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Collective ownership refers to the idea that groups of people have a shared sense of ownership
or connection to a common good, such as land, a place, or even an ideology. This concept is particularly
important in areas where there are conflicts between different countries claiming different rights or links to
a common estate. However, this collective sense of ownership can also be a source of conflict, as political
leaders can exploit this concept to bolster their support, shape their political agendas, and justify actions that
lead to conflict. Consequently, understanding how the collective sense of ownership can be manipulated
to promote conflict is critical to developing effective dispute resolution mechanisms and preventing future
conflict.

The idea of ownership functions as both a personal “mine” and a collective “ours” aspect. A group
of people identified as “we” may develop or own a common property. The nature and significance of a
shared sense of ownership, based on the idea of “ours”, has not, however, been extensively studied. Subject
matter experts may find collective psychological ownership of interest as an important source of inter-
organizational conflict. Furthermore, it has implications for future social-psychological studies and can be
investigated by integrating ideas and research from other social science.

Nowadays, the theory of psychological ownership is developing and evolving rapidly. Collective
ownership in group dynamics, however, has been shown to be traditionally viewed by researchers as a
socio-psychological phenomenon based on the innate need for ownership, the satisfaction of which is
closely related to personality development and group functioning. Collective consciousness both at the local
community level and at the national or supranational level.

Key words: Collective Sense of Ownership, Greece-Turkey Relationship, Politicians’ Motives,
Geopolitics, International Conflict, Conflict Resolution, Ethnic Tensions, Populism, Democracy, Violence,
Political Conflict.

Introduction. The sense of group ownership and belonging to collective objects is known
as collective sense of ownership and can be quantified at the individual or group level. This sense
encompasses the common understanding that an object is “ours” and belongs to the group. These
processes show how human behavior is internally regulated, reflecting the nature and importance
of the state as a proprietary entity. Property rights must be distinguished from property sentiment,
which is a personal feeling of attachment to certain objects of property even in the absence of
social or legal recognition. Property rights are a framework linked to the social relations between
individuals and communities regarding the property object.

The so-called “territorial instinct”, which underpins the common sense of ownership,
is characterized by social acceptance and recognition. Property issues are deeply embedded
in the functioning of societies, and people’s behavior is strongly influenced by their collective
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sense of ownership. Social interactions are regulated, providing moral rights, advantages, and
obligations, and experience helps structure the social and natural world. For a state, the ownership
experience can have a significant impact. Gradually, a distinct sense of ownership begins to
emerge, and its association with terms such as “value”, “justice”, “money”, “social inequality”,
and so on appears. The perception of fairness in the sharing of assets and liabilities is critical
to understanding the collective sense of ownership. The perception of justice determines the
behavior of citizens and affects many aspects of their lives and their interaction with the social
environment [1, pp. 1021-1039].

The word “ours” refers to the feeling of joint ownership or collective ownership of an
object, area, or even an idea by a group of people. When a group refers to “ours”, it often means
that something belongs to the group as a whole, or that the group has some kind of right or authority
over that particular object or concept. The most common type of psychological ownership occurs
when someone feels they have the right to decide how to use an object. Claims of group ownership
are common in a wide range of contexts, including groups belonging to the same institutions,
organizations, communities, governments, and nations. Collective psychological ownership can
promote social isolation and conflict between members of the same group or between groups and
is one of the main drivers of criminal gang activity. It is also used to support nationalist claims to
territorial and cultural ownership [2, pp. 84-107].

Disputes over land or territory can erupt when a group feels a strong connection to a
particular area. This sense of ownership can be linked to history, traditions or a sense of belonging.
If a group feels its claim is ignored or its way of life threatened by outsiders, tensions can rise.
Similarly, changes in politics or society that appear to undermine a group’s position or interests
may spark protests. The concept of “us vs. them” often fuels these passionate conflicts, where
deep feelings are attached to what one group considers “theirs”.

Citizens can consider their ownership either in their community, region, country or
even the world. Nationally, this might sound like, “this is our place!” or “We must take back
what belongs to us!” It can also be expressed as “We decide our future” or “We will not let
outsiders rule us”. These views of ownership, especially at the national level, can have serious
consequences. They have the potential to cause conflicts within a society as well as problems
in international relations. A sense of national identity is often associated with citizens’ feelings
about their country and things like a common language, flags, customs and way of life, as well as
the country’s government and leader [2, pp. 84—107].

