprus context,
setting the stage for broader comparative studies.

Long-Distance Nationalism and Conflict Resolution

The key assumption of the long-distance nationalism the-
sis is that members of a diaspora see themselves as part of
a national community together with members of their eth-
nic group resident in the homeland (Shain 2002, 117). This
identification as part of a transnational national commu-
nity is the result of a common experience of displacement,
migration, and mobilization. Diasporas resulting from dis-
placement because of violent conflict share common stories
of trauma and departure (Hall 2016). In their new host com-
munities, they may follow similar settlement patterns and
participate in the same community organizations. By facili-
tating mutual aid and collective action, these organizations
serve to maintain common identities and social ties with co-
ethnics from home (Kopchik et al. 2022).

These common ties and links to the homeland commu-
nity are emphasized by political entrepreneurs, organiza-
tions, and even homeland governments who act to mobi-
lize the diaspora to raise funds and achieve political influ-
ence. The growth of digital technologies helps to bridge
geographical distance and facilitates participation and mo-
bilization around news from home. Taken together, these
experiences can build a mobilized consciousness of being
part of a transnational ethnic community where psychologi-
cal and social ties to the homeland are integral to individual,
collective, social, and political identities.

If the long-distance nationalism thesis holds, the charac-
teristics and nature of these psychological and social ties will
lead to differences in the preferences of diaspora and home-
land communities with respect to homeland conflicts. The
physical distance of the diaspora means attitudes towards
the conflict are shaped more by the identity, emotional, and
symbolic implications of the conflict than by its impact on
day-to-day life (Demmers 2002, 95). In other words, lacking
direct experience of conflict, members of the diaspora de-
velop more radical attitudes. First, peace solutions are not
immediately relevant to their everyday lives, so the incen-
tives attached to any one solution are less appealing. Sec-
ond, hardline positions are not as risky as they are for the
homeland communities, who may suffer directly from them.
Finally, the very idea of peace may become a threat, espe-
cially if a diasporic identity strongly relies on the existence
of an active enemy/adversary and is further accentuated by
the actions of diasporic civil society organizations and in-
terest groups (Shain 2002, 129). This logic suggests three
hypotheses.
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Our first hypothesis argues that diasporas are more likely
to oppose peace settlements in principle. As noted above,
diaspora displacement trauma, favorable opportunities to
articulate diaspora concerns in host countries, and preva-
lence of identity politics could motivate diaspora members
to be less willing to compromise on peace than home com-
munities. Additionally, diasporas might be less willing to re-
solve conflicts due to more restrictive patterns of intercom-
munal contact or the presence of long-established commu-
nity organizations traditionally favoring hardline positions
(Djuric 2003; Yucel and Psaltis 2020). In the context of the
Cyprus peace talks a hardline view, either in the diaspora
or at home, is generally understood as opposing the fed-
eral arrangements as described by UN Security Council Res-
olutions or adding conditions that would make federal ar-
rangements unacceptable to the other side, e.g., on power-
sharing the Greek Cypriot (GC) majority proposing a po-
litical system where majority rule is unrestricted from mi-
nority vetoes or does not require a minimum level of sup-
port by Turkish Cypriot (TC) community , arbitration by
foreign judges is seen as threatening, territory for the Turk-
ish Cypriots has to be significantly less, restitution for all
dispossessed owners has to be prioritized instead of com-
pensations and no mainland Turkish troops or guarantees
should be maintained—the reverse apply for the Turkish
Cypriots (Michael and Vural 2018). The long-distance na-
tionalism thesis generally reflects these considerations when
comparing the views of diasporas and homeland communi-
ties (Conversi 2012). Therefore, we formulate our hypothe-
sis as:

H1: Diasporas will be more likely to oppose peace settlements in prin-
ciple than homeland communities

Our second hypothesis focuses on preferences for the ter-
ritorial elements of peace settlements. Long-distance nation-
alism has been conceptualized as a set of identity claims that
“connects people living in various geographical locations to
a specific territory that they see as their ancestral home”
(Glick Schiller 2005, 570). Shain suggests that diaspora and
homeland citizens could perceive territorial concessions dif-
ferently. Consider, for example,

...a state that gives up its claim to a piece of histor-
ically significant territory in order to achieve peace-
ful relations. ...If giving up a certain territory...would
increase security and living conditions, a homeland
citizen might find the trade-off worthwhile. By con-
trast, for the diaspora...the territory’s identity func-
tion is often paramount. Its practical value (and, in-
deed, the practical value of peace with a former rival)
is not directly relevant to the diaspora’s daily experi-
ence. (Shain 2002, 134)

Thus, if the long-distance nationalism hypothesis is cor-
rect, we expect:

H2: Diasporas will be move likely to oppose losses on redistributive
issues such as territory than homeland communities.

