[image: Cover: Turkey's Democratization Process, edited by Carmen RodríguezAntonio ÁvalosHakan YılmazAna I. Planet, Carmen RodríguezAntonio Ávalos, Carmen RodríguezAntonio ÁvalosHakan Yılmaz, Carmen RodríguezAntonio ÁvalosHakan YılmazAna I. Planet, published by Routledge, Taylor and Francis Group.]

Turkey's Democratization Process

Since the end of the 1980 coup d’état Turkey has been in the midst of a complex process of democratization. Applying methodological pluralism in order to provide a comprehensive analysis of this process in a Turkish context, this book brings together contributions from prominent, Turkish, English, French and Spanish scholars.

Turkey’s Democratization Process utilizes the theoretical framework of J. J. Linz and A. C. Stepan in order to assess the complex process of democratization in Turkey. This framework takes into account five interacting features of Turkey’s polity when making this assessment, namely: whether the underlying legal and socio-economic conditions are conducive for the development of a free and participant society; if a relatively autonomous political society exists; whether there are legal guarantees for citizens’ freedoms; if there exists a state bureaucracy which can be used by a democratic government; and whether the type and pace of Turkish economic development contributes to this process.

Examining the Turkish case in light of this framework, this book seeks to combine analyses that will help assess the process of democratization in Turkey to date and will be of interest to scholars and researchers interested in Turkish politics, democratization and Middle Eastern studies more broadly.
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Hakan Yılmaz is Professor at the Department of Political Science and International Relations, Boğaziçi University, Istanbul. His research interests include political ideologies and political culture in post-World War II Turkey; culture and identity dimensions of EU-Turkey relations; and external-internal linkages in the process of democratization.
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Preface

This book is the result of a multi-disciplinary research project carried out in the field of social sciences that aims to address the process of Turkish democratization. Academics from Turkish, English, French and Spanish universities joined forces in order to fully comprehend the global impact of the profound transformations and the interactions of different actors that have taken place in Turkey in recent years and how this is influencing the polity in its path towards democratization.

As this book was nearing publication, the May and June 2013 protests broke out in Turkey, images of which were seen around the world. The mass demonstrations and the way in which the government managed and responded to them form part of the process of Turkish democratization analysed in this book.

The seeds of this publication were planted in 2008 during the research seminar “Democracy and Democratization in Turkey” held 21–23 November in La Cristalera Residence Hall at the Autónoma University of Madrid. At that time, 14 academic experts from different fields covering Turkey’s economy, culture, society and politics met under the aegis of the R&D project: “Political relations and human exchanges between Spain and the Muslim world” (1939–2004; SEJ2005–08867-C03–01/CPOL). The points raised during these seminars were developed and extended first during the R&D project “Spain in the face of political reforms and migrations in the Mediterranean and the Muslim World” (2009–11; CSO2008–06232–c03–01/cpol), then during the subsequent R&D project “The Arab-Islamic world in movement: migrations, reforms and elections and their impact on Spain” (CSO2011–29438-C05–01) and finally during a symposium held on 18 and 19 December 2009 at the Centre for Political and Constitutional Studies (CEPC) and the Círculo de Bellas Artes respectively, thanks to the public funding (Acción Complementaria) CSO2009–06186-E/SOCI. All of these projects were financed by the Spanish Ministry of Education and Science and the Ministry of Science and Innovation.

Most especially, this book has been made possible by the effort, commitment and generosity of the authors who contributed to this work with their analysis and research.
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Part I Introduction and context




1 Democratization processes in defective democracies The case of Turkey

Carmen Rodríguez, Antonio Ávalos, Hakan Yılmaz and Ana I. Planet

DOI: 10.4324/9780203500460-2

In the 12 June 2011 elections in Turkey, the AKP (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi, Justice and Development Party) claimed its third consecutive victory at the ballot box, winning a comfortable majority that once again made it possible to form a single-party government. Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, the head of the AKP, is the first political leader in the history of Turkish elections to increase the percentage of votes won by his party in three consecutive general elections. In the elections, the AKP received 49.83 per cent of the votes, giving them 326 seats. However, this overwhelming victory at the polls did not translate into the two-thirds majority needed to unilaterally adopt a Turkish constitution (which would require 367 seats) or even the 330 seats that would allow the party–after agreement in the Parliament on procedures for adoption and the president’s approval–to call a referendum to endorse the change.

The main opposition parties, CHP (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi, Republican People’s Party), MHP (Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi, Nationalist Action Party) and the independent candidates backed by the BDP (Barış ve Demokrasi Parti, Peace and Democracy Party), were allocated 135, 53 and 36 seats respectively, corresponding to the percentage of votes they won: 25.96 per cent, 13.01 per cent and 6.63 per cent. After the elections, however, the YSK (Yüksek Seçim Kurulu, Supreme Electoral Board) decided to strip deputy (MP) Hatip Dicle, a candidate backed by the BDP, of his seat, since he had been sentenced to one year and eight months in prison for disseminating propaganda on behalf of the banned PKK (Partiya Karkeren Kurdistan, Kurdistan Workers’ Party). This decision was very controversial, since it was not clear why the YSK had allowed Dicle to run in the first place. His seat was filled by Oya Eronat, an AKP candidate, thus increasing the number of deputies representing that party to 327.