Analysis of the problem and the importance of research. The notion of “us” and
“ours” emerges from common events and acts that are collectively acknowledged by a group
of individuals who identify as “us”. This emotion may unify individuals and direct their actions
toward a common objective. Although the notion of “ours” is critical in intergroup connections,
it is rarely addressed in social psychology. At the national and ethnic levels, a communal feeling
of ownership and belonging is a compelling rationale for territorial and nationalist sovereignty,
and disagreements over the ownership of items, cultural artifacts, and territory are widespread
and sometimes develop into intergroup violence [3, pp. 24-45] [4, pp. 1-25]. Simultaneously,
the communal sense of ownership leads to the marginalization of various minority while also
resisting unification. When something that you feel belongs to you is taken away from you or you
lose control over it, you develop a sense of ownership that makes you act protectively and restores
your ownership claims [5].

The sense of ownership, including the collective, is not a static and inert formation that
takes shape once and for all. There is a continuous process of shaping, reconstructing, updating,
reducing or increasing value, etc., depending on the specific social conditions, internal processes
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of groups and related threats. A number of sociopsychological elements, such as the feeling of
shared communal emotions, realistic, symbolic, and proprietary threats from both the outside
and the within, the reconstruction of political identity, and the individual’s relationship to the
community, may all influence how one feels about ownership. The fear of losing control or
ownership, whether real or perceived, plays a significant role in ownership recycling. Citizens
tend to aggressively defend the communal feeling of ownership, defending and marking it
fiercely, which can even show itself in hostile behaviour and contemptuous treatment of “others”
[6, pp. 439-459].

The importance of the concept of property, both individual and collective, in the
functioning of societies and in the behavior of people is great as it organizes the social and natural
environment, regulates social interactions and entails normative and moral rights, privileges and
obligations. Property is essential to how people relate to resources, objects and goods, it simplifies
their relationship with each other and helps to understand and predict behaviour. Ownership is
broken down into three main rights: the right to use, the right to transfer and the right to exclude.

Possession and ownership represent different but related socio-psychological concepts.
Possession is about subjective, personal feelings about tangible and intangible objects, while
ownership requires social activation and the assertion of a subjective sense of control and
authority over things. Property, with the right of exclusion it offers, provides a legal reason to
prevent unwanted intrusion and exclusion by others. Even young children observe this right of
social exclusion, often expressing it through the phrase “that’s mine”. In addition, ownership
helps to develop a sense of control over an object and to satisfy the need for autonomy. Also
important is the fact that the concept of ownership is closely related to the individual’s self, as
people tend to associate the objects they own with themselves. This close relationship between
the concept of “I” and “mine” is a basic element of human psychology and affects the perception
and behavior of the individual in relation to the objects he owns [7, pp. 72-87].

People recognize possession on a personal level, so they can also feel collective possession
as a member of a group or community. Self-categorization theory (SCT) posits that people self-
categorize at different levels of abstractness, some of which are the personal “I” and the social or
collective “we”. The process of depersonalization changes our perception of ourselves from the
personal level to the group level, with the group becoming the (temporary) unit of measurement
of things and values that determine our behavior.

Collective ownership by developing group identity can help define group identity, a sense
of home, purpose and direction in life, a sense of power and strength, and a sense of collective
continuity. Those who identify with their group are more likely to have a sense of collective
ownership. The claim of collective possession by groups seeking their identity through things like
luxury goods reflects the need for a sense of control that possession serves, as well as the need for
identity and recognition that group identity provides [8, pp. 210-226].

It is critical to acknowledge the person or community’s right to this psychological
possession, or the psychological legitimization of ownership of the object of ownership, in order
for the communal feeling of ownership to be successfully realized. This can be accomplished
via non-intervention, verbal agreements, and legal rights as well as by other means. As a result,
a significant but mainly unstudied phenomena and component in intergroup interactions is
collective feeling of ownership.