Our third hypotheses centers on incentives for peace set-
tlements provided in the form of security guarantees, com-
pensations for lost properties, and provisions for power-
sharing. While these issues are frequently contentious in
peace negotiations, they can lead to integrative (win-win)
arrangements. This contrasts with territory, which could be
viewed in zero-sum terms, with gains for one group and
losses to another (Lustick 1993; Diez et al. 2006; Loizides
et al. 2022). In Cyprus, novel third-party implementation
mechanisms were the most promising part of the agenda in

the 2017 UN peace framework of the Crans Montana talks
(McGarry 2020). Likewise, restorative justice is assumed to
be effective when the negotiated settlement ensures the re-
turn of the displaced or includes compensations for vic-
tims of displacement. Moreover, creative incentives to in-
volve power-sharing in governance could appeal to minor-
ity respondents. For example, in the case of Cyprus, power-
sharing could incentivize support in the Turkish Cypriot
community without damaging support in the Greek Cypriot
community (McGarry and O’Leary 2007; McCulloch 2014;
Hartzell and Hoddie 2019). Such incentives could transform
the lives of homeland communities, but arguably have less
direct benefit for the diasporas. They have been debated
for decades by the two home communities in Cyprus, with
previous research demonstrating potential zones of possible
agreement (Morgan-Jones et al. 2024), but they have not
been discussed with reference to the diaspora. If the long-
distance nationalism thesis is correct, the diaspora will be
less receptive of such win-win arrangements than home pop-
ulations. This leads to our third hypothesis:

H3: Diasporas will be less receptive of peace incentives (e.g., on
compensations or third-party external guarantees) than homeland
communities.

Table 1 summarizes our main hypotheses, including their
theoretical assumptions and how we test them.

Overall, our expectations point to a gap between the po-
sitions of homeland communities and their diasporas, with
the latter being less amenable to compromise. The alter-
native argument to long-term nationalism focuses on how
the incentives of diaspora communities to take different
positions in relation to the homeland conflict depend on
the structure of political opportunities (Koinova 2011). As
the political opportunity structure in the homeland and in-
ternationally changes, diasporas may take more moderate
or more radical stands. As currently formulated, this argu-
ment neither disaggregates diaspora community organiza-
tions from diaspora public opinion nor is it specific about
whether external political opportunities (for peacemaking
or resistance to peace settlements) are equally prevalent
across home and diasporic populations. Applied to public
opinion, this approach would leave open the possibility that
either there will be no significant difference between home-
land communities and their diasporas or there will be a
significant gap in the opposite direction (homeland com-
munities will be less amenable to compromise than diaspo-
ras). The first scenario could point to understudied links be-
tween the home state and the diaspora publics (Waterbury
2010). It could also suggest that long-term nationalism does
not always apply or does not apply universally. The second
scenario, where diasporas take a significantly more moder-
ate position than home communities, would entail a con-
siderable opening in the political opportunity structure at
the international level, along with a responsive host state
(Koinova 2011), making this scenario rather unlikely. The
dynamic aspect of this argument means it would need longi-
tudinal data to be properly tested. In the meantime, we fo-
cus on evaluating long-distance nationalism as the only well-
articulated theory of the diaspora’s mass political attitudes
towards peace settlements. In a field where large N stud-
ies remain scarce—with some notable exceptions (Delano
Alonso and Mylonas 2017)—our study adds empirical evi-
dence to the debate and paves the way for further contribu-
tions.
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Table 1. Hypotheses on long-distance nationalism in peace preferences.

Hypotheses

Theory

Empirical test

H1: Diasporas will be more likely
to oppose peace settlements in
principle than homeland
communities.

H2: Diasporas will be more likely
to oppose losses on redistributive
issues such as territory than
homeland communities.

H3: Diasporas will be less
receptive of peace incentives (e.g.,
on compensations, power-sharing,
or towards third-party external
guarantees) than homeland
communities.

Diasporas entertain more hardline
nationalist views than homeland
communities. This is expressed in
opposition to the principle of a peace
settlement.

Studies on nationalism emphasize the
territorial bond to the homeland, which is
particularly strong amongst diasporas.
Territorial compromises will be opposed,
given this strong emotional and symbolic
attachment to territories.

The peace studies literature emphasizes
the role of incentives in transforming
public opinion. Such incentives are less
relevant to the daily lives of diaspora
members whose distance from the conflict
means they can take more hardline

HI1 is tested using survey data that
compares diaspora and home
respondents answering the same or
similar questions that measure
general attitudes towards a peace
settlement.

H2 is tested using survey data,
specifically the experimental
part—collected from Greek and
Turkish Cypriots and their diasporas.

H3 is tested using survey data as
above in H1 and H2 (various
incentives for peace are tested by
assessing support for conjoint
options that incorporate the logic of
‘win-win gains. As for H2, the test for

positions.

H3 uses experimental data.