The newly formed Grand National Assembly of Turkey confronted a tough challenge: to draft and approve a new constitution to replace the 1982 Turkish constitution written under the auspices of the military junta that ruled the country after the coup d’état in 1980. Although the different political groups agreed that a new constitution was needed, there was no doubt that the debates in Parliament were nonetheless going to be intense. The political parties that made up the Grand National Assembly of Turkey spoke for very different sectors of society, which made reaching an agreement more complex. However, as other authors have noted before, a successful constitution requires the greatest possible consensus. In Turkey, then, it is crucial to reconcile different viewpoints: liberal, conservative, Turkish and Kurdish nationalist, and religious and rigidly secular sensibilities, among others. This fact is extremely important. Ozbudun and Gençkaya have already asserted that ‘the Turkish experience in constitution-making can be described as a series of missed opportunities to create political institutions based on broad consensus’ (2009: 3). Indeed, in a discussion of this issue in a comparative study on Italy, Spain and Turkey, McLaren asserted: ‘it is consensual rulemaking that would ultimately seem of utmost importance in explaining differential consolidation in Italy, Spain and Turkey’ (2008: 268).

Thus, in its third term, the AKP Government faced a key moment for the Turkish political system. The objective of this book is to contribute an analysis that can help to make an assessment of the process of democratization in Turkey to date.


Theoretical framework

Gunther, Diamandouros and Puhle have singled out the different dimensions of an overall process of democratization: ‘the breakdown of the previous regime,1 democratic transition, regime consolidation, and democratic persistence’, specifically noting that the transition process ‘entails the creation of the basic political institutions of a new democratic system and the drafting of new rules for regulating the political behaviour of citizens, organisations and governing elites’ (1995: xii). This is what O’Donnell would call the first transition, from ‘the previous authoritarian regime to the installation of a democratic government’ (1989: 20). During this transition process, there are expectations, as Linz says, ‘that political authority will soon be derived only from the free decision of an electorate’ (1990: 28). This political moment is characterised by its uncertainly, and there is no unanimity in academia in terms of establishing the end of the transition process, which includes free non-fraudulent elections and usually also involves the establishment of a new, democratic constitutional framework (Linz 1990: 28), (Huneeus 1994: 35). Linz and Stepan consider transition complete

When sufficient agreement has been reached about political procedures to produce an elected government, when a government comes to power that is the direct result of a free and popular vote, when this government de facto has the authority to generate new policies, and when the executive, legislative and judicial power generated by the new democracy does not have to share power with other bodies de iure.

(Linz and Stepan 1996a: 3)


It follows, then, that the authors caution that it is possible for a democratic transition to remain incomplete, since there may be non-elected institutions, such as the army, that unlawfully control part of the political sovereignty or there may be such a high degree of disagreement between the elites and the majority of the population about the new democratic institutions that normal evolution and consolidation are impeded by a serious threat of illegitimacy (Linz and Stepan 1996a: 4). Gunther, Dia-mandouros and Puhle also note in this respect that a transition ‘may culminate in a new regime but that regime may not even be fully democratic’ (Gunther, Diamandouros and Puhle 1995: 3).

This situation gives rise to serious disputes regarding the application of the concept of democratic consolidation to those regimes that do not possess the basic characteristics to be qualified as fully democratic. O’Donnell speaks of a second transition ‘from this [democratic] government to the consolidation of democracy or, in other words, to the effective functioning of a democratic regime. I am speaking of political democracy (or polyarchy, according to Robert Dahl’s useful and widely used definition)’ (O’Donnell 1989: 20). Regarding democratic consolidation, Gunther, Diamandouros and Puhle argue that ‘democratic consolidation, as we define it, requests full conformity with all the criteria inherent in a demanding, multifaceted procedural definition of democracy’ (Gunther, Diamandouros and Puhle 1995:3). Also these authors suggested that the study of democratic consolidation is an even more complex phenomenon than that of transitions. The most recent research lines in this topic have focused on the actions of elites and on agency,2 while ‘consolidation is much more complex and it involves a much larger number of actors in a wider array of political arenas’ (Gunther, Diamandouros and Puhle 1995: 3).

Linz and Stepan clearly state that it is not possible to speak of democratic consolidation unless the following three conditions are met: the existence of a state; a democratic transition that has been brought to completion (this is not the case if the freely elected government cannot impose, either de iure or de facto, its authority in certain areas because of confrontations with ‘authoritarian enclaves’, ‘reserve domains’ or military ‘prerogatives’); and finally, the implementation of a democratic government that respects the constitutional framework and fundamental rights and freedoms. The authors assert that ‘only democracies can become consolidated democracies’ (Linz and Stepan 1996b: 14).

Schedler is one of the authors who have made an exhaustive study of the use of the term ‘democratic consolidation’, analysing some of the difficulties in its application. For some academics, it connotes a process, while for others it implies a point of arrival, a result, a target. This author suggests that the meaning of this concept, termed ‘nebulous’ by Pridham (1995: 167), depends on our empirical viewpoints and ‘the type of regime we want to avoid or attain’ (according to our normative horizons) (Schedler 1997: 2). For Schedler, democratic consolidation (in accordance with other authors like O’Donnell (1996) and Schneider (1995), who had already made note of this) is ‘indeed an intrinsically teleological concept’ (Schedler 1997: 5). The author lists five concepts of democratic consolidation: avoiding