The collective sense of ownership is also a source of unity among like-minded people who
form a group within the country. However, at the same time, it can strengthen conflicts, either
within the country (if the political identity and a common national ideal have not been formed),
or with the representatives of other countries on the international stage [6, pp. 439—459].
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The principles to determine possession so that claims are understandable and legitimate
in the eyes of others are:

a) the principle of first possession which originates from political theory and refers to the
right to a piece of land due to first possession. According to this principle, the first user of a natural
resource, such as a piece of land, did not displace or displace anyone else to obtain possession
of it. This principle has applications at various levels, such as in international law where the first
nation that discovers an unoccupied territory is allowed to acquire it;

b) the labor and investment principle which refers to the right of possession due to the
labor and investment made in an object or resource. For example, one who has worked and
invested in a piece of land will be considered the beneficiary of its possession. This principle
is linked to the ideas of the philosopher John Locke and the sociologist Durkheim. According
to Locke, first possession is a transitory basis for possession, but it is equally important that the
condition of cultivation or use of the land also exist. Durkheim also pointed out that when someone
creates an object, then it belongs to him to the same extent that it belongs to himself. Research
among children and adults has shown that decisions about possession are based on creative work,
whether it is the possession of objects or the possession of ideas. The perception of possession is
transferred from the owner of the raw materials to the person who invests effort in creating a new
object. This phenomenon has been observed in many studies, even when controlling for other
factors commonly associated with possession, such as physical possession;

¢) the principle of formation which refers to the right of possession because an object or
resource has been formed by someone. For example, the creator of a work of art or a building
is entitled to its possession because of his creative contribution to its formation. The principle
of formation also refers to the concept of “historical right”, which refers not only to the first
possession of a territory, but also to the formative significance of that territory for collective
identity. This principle is used to justify claims of possession in various contexts, as a group’s
historical identity is closely linked to territory or territory [1, pp. 1021-1039].

Marking as a form of possessive behavior is a way of communicating and demonstrating
our possession at a social level. Socially recognized and accepted occupation regulates social
interactions and prevents or reduces conflict. Essentially, when it is clear what belongs to whom,
disputes over rights and responsibilities are less likely. Marking can serve two main purposes,
control, and identity. Control states to outgroup members that a particular object or territory is
“ours” and that therefore “we” have the right to control access or use of the object as opposed to
“others”. On the other hand, identity-oriented branding expresses and affirms the group’s social
identity, as it shows internal and external members who we are and what distinguishes us. It
is important to analytically distinguish between control-oriented branding and identity-oriented
branding, as this allows for an examination of these dynamics in the context of empirical research
[9, pp. 1-5].

Essentially there are three forms of threat related to possession and lack thereof, as well
as their effects on interpersonal relationships. Specifically, the realistic fear, the symbolic fear
and the fear of possession are recorded. Realistic fear relates to the fear of losing economic
resources or privileges due to the presence or influence of other groups. Symbolic fear concerns
the fear of losing or weakening one’s social or cultural identity due to the presence or influence
of other groups. Fear of possession refers to the fear of losing possession or control of an object
or territory to other groups. These three forms of threat may combine and affect interpersonal
relationships at various levels. For example, in the case of European integration, far-right political
officials simultaneously exploit the three different concerns of citizens, their economic interests,
their cultural identity and their national sovereignty. Fear of possession is distinct from other
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forms of threat and contributes to understanding negative attitudes towards outgroups. Fear of
possession is associated with a sense of closeness and loss of control from the group, which
can lead to negative reactions and discrimination against out-groups. In addition, dealing with it
can bring about different reactions in different cultures and social contexts, as well as affect the
perception and attitude of in-groups towards out-groups [10, pp. 120-121].

Owning an object not only implies the right to change it or leave it as it is, but also implies
a social and moral responsibility to take care of it. The sense of responsibility can precede the
sense of possession of an object, and it can also be a result of it. The experience of ownership
can evoke a sense of responsibility and action to care for and improve the object. Therefore, the
sense of “ours” may lead to an investment of time and energy in efforts to maintain and improve
the object of possession. This sense of collective responsibility usually has positive intra-group
consequences, such as enhancing cohesion, increasing commitment, promoting collective action,
and recognizing collective responsibilities. One economic strategy that helps communities is
cooperative ownership, which not only provides sufficient capital but also fosters a sense of
accountability and ownership. Furthermore, a feeling of social duty might deter actions that
hurt “ours” and provide group members the incentive to rein in their destructive conduct [11,
pp- 79-89].