Background to the Cypriot Case

Before outlining our empirical approach, we provide key in-
formation about the characteristics of the Cypriot diaspora
that make it suitable for testing our hypotheses. These in-
clude the existence of a politically mobilized diaspora, the
decades-long conflictin the Eastern Mediterranean, and the
issues at stake in recent attempts to negotiate a settlement.

Cyprus has experienced large diasporic movements in the
past century because of its conflictual history (colonization,
anti-colonial movements, civil war, and de facto partition),
and subsequent crises, such as the post-2008 financial cri-
sis, added new migration waves. Meanwhile, new social me-
dia technologies have intensified interactions between the
island’s two main communities and their diasporas, partic-
ularly the transcontinental diasporas in Australia, Canada,
and South Africa. The Cypriot diaspora is proportionally
quite large; while Cypriots have migrated in several desti-
nations, the diaspora in the United Kingdom is the largest
and according to some estimates represents almost one-fifth
of the island’s population.?

Cyprus became an independent state in 1959 follow-
ing a delicate arrangement between the governments of
the United Kingdom, Greece, and Turkey. This political
compromise provided important constitutional and security
guarantees for the Turkish Cypriot community; Greek Cypri-
ots were to elect the President of the Republic and Turkish
Cypriots the Vice-President. The United Kingdom and the

3Estimating the size of the diaspora is difficult. UK statistics suggest fewer
than 100,000 Cypriots in the United Kingdom, but other sources suggest as many
as 300,000; https://ukcynews.com/how-many-uk-cypriots-have-died-from-covid-
19/. Two Cypriot-origin MPs, Bambos Charalambous and Nesil Caliskan, were
elected in the 2024 UK parliamentary elections. According to an estimate by Politis
newspaper using various sources, there are about 270,000 Greek Cypriots in the
United Kingdom, 85,000 in Australia, 45,000 in each of Greece and South Africa,
30,000 in the United States, and 22,000 in Canada. The Politis estimates there are
up to 80,000 Turkish Cypriots in the United Kingdom and 30,000 in Australia,
with a significant number residing in Turkey. See https://famagusta.news/news/
blog-post_43-3. Table A3 in the Online Appendix provides information about our
data collection in the host countries and the number of diaspora respondents in
different locations around the globe. See also https://www.facebook.com/charis.
psaltis/posts/another-myth-busted-by-research /4134355700160152/

two “motherlands” (Greece and Turkey) gained the right to
intervene in Cyprus through unilateral action if there was a
need to re-establish a balanced state of affairs (Xydis 2017;
Necatigil 1989). This arrangement was derailed when inter-
communal conflict erupted in 1963, ending Turkish Cypriot
participation in the Cyprus government. In 1974, as a re-
sponse to a coup five days earlier by the Greek Junta, Turkey
launched a military offensive and occupied the northern
section of the island (37 percent of the island’s territory).
The island has remained divided ever since. Both communi-
ties suffered traumas of displacement, loss of property, and
missing and deceased relatives, and a new diasporic wave
began. Greek Cypriots, including those in the diaspora, em-
phasize territorial loss and displacement, underlining the il-
legality of the Turkish army-controlled areas in the north.
Meanwhile, the Turkish Cypriot community is trapped in
a legal jurisdiction unrecognized by any other state but
Turkey and has been politically and economically isolated
for decades. *

Since 1974, various peace proposals have included the
key issues of territorial adjustments, security, refugee resti-
tution and compensation, and power-sharing. All these ele-
ments are included in our conjoint experiment (described
below). For instance, under the Annan Plan, Turkish Cypri-
ots agreed to major territorial readjustments (Varosha, Mor-
phou, and fifty villages) in areas currently occupied by the
Turkish military in exchange for power-sharing and fed-
eral status within a reunited Cyprus. All UN plans have at-
tempted to re-establish Cyprus as a federal state with signifi-
cant territorial re-adjustments in favor of the Greek Cypriot
constituent state. UN-mediated plans have aimed to enable
at least half of the displaced to return under Greek Cypriot
administration (Psaltis et al. 2020). UN mediations have
also endorsed Turkish Cypriot aspirations and adopted eth-
nic federal structures recognizing significant autonomy for
the future Turkish Cypriot constituent state and political
equality within the central government. Specifically, UN pro-
posals have aimed at establishing a form of power-sharing

4For analyses of the Greek and Turkish Cypriot negotiation dynamics, narra-
tives, and their politicization, see Bryant (2010) and Kovras (2012, 2014).
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and designated community rights, thereby preventing the
Greek Cypriot majority from out-voting Turkish Cypriots on
issues of vital political concern by setting up either a con-
sensual parliamentary system or an integrative presidential
cross-voting arrangement agreed upon by Cypriot leaders
Mehmet Ali Talat and Dimitris Christofias in 2009.

In the twin 2004 referendums on the Annan Plan, Greek
and Turkish Cypriots voted simultaneously in the south and
north, respectively (Sozen and Ozersay 2007). The Plan re-
ceived maximum publicity both locally and in the diaspora,
but the referendum took place only in the island’s com-
munities. Cypriots residing outside the island were not in-
cluded in the UN-led voting process. Since then, several at-
tempts have been made by the Cypriot diaspora to be in-
cluded in decision-making related to the UN peace process;
these align with broader trends extending citizenship and
voting rights to global diasporas (Naujoks 2013; Koinova et
al. 2023).

Empirical Approach

To test our three long-distance nationalism hypotheses, we
administered four surveys across Greek and Turkish Cypriot
homeland and diaspora communities. Our survey question-
naire collected data on attitudinal and demographic char-
acteristics and embedded a conjoint experiment. The sur-
vey questions included items measuring support for a peace
settlement, allowing us to operationalize our first hypoth-
esis and assess the extent to which respondents supported
or opposed a peace settlement in principle. Embedding a
conjoint survey experiment in the questionnaire allowed us
to understand points of agreement and contention between
the two communities in Cyprus and the diaspora. It also al-
lowed us to explore support for our second and third hy-
pothesis. In conjoint analysis, respondents are asked to rank
or rate two or more hypothetical choices with multiple at-
tributes; the objective is to estimate the influence of each
attribute on respondents’ choices or ratings (Hainmueller
et al. 2014). The values of different attributes are random-
ized across respondents, enabling strong causal inferences
to be drawn. In the surveys we developed, respondents were
asked to holistically consider peace settlements featuring
different elements drawn from the Cyprus context. Numer-
ous peace proposals have included territorial arrangements;
therefore, we could investigate preferences for territorial ar-
rangements and operationalize our second hypothesis. Simi-
larly, peace incentives have been embedded in these propos-
als covering power-sharing, security and implementation ar-
rangements, and compensation, allowing us to operational-
ize our third hypothesis. The attributes were drawn from
the extensive set of previous UN decisions and proposals
for the Cyprus peace process. These include the UN Se-
curity Council resolutions, often unanimous, and interna-
tional norms in peace-making, especially on contentious is-
sues, such as ethnic federalism, power-sharing, and the right
of return. We presented respondents with pairs of poten-
tial settlements and asked them to choose the one they pre-
ferred. Aggregating respondents’ preferences by commu-
nity (Turkish Cypriots, Greek Cypriots, Turkish Cypriot di-
aspora, and Greek Cypriot diaspora) allowed us to identify
preferences and map areas of convergence and divergence
testing H2 and H3.

Our methodology also mapped onto the UN peace talks
held in summer 2017. Widely known as the UN Secretary
General Antonio Guterres Package, the six-point UN pro-
posal paved the way for new ideas for a comprehensive settle-

ment. The core concept introduced by Guterres was an im-
plementation monitoring mechanism, which would go be-
yond security and replace the guarantees system proposed
in the Annan Plan. While the UN attempted to abolish
Greek and Turkish unilateral guarantees for intervention,
significant disagreements remained as to the timing and
conditions for the complete withdrawal of Turkish troops.
Yet the framework attempted to offer both sides incentives
(and disincentives) across issues, making the use of conjoint
experiments particularly relevant.

Experimental Design and Analysis
Local Survey

Data collection in the Greek Cypriot community (on the
island) was led by [third author’s university] and included
a representative sample® of the Greek Cypriot population
(n=817) aged 18+ with voting rights. LIPA consultants col-
lected a representative sample (n = 804) of Turkish Cypriots
aged 18+ with voting rights. We used multistage stratified
random sampling; a confidence of 95 percent allowed for a
margin of sampling error of 3 percent in each community.®
Data collection took place from November 2019 to March
2020.

Respondents were given a survey containing pairs of hypo-
thetical peace agreement packages and asked to choose one.
Each agreement had five dimensions’ mirroring those of
the future peace package arrangements to be agreed upon:
federal executive; territorial readjustments; compensations
for users and owners of properties; implementation moni-
toring mechanism; and Supreme Court composition. Each
attribute had between four and five values, proposing alter-
native solutions. Table 2 reports the list of dimensions and
the potential options within each dimension, and table 3
shows an example of paired choices. Overall, respondents
saw five pairs of package settlements in separate screens and
were asked to make a choice between the two options in
each pair, for a total of ten potential agreements evaluated
by each individual. 8

In the Diaspora

The (corresponding author’s university), in cooperation
with its local partners. was responsible for data collection in
the two Cypriot diasporas. We relied on a multi-stream sam-
pling, including but not limited to representative Cypriot
names,/surnames from various directories, referrals, and en-
dorsements of community organizations and the Cypriot di-
aspora media. We used social media (e.g., targeted Face-
book ads), as well as paid electronic ads in diaspora me-
dia sources. In our ads, we indicated that we wanted to
understand in detail how diaspora members relate to their

5The Greek Cypriot sample had an overrepresentation of older (65+) partic-
ipants in all districts; the Turkish Cypriot sample had some overrepresentation in
different age groups depending on the district. For this reason, we applied post-
stratification weights on the basis of the latest available census data. In the Online
Appendix, we present both weighted and unweighted findings.