Why does a leader create conflicting points based on a collective sense of ownership?
A politician’s motivations to create conflict can be varied and are often linked to his political
interests and goals. Some politicians may seek to bolster their domestic support by taking
advantage of the appearance of an external enemy or the existence of national conflicts. Creating
a shared sense of threat can unite the population behind their leader. Through the use of rhetoric
and behaviors that emphasize the danger they face from external enemies, politicians can
ignite pride and nationalist fervor across the country. In order to strengthen the support of their
constituents, political leaders can impose strict red lines on bilateral negotiations between the two
countries or maintain an intransigent attitude towards the country’s external enemies. This move
may also consist of increased border protection or military reinforcement of border protection
forces. Political leaders also use external enemies as a tool to create a common sense of cohesion
across the country. A united and strong society can help for more decisive actions against external
threats [12].

Some politicians may also seek to increase their political prestige or maintain their electoral
power by seeking conflict with the other country. Communicating using the concept of “enemy”
for the neighboring country can beautify their political presence to the public. Presenting the
neighboring country as an external enemy can create an experience of urgency and need for
cohesion. Politicians can take advantage of this example to build public support for their policies.
Furthermore, by offering the external enemy as a threat, politicians may additionally try to distract
the public from internal crises or from grievances in their governance. The appearance of a leader
who can face external threats can increase his recognition and make him more competitive in
his political actions. However, using the enemy for political purposes can lead to destabilization
and strengthening of authoritarian tendencies, thereby reducing democracy and creating issues of
cooperation with other neighboring nations.

Some politicians may also seek territorial expansion of their country’s borders through
war. Bellicosity can be justified by taking advantage of the sense of local ownership that
citizens have. Politicians may also use the idea of the nation’s unity and one territorial flow to
defend incursions or assaults in various areas. Gaining control over territory may elicit strong
feelings of accomplishment and security. The employment of these strategies may result in a
rise in nationalist sentiment, a decline in dialectical and productive discussion, and a decline in
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democratic involvement as people adopt nationalist discourse endorsing intervention as a means
of bolstering the authority and influence of the state.

To bring out the collective sense of ownership of territories to lead to political conflicts
political leaders use the history, culture and identity of a country to strengthen the feeling of pride
and ownership over specific territories. Leaders can seek negotiations and agreements with other
countries or groups to recognize or confirm ownership of a territory. This may include border
negotiations, peace agreements or international recognition agreements. They can also campaign
to create a sense of community or solidarity for a particular region, using the media, propaganda
and public relations [13].

Citizens can protect themselves from the influence of political rhetoric that forces them
into conflict by using critical thinking and critically examining the arguments and proposals put
forward by politicians. In addition, being informed through reliable sources and researching the
topics being discussed can help citizens resist unwanted influence. In addition, by demonstrating
active participation in dialogues and discussions with each other on political issues and engaging
in open communication with other citizens they help to exchange views and highlight different
perspectives on national issues. Citizens should avoid taking extreme positions and seek the
middle line. Criticizing overly divisive rhetoric and trying to find common ground between
different groups can help reduce conflict. Additionally, they should keep their cool and be aware
when exposed to political rhetoric. Responding calmly to provocative or divisive statements can
help reduce tensions and conflicts.

Analysis of the collective sense of ownership in the two countries. Property claims at
the neighborhood, regional or country level are an important part of political dialogue. Collective
property claims can have effects that go so far as to threaten social cohesion and international
relations. Different areas of collective sense of ownership such as language and culture play an
important role in collective sense of ownership [14, pp. 415-432].

Citizens are emotionally attached to their language and traditions, regarding them as their
own and strengthening the cohesion of their community through them. In Turkey, language and
culture are often interpreted as a legacy of the Ottoman Empire and its greatness. Language is
a powerful factor in connecting Turks, fostering a sense of collective identity and belonging. In
Greece too, language and culture are fundamental factors of national identity. The Greek language
and culture have deep roots in the ancient Greek culture and perceive it as a heritage.