6According to a power analysis, the predicted statistical power to detect
an effect size of 0.05 in both communities was consistent with expectations
for our conjoint analysis (87 percent). “Conjoint Experiments: Power Analy-
sis Tool.” Accessed December 11, 2022. https://mblukac.shinyapps.io/conjoints-
power-shiny/.

"The order of attributes was randomized for each respondent, as were the
values.

8Following each pair of choices, participants were asked how likely they were
to vote for their choice in a future referendum. The full questionnaire is available
upon request.

920z yote|\ 9| uoisenb Aq | L0¥058/8000EbS/1/0 /8101 E/bSI/Wo0 dno olwepeoe//:sdiy woiy papeojumoq


https://mblukac.shinyapps.io/conjoints-power-shiny/

Long-Distance Nationalism and Peace Settlement Preferences 7

Table 2. Local survey peace deal dimensions and values.

The federal executive must be formed by

All parties in proportion to their seats in the assembly

GC and TC co-presidents elected through cross-voting
GC president and TC vice-president elected through cross-voting
support of at least a quarter of MPs from each community

a majority in the assembly or voters, regardless of ethnicity

On territory: Fifty villages will be returned
as in the Annan Plan and Varosha

but Morphou will stay in TC administration

plus Morphou

plus Morphou, Rizokarpaso, Yialousa

plus, old part of Morphou, Rizokarpaso, Yialousa

but Morphou and North Karpasia will become federal areas

Most TC users will keep current
properties. Users negatively affected will
get

50,000 Euros (on average) depending on a fair UN-expert estimate of loss

150,000 Euros (on average) depending on a fair UN-expert estimate of loss
200,000 Euros (on average) depending on a fair UN-expert estimate of loss
300,000 Euros (on average) depending on a fair UN-expert estimate of loss
300,000 Euros (on average) plus guaranteed housing anywhere in Cyprus

The implementation monitoring
mechanism will be led by the

UN with the three former guarantors, Greece, Turkey, and the United Kingdom

UN with a third party such as NATO
UN with EU countries such as Ireland, France, and Germany
UN with third countries such as Japan, Australia, and Canada

The Supreme Court that will deal with
deadlocks and guarantee human rights will
be appointed * for simiplicity this
dimension was not included in the
diaspora survey

with equal numbers of GCs and TCs with rotating chair

with equal numbers of GCs and TCs with a minority of judges appointed by the
(European Court of Human Rights, ECHR)

with a majority of judges appointed by the ECHR

by a special international UN tribunal with headquarters in Cyprus

homeland and how they envision the island’s future. To en-
courage participation, respondents were offered the chance
to enter a lottery, and prizes were offered to ten partici-
pants or their named charities. Our diaspora survey took
longer than our island-based survey (June 2019-May 2020)
and secured 566 complete responses.’ Our reliance on
a non-probability sample was necessary because sampling
frames for diasporas are non-existent; therefore, identify-
ing a representative sample would not have been possible.
We report demographic data for the two samples in the
Online Appendix, including where the diaspora respon-
dents resided in Tables Al, A2, and A3. The advantage of
non-probability sampling amongst diasporas is that it cap-
tures the views of those who are more informed, active and
more likely to vote in a future referendum, if given the
chance.

As we used an experimental design, we can be confident
of the internal validity of our findings. As in the island
surveys, we used a conjoint survey experiment to present
diaspora respondents with options that would make them
think about settlement dimensions (as well as their return
to Cyprus). The diaspora survey was similar to the local one
with respect to conjoint dimensions, but the court dimen-
sion was removed for simplicity. In both surveys, our depen-
dent variable was “peace package preferred.”

In what follows, we present our results in the form of
marginal means following Leeper et al. (2020), who outline

90nline surveys had 745 GC and 834 TC respondents, but numbers dropped
when participants were asked to complete the survey experiment.

the benefits of this method to accurately describe subgroup
differences if respondents select conjoint pairs containing
particular attributes. In our Online Appendix, we present
estimations of the average marginal effects of the attributes’
values (AMCE)—coded as indicator variables—using a lin-
ear probability model (Hainmuller et al. 2014). In both
cases, we clustered the estimates’ standard errors by respon-
dent to account for intra-subject correlation. These analy-
ses were performed in R. In addition, to determine whether
our results held if the diaspora sample was demographically
like the homeland sample, we employed coarsened exact
matching on the diaspora (see the Online Appendix). This
method yielded results consistent with our primary analysis,
albeit with larger standard errors likely attributable to the
reduced sample size.

Findings

Figure 1 shows attitudes towards a potential peace settle-
ment. Specifically, respondents were asked how they would
vote in a referendum on a peace settlement. Contrary to
conventional wisdom, the views of the diasporas mirror
the views of their homeland communities (see Dizdaroglu
2024). Neither diaspora demonstrates a more negative view
towards a future settlement than its homeland community.
In fact, both appear to be more likely to vote for a hypothet-
ical peace agreement than their home community. Conse-
quently, we do not find support for H1.

Figure 1 suggests a mirroring (Greek Cypriots) or a more
positive view (Turkish Cypriot diaspora) of a possible peace
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Table 3. Sample pair of peace packages.

We will now proceed with the second part of the survey. We will provide you with examples of what a future peace plan might look like. Because
this part of the questionnaire entails difficult choices, it might take longer to complete. Therefore, please review the various options carefully. Each
package includes alternative provisions randomly selected by our online software. As a result, some packages will look more acceptable than others.
Please note that there are two different questions: in the first one, we would like to know which one of the two arrangements you prefer as the least
difficult alternative. Choosing one does not imply that you would vote for it, but just that you prefer it over the other option. You will then be asked
to say how likely it is that you would vote for each of the packages [Additional Text only asked to the diaspora: and also how likely it will be for you to return

permanently in Cyprus under these scenarios]. In each question, we will show you two possible arrangements in comparison. Some elements might be

similar and some different. We will present you with five comparisons in total. If you wish to read more about the background, visit here:
Please carefully review the options detailed below; then, please answer the questions.
Which of these choices do you prefer?

Choice 1

Choice 2

The federal executive must be formed by
On territory: Fifty villages will be returned as
in the Annan Plan and Varosha

Most TC users will keep current properties.

Users negatively affected will get

The implementation monitoring mechanism
will be led by the

The Supreme Court that will deal with
deadlocks and guarantee human rights will be

all parties in proportion to their seats
in the assembly

but Morphou will stay in TC
administration

50,000 Euros (on average)
depending on a fair UN-expert
estimate of loss

UN with the three former guarantors
Greece, Turkey, and the United
Kingdom

with equal numbers of GCs and TCs
with rotating chair

GC and TC co-presidents elected
through cross-voting

but Morphou and North Karpasia
will become federal areas

200,000 Euros (on average)
depending on a fair UN-expert
estimate of loss

UN with EU countries such as

Ireland, France, and Germany

with equal numbers of GCs and TCs
with a minority of judges appointed

appointed (this dimension not included in

diaspora survey)

I prefer Choice 1 as the least difficult alternative for me.
I prefer Choice 2 as the least difficult alternative for me.

by the ECHR

Consider a hypothetical scenario where the negotiations between the two
communities conclude, a solution plan is drafted and a referendum is
organized. In such a future referendum and if you had the right to vote, how
do you see yourself voting?

| would certainly, or almost certainly vote ‘Yes’

| currently lean towards a Yes' vote, though | might at that time sway
towards a ‘No’ vote

| currently lean towards a ‘No’ vote, though | might at that time sway
towards a ‘Yes' vote

| would certainly, or almost certainly vote ‘No’

i

0,0% 5,0% 10,0% 15,0% 20,0% 25,0% 30,0% 35,0% 40,0% 45,0% 50,0%

TCDiaspora mGCDiaspora mTClocal mGClocal

Figure 1. Support for a peace settlement in Cyprus and its diaspora.

settlement. Failing to reject the null hypothesis suggests the
diasporas’ positions are in line with those of the home com-
munities, but the test per se does not explain why we see
such pattern.

Figure 2 compares the territorial dimension of our two
conjoint experiments to depict differences between the dias-
pora and resident communities (Greek Cypriots on the left
and Turkish Cypriots on the right). They display estimates of
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TERRITORY

plus Morphou

but Morphou to stay in TC administration

Morphou and North Karpasia to become federal areas
plus Morphou, Karpasia, Yialousa

plus old part of Morphou, Karpasia, Yialousa

GC TC
- -
—e— ——
- - —e— diaspora
- -
Te —o— —e— |ocal
- -
—e— ——
-o- -
+—o— ——
04 05 06 04 05 06

Marginal Mean

Figure 2. Preferences of Greek and Turkish diasporas and local communities for territorial adjustments.