Multicultural society can lead to more diverse perceptions of the collective sense of
ownership. Different national and cultural groups may have different understandings of what
constitutes their common property, while the multicultural nature of society may also create more
complex structures and dynamics in social institutions.

In Turkey, territorial ownership is important because of its geopolitical location and its
history as a crossroads between East and West. The sense of ownership over a territory like
Cyprus has strong nationalist aspects. In Greece, land and territorial ownership are closely linked
to national identity and the spirit of Greek culture. Greek land has great symbolic importance,
while territorial integrity is a subject that provokes intense nationalist reactions [15].

In terms of a leader’s ability to create conflicting points, this can happen through the
exploitation of the above areas. To unite voters behind a political program, for instance, a leader
might leverage linguistic and cultural identity. However, the politician can also take use of social
groups and political institutions to further their own political beliefs, which will lead to the
creation of contradictions. Conflict and inconsistency between the political signals sent by the
leader may result from this. The multicultural variety of their populace may also be used by
political leaders as a tool for personal gain. A leader in Turkey can focus on a sense of territorial
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ownership to unite the people behind a political agenda or distract from domestic problems. In
Greece, a leader can focus on language and culture to strengthen national identity and unite the
people behind a national approach. But conflict can arise when leaders use these differences to
advance opposing political agendas or use nationalist perceptions to distract from economic or
social issues [1].

The historical and contemporary claims between Greece and Turkey. The historical
and contemporary claims between Greece and Turkey highlight complexity and significant
differences between the two countries. The two countries have a rich historical past and conflicting
interests. Historical events, such as the Greek Revolution of 1821 and the Asia Minor Campaign
that led to the destruction and expulsion of the Greek element from the Asia Minor coast and
Smyrna, are treated differently by the two sides, which affects claims for historical truth.

Turkey and Greece also have different approaches to the Cyprus issue. Turkey supports
the internationally unrecognized Turkish Cypriot Republic of Northern Cyprus, while Greece
supports the Republic of Cyprus as a single administrative structure for the island. The territorial
sense of ownership such as the Cypriot occupation by the Turks contributes to the worsening
of the confrontations. Turkey and Greece have been drawn into conflict over Cyprus due to the
difference in the interpretation of territorial ownership. The Greek Cypriot community in Cyprus
and the Turkish Cypriot community have been embroiled in conflict, which their leaders often
exploit to bolster the nationalist sentiment of their people (Mfa.Gr).

The two countries also have disputes over the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) in the
Eastern Mediterranean and the exploitation of its natural resources. There are also differences
over the demilitarization of islands in the Aegean, as well as disputes from Turkey over sea and
air control zones. The collective sense of ownership over geostrategically important areas, such
as the energy resources in the Mediterranean or the Greek islands, aggravates the confrontations
between the two countries. Leaders may exploit this feeling to encourage nationalist backlash
and claim more power. Nationalism which is mainly exploited by Erdogan (there is an increase
in the Turkish leader’s nationalist rhetoric usually during pre-election periods, mainly to garner
votes from Turkish nationalist citizen groups) can strengthen the collective sense of ownership
and cause controversy (Mfa.Gr).

As far as Turkey is concerned, the strengthening of the variety of Turkey’s external
political orientations is due to the fact that, alongside the Turkish national majority, there are
several other large national communities. The tensions between them can be closely linked to the
folding of national identity and collective sense of ownership. Creating citizens’ collective sense
of ownership of their country includes ensuring the integration, unity and interconnectedness of
society and developing self-awareness as a responsible citizen of a multicultural society. The
creation of a responsible citizen as one of the main factors in the development of a democratic
society, essentially raises the level of the collective sense of ownership of the citizens against the
individual or private, regarding their country but also in their attitude towards the various national
minorities.

At the same time, however, excessive negative promotion of the collective sense of
ownership can lead to the deterioration of relations between ethnic minorities within the country,
to the increase in the formalization of migrants and internally displaced persons, as well as to the
weakening and even subversion of the fulfillment strategies of the national idea.

Finally, Greece and Turkey have different cultural and religious values, which affects their
claims for land and influence. These claims and differences reflect the complexity and sensitivity
of relations between Greece and Turkey and shape the framework for negotiations, conflicts
and cooperation. Moreover, the collective sense of ownership makes it more difficult to conduct
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diplomatic negotiations on international issues, as citizens expect their leaders to defend their
interests with courage and determination [16].

Examples of crises that led to conflicts highlighting the collective sense of ownership
between the two countries are the Crisis in 1974 that arose after the coup in Cyprus and the
invasion of Turkish forces in the northern part of the island, causing Greece to react by sending
military forces to its response, the Aegean Crisis in 1987 that arose when Turkey violated the
airspace and disputed Greek sovereignty over the Aegean islands, the Imia Crisis in 1996 that
arose when Turkey disputed Greek sovereignty over the Imia Islands. This led to a serious crisis
between the two countries and threatened armed conflict and other less intense events such as
violations of Greek sea and airspace by Turkish vessels. Citizen reactions and political responses
to these crises have shaped perceptions of lands and their ownership. In the above examples,
the collective sense of ownership was significantly affected due to the tensions and crises that
arose between Greece and Turkey. The violation of Greek territorial waters and the sovereignty
of Greece over the Aegean islands, the invasions of Cyprus and the attempts to challenge the
sovereignty of Greek islands such as Imia resulted in the strengthening of the sense of ownership
on both sides [17, pp. 95-115].

Conflict resolution mechanisms between Greece and Turkey. An approach emphasizing
the resolution of the Cyprus problem as a key step in resolving the differences between Greece
and Turkey was expressed by Greek leaders Konstantinos Mitsotakis and Andreas Papandreou,
as well as Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan. This approach focuses on dealing with
the Cyprus issue as a precondition for the resolution of other disputes. Some are skeptical of
this approach, pointing out that a solution to the Cyprus problem may not be achieved anytime
soon. They argue that Greece and Turkey must learn to live with a divided Cyprus and not allow
their relations to deteriorate over this issue. Another approach suggests disconnecting the Greek-
Turkish rivalry from the Cyprus issue and resolving the differences between the two countries
without depending on it. Each approach has its advantages and disadvantages, but the choice
depends on the political priorities of the leaders and their communities. In the second approach,
leaders deal directly with the various outstanding issues, such as that of the Aegean dispute.
This approach recognizes the importance of resolving the Aegean dispute as a step towards
improving relations between Greece and Turkey. He also points out that tackling the problem is
not impossible and that there are previous efforts that show agreement on basic principles for a
fair resolution [18].

All efforts have failed so far because the differences between Greece and Turkey are
only the tip of the iceberg. The main problem is the weight of history and the chosen collective
identities, which are based on national narratives. Only if this aspect of the conflict is fully
addressed will Greece and Turkey be able to resolve their differences and begin a process of
mutually constructive reconciliation [19, pp. 31-109].

In addition, third countries and international organizations such as the UN can act as
mediators to resolve disputes between Greece and Turkey. When bilateral talks fail to produce
a resolution, the two nations may resort to international arbitrators or arbitration bodies to settle
their differences. Through NATO, Greece and Turkey have the possibility to cooperate on
common initiatives, communicate and face common challenges in the region. Also, cooperation
within the framework of the UN (United Nations Organization) can contribute to the resolution
of differences between the two countries through negotiations and diplomatic efforts at the global
level. Participation in international organizations and initiatives promotes peaceful cooperation
and dispute resolution through dialogue and diplomacy, enhancing trust between countries and
promoting stability in the region [20, pp. 24-48].
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Cooperation also in economic and trade matters has led to a reduction in tension and
conflict between the two countries. Economic cooperation, tourism and extensive interaction on
low-policy issues can lead to mutual trust and make the Aegean dispute and other outstanding
bilateral disputes more resilient to resolution. But several argue that economic cooperation
and other transactions are not always “win-wins” and may worsen in some areas. Moreover,
they question whether economic cooperation can influence high politics based on the logic of
rapprochement, provoking an approachable dialogue or acting as a safety net against retreat.
A collective sense of ownership can enrich these conflict resolution mechanisms with valuable
actionable elements. For example, an approach that reinforces the idea of common heritage and
cooperation on cultural and environmental issues can help create a peaceful and constructive
framework for resolving differences between the two countries. Also, enhancing communication
between the citizens of the two countries and promoting understanding and mutual understanding
can reduce tensions and promote peaceful coexistence [21].