FEDERAL EXECUTIVE 4
support of at least a quarter of MPs from each community - ==
a majority in the assembly or voters regardless of ethnicity - I &
all parties in proportion to their seats in the assembly =
GC and TC co-presidents elected through cross-voting —o— T
GC president and TC vice-president elected through cross-voting - e
TERRITORY A
plus Morphou e
but Morphou to stay in TC administrationq —e— —
Morphou and North Karpasia to become federal areas A —of—
plus Morphou, Karpasia, Yialousa — ——
plus old part of Morphou, Karpasia, Yialousa A — —o—
PROPERTY -
50,000 Euro A ——
150,000 Euro 4 ——
200,000 Euro 4 ==
300,000 Euro 4 T
300,000 Euro plus housing A e
IMPLEMENTATION A
UN with the three former guarantors Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom 4 —— -
UN with EU countries such as Ireland, France and Germany - - ——
UN with third countries such as Japan, Australia and Canada A | e
UN with third party such as NATO —ot
SUPREME COURT 4
with equal number of GCs & TCs with a minority of judges appointed by the ECHR - -
by a special international UN tribunal with headquarters in Cyprus 4 T e
with a majority of judges appointed by the ECHR ==
with equal number of GCs & TCs with rotating chair < —
0.350.400.450.500.550.60

Marginal Mean

- GC —— TC

Figure 3. Effect of peace package in Cyprus: Respondents by local community.!0

marginal means (dot), with a 95 percent confidence inter-
val (bars). In both cases, the point estimates for the diaspora
and its equivalent homeland community are very close, sug-
gesting territorial concessions/gains have almost identical
effects amongst diaspora and homeland populations. This
runs contrary to H2, where we expected diasporas to be
less accepting of possible territorial concessions than their
homeland counterparts. This finding is even more striking
given the different techniques used to recruit the samples
and the design differences of the two conjoint experiments.

Figures 3 and 4 display the estimates of preferences for
all the attributes in the peace packages. In the same fashion
as figure 2, the figures illustrate estimates of marginal means
(dot), with a 95 percent confidence interval (bars). Figure 3
focuses on the local communities’ preferences and figure 4
on the diaspora communities’ preferences.

The figures show how likely a respondent is to choose a
profile with a particular attribute compared with a marginal
mean of 0.5, where the attribute is estimated not to have
made a difference to the choice of peace settlement pairs. If
itis higher than 0.5, the attribute is more likely to be chosen;
lower than 0.5 indicates a lack of support.!!

The Online Appendix contains supporting tables for these figures. The sub-
stantive results for these models are the same as the AMCE presented in the On-
line Appendix.

H3 argued that the diaspora communities would be less
accepting of peace incentives, including power-sharing and
compensation, than their respective homeland communi-
ties. We begin with our findings for the Greek Cypriot home-
land and diaspora community and then turn to the Turkish
Cypriot homeland and diaspora community. To preview our
discussion, we find no evidence that the Cypriot diasporas
are consistently less likely to accept peace incentives than
their corresponding homeland communities.

With respect to powersharing institutions, the Greek
Cypriot homeland and diaspora communities are indiffer-
ent and have generally overlapping preferences. The evi-
dence presented above suggests neither the homeland nor
the diaspora is very likely to choose or reject peace settle-
ments with power-sharing elements; the Greek homeland
community is marginally less likely to select peace settle-
ments that contain a presidency than other options. Turn-
ing to preferences for property compensation, both groups
are less likely to select peace settlements with lower levels of
compensation than higher levels of compensation, but the
Greek Cypriot homeland community has a stronger pref-
erence for a higher level of compensation than the dias-
pora. In other words, the diaspora is not more demanding
than the homeland. The implementation dimension is not a
driver of the peace settlement choices of the Greek Cypriot
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FEDERAL EXECUTIVE -
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TERRITORY 4
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Figure 4. Effect of peace package in Cyprus: Respondents by diaspora community.

diaspora, but the homeland community has strong prefer-
ences on this attribute of the settlement. Importantly, the
diaspora does not appear to have more nationalist prefer-
ences than the homeland community and is not less likely
to agree to options that include this peace incentive.

Turning to Turkish Cypriots, with respect to preferences
for powersharing institutions, the homeland community
seems indifferent to most options. In contrast, members
of the diaspora are more likely to select peace settlement
packages that have some elements of power-sharing. They
would favor the idea of Greek Cypriot and Turk Cypriot co-
presidents selected by community cross-voting. They would
also support a proposal where the executive is formed on
the bases of a parliamentary majority with the support of
at least a quarter of MPs from each community. This sug-
gests that the diaspora has stronger preferences for power-
sharing arrangements than the homeland community, al-
though they are prepared to accept a powersharing com-
promise compatible with a moderate position on the solu-
tion. Crucially, members of the diaspora are indifferent to
property compensation and implementation options. Nei-
ther incentive is a major driver of choices between peace
settlement options.

Taken together, we do not find strong support for H3; the
diasporas are not less willing to accept peace incentives in
the form of powersharing, implementation, and compen-
sation dimensions than the homeland communities. While
there are interesting differences in the preferences and the
emphases the different groups give to different options, no
systematic pattern suggests the diasporas are less in favor of
specific peace incentives than their homeland communities.