Every action by political leaders and every method of conflict resolution can affect the
value of democracy. For example, an action that enhances democratic participation is when
cross-functional cooperation and dialogue between political groups and citizens. This strengthens
democracy because it promotes participation and the exchange of ideas, while enhancing the
credibility of the political system. The use of transparency and open governance where politicians
make decisions based on open dialogue and cooperation with citizens, not in internal and limited
circles strengthens the democratic resolution of disputes. The fight against corruption and
impunity also strengthens democracy because it ensures equal application of the law and justice
for all citizens.

On the other side, activities such as political leaders restricting press freedom damage
democracy by reducing openness and citizens’ access to information. Anti-democratic actions
such as electoral fraud, harassment of political dissidents, and violations of minority rights all
represent a danger to democracy [22].

Collective ownership can improve conflict resolution processes and provide useful
evidence to persuade political leaders to pursue peaceful solutions by creating a culture of
harmony and cooperation between the people of the two nations. Highlighting the humanitarian
aspect of conflict by highlighting its impact on the lives of citizens can also increase people’s
knowledge and understanding, as well as lead to more humanitarian efforts to resolve conflicts.
The populations of the two countries were able to understand the suffering caused by the hostilities
thanks to the humanitarian approach. Moreover, in disasters such as earthquakes or floods, the
two peoples supported each other, putting aside any ethnic differences.

Conclusions. In this article, it has been demonstrated that the collective sense of
ownership in Greek-Turkish relations is crucial as it influences the attitude and action of people
and organizations on both sides of the conflict, and considering that Greece and Turkey have
a long history of rivalry, such as, in modern times, the tensions as a result of incidents like the
Imia crisis in 1996 and the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in 1974, which fueled the idea that each
nation “owns” a portion of the other’s history. It’s been determined that leaders on both sides can
manipulate public opinion, playing on the sense of ownership to get people behind their policies
and turn them against the other country. Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that the ongoing
confrontation between Greece and Turkey generates the need for an in-depth proactive approach
where the collective sense of ownership positively affects the relations between the two countries.
The sense of common ownership can play significant role in a potential conflict as it can be used
by citizens as a perception of the nation’s shared history and by political leaders as a bridge to
promote friendly and peaceful relationships.
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The two countries have tried various ways to settle their differences, including talks
between diplomats, international courts, and economic cooperation or cooperation in solving
global issues. The talks have not yet resolved anything important because both sides want different
things and are not so willing to compromise. International courts could offer a more neutral way
to decide who is right, but they have not been used so far. Participating in global forums jointly
through organizations such as the UN or NATO could also push them to resolve bilateral issues.
Trade and other economic ties can also support a long amicable relationship, as long as both sides
benefit. A stronger sense of shared history and culture, would create the foundation of what would
constitute a long-lasting peace.
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KOJIEKTUBHE IMTOYYTTS BJACHOCTI TA MOTO BILJIUB
HA BIJHOCHUHHU MI’K 'PEINIE€EIO TA TYPEYYHUHOIO

Cemncon M. Haranaimiaic
Kuiscoxuu nayionanvnuii ynieepcumem imeni Tapaca llleguenka,
inocopcokuil paxynemem, kaghedpa nonimonoeii
8yn. Bonooumupcoka, 60, 01033, m. Kuis, Yxpaina
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8610-510X

KonexruBHa BIacHICTh O3HAYa€ i/1€10, IO TPYIH JIONEH MalOTh CIUIbHE MOYYTTS BIACHOCTI abo
3B‘S130K 31 CIUJIIBHUM OjaroMm, TakuM SK 3eMiid, Miciie a0o0 HaBiTh ifcosoris. Il xoHmemiiss 0coOIMBO
Ba)XJIMBA TaM, 1€ ICHYIOTh KOHQIIKTH MK pi3HIMH KpaiHaMHu, SIKi IPETEeHAYIOTh Ha Pi3Hi paBa a0o 3B A3KH
31 criIbHUM MaiiHOM. OHAK IIe KOJIEKTHBHE MOYYTTS BIACHOCTI MOXKE TakoX OyTH JKepeaoM KOHQIIIKTY,
OCKUIBKHY TIONIITHYHI JTiAEpH MOXYTh BUKOPUCTOBYBATH IF0 KOHIETILIIIO [T TOCHJICHHS CBO€ET MiATPUMKH,
($hopMyBaHHS MOJITUYHOTO MOPSAAKY ACHHOTO Ta BUIIPABAAHHS [iif, M0 MPU3BOAATH 10 KOoHQmiKTy. OTxKe,
PO3YMIiHHSL TOTO, SIK KOJEKTMBHHM IOYYTTSM BJIACHOCTI MOKHA MAaHIIyNIOBAaTH IS PO3IATIOBAHHSA
KOH(IIIKTY, Ma€ BHpIlIaNbHE 3HAYCHHS I PO3POOKH €(PEeKTUBHHX MEXaHi3MiB BHPIIICHHS CHOPIB
i 3amo0iranHs MailOyTHIM KOHQITIKTaM.

Ines BmacHOCTI QYHKIIOHYE SIK B OCOOHCTOMY «MO€», TaK i B KOJEKTUBHOMY «HAIIE» ACTEKTI.
I'pyna mronei, sika ineHTUdIKYE cede K «MU», MOXKE PO3BHBATH a00 BOJIOIITH CIUIBHOIO BIAcHICTIO. OqHAK
MPHUPOZA 1 3HAYCHHS CIIIBHOTO IOYYTTS BIACHOCTI, 3aCHOBAaHOTO Ha ifei «HAImoroy», He Oylu IIUPOKO
BrB4YeHi. PaxiBIi MOXKYTh BBO)KATH KOJIEKTHBHY IICUXOJIOTIYHY BJIACHICTh HAa IHTEPECH BaXKIIMBUM JDKEPEIOM
MbKOpraizamiinux koH}mikriB. Kpim Toro, BoHa Ma€ 3Ha4eHHS 7151 MaifOyTHIX COLIaIbHO-TICUXOJIOTIYHAX
JOCTIKEHb 1 MOKe OyTH BUBUCHA IIUISIXOM iHTErpamii i1eif Ta JOCHiIKEeHb 3 1HIINX COLialbHUX HayK.

CporoziHi Teopisi ICUXOJIOTIYHOI BIACHOCTI PO3BHBAETHCS Ta E€BOJIOIOHYE IIBHIKAMH TEMIIAMHU.
KosexruBHa BIacHICTh y TPYIIOBiH JUHAMIL, K OyII0 TOKa3aHO, TPAIUIIIHHO PO3IISIAETHCS AOCTITHUKAMH
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SK COLaJIbHO-TICUXOJIOTIYHUH ()EHOMEH, B OCHOBI SIKOTO JIEKHTh BPOJDKEHa MOTpeba y HPHYETHOCTI,
33/I0BOJICHHS SIKOi TICHO TOB‘SI3aHE 3 PO3BUTKOM 0coOucTocTi Ta (yHKIioHyBaHHsM rpynu. KoiexrusHa
CBIZIOMICTb SIK Ha PiBHi MiCLIeBOI IpOMAa/IH, TaK i Ha HAI[IOHAJILHOMY Y HAaJHAL[IOHAJIILHOMY DiBHI.

Knrouosi cnosa: KoIeKTHBHE MOYYTTS BIACHOCTI, IPELBKO-TYPELbKi BiJHOCHHH, MOTHBH IMONITHKIB,
TeOTOoNiTHKA, MIKHAPOAHUN KOH(QIIIKT, BpEryntoBaHHSA KOH(QIIIKTIB, €THIYHA HAaIpYKEHICTh, MOMYIi3M,
JIEMOKpATisl, HACUJILCTBO, MOJITHYHUIT KOH(ITIKT.