Conclusion

A predominant view in the literature is that diasporic in-
volvement poses additional challenges to peace efforts, in
part because diasporas hold more extreme nationalist views

than homeland communities (Anderson 1998; Fair 2005;
Conversi 2012). We systematically tested this long-distance
nationalist assumption by developing a generalizable frame-
work to study the diaspora’s preferences for peace settle-
ments. Our surveys covered two homeland communities and
two difficult-to-reach diasporas (Greek and Turkish Cypri-
ots abroad), thus taking a new theoretical and empirical
direction in diaspora studies. We demonstrate the useful-
ness of combining descriptive data with a four-way con-
joint experimental framework to develop and test theo-
ries probing differences in stakeholders’ responses to multi-
issue peace settlements. Our results challenge the assump-
tions of long-distance nationalism and highlight the dias-
pora’s potential to play a constructive role in the Cyprus
reunification efforts, setting the stage for a more inclu-
sive UN peace mediation. Admittedly, with more parties
involved, the task of conflict management and resolution
can become more challenging for mediators (Berchovitch
2007), but the inclusion of diasporas could add an element
of moderation and arguably more legitimacy to the peace
process.

Our results indicate that the views of the two Cypriot di-
asporas on peace settlement issues are either comparable
to those of their homeland communities or more favorable
(in the case of Turkish Cypriots). The descriptive data show
no evidence that diasporas are more opposed to the peace
settlement in principle than homeland communities (HI).
Similarly, in the conjoint experiment, we found no evidence
of the diasporas being less favorable to territorial compro-
mises (H2) or less receptive of peace incentives (H3). Over-
all, the results suggest that despite the passage of time and
socialization in host societies, the preferences of diaspo-
ras and their respective homeland communities are not far
apart.

The Cypriot diaspora could be more pro-peace than is
commonly assumed. This finding aligns with Dizdaroglu’s
(2024) study of Cypriot youth and Cyprus and Hall’s (2016)
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study of Bosnian refugees in Sweden; both show diasporas
can follow pro-peace patterns or mirror home communi-
ties’ views. Internally displaced persons’ experiences and dif-
ferential contact may be other relevant factors moderating
views in Cyprus, as found in prior research (Psaltis et al.
2020). Our study differs from this previous work by using
survey experiments to reveal the average differences in the
various communities’ attitudes towards different peace set-
tlement proposals. There are additional interesting possible
sources of heterogeneity in diaspora views, for instance, gen-
der, age, cohort, host community, and the extent of cross-
community contact. We leave it to future research to investi-
gate these questions; such analysis would require larger sam-
ples than the ones we used, particularly if the aim is to ad-
dress the causes of diversity.

Our findings do not confirm the long-distance national-
ist thesis, but we generalize from these findings cautiously.
While we consider the Cyprus to be an appropriate case to
test theories about the preferences of conflict-generated di-
asporas, it could be the case that the Cypriot diaspora is rela-
tively moderate when considered comparatively. As we have
noted, an alternative argument to long-term nationalism fo-
cuses on the political opportunity structure. This argues that
the incentives of diaspora communities depend on open-
ing or closing of political opportunities in the homeland
and internationally (Koinova 2011). As the political oppor-
tunity structure changes, diasporas may take more moderate
or more radical stands. Our findings are not inconsistent
with this theory, though the dynamic aspect of this argu-
ment means that this can be tested only using longitudinal
data. Lacking such data, this article provides an evaluation
of long-distance nationalism as the most prominent theory
of the diaspora’s mass political attitudes towards peace set-
tlements and finds no empirical support for it.

Diasporic engagement could be one of the key priorities
in a reunited Cyprus. Future peace talks could involve dias-
pora members, for instance, a dedicated “diaspora techni-
cal committee,” or a citizens’ assembly of diaspora members
randomly selected from both communities. Such bodies
could assist Greek and Turkish Cypriot negotiating teams,
along with the existing infrastructure and technical com-
mittees on education, confidence-building measures, gen-
der, and cultural property. Designated voting rights for dias-
pora members abroad could include participation in some
elections, such as the presidency, as currently debated in
the Republic of Ireland, or holding designated seats in the
parliament reserved for the diaspora, as in Italy, France,
and Portugal. Beyond this starting point, many Cypriots
abroad could receive restitution or compensation for their
properties following a peace settlement and consider re-
immigrating to Cyprus.

While these findings speak specifically to Cyprus, our con-
ceptual framework and empirical tests can be adapted and
employed in other settings to understand differences and
similarities between diaspora and homeland communities
as they relate to possible peace settlements and other policy
areas. Mediators can find it difficult to incorporate public
opinion into the design of peace settlements. In the absence
of reliable data, decisions to include (or not) diasporas in
peace processes are inevitably made without proper empiri-
cal evidence. Our study provides a way forward.
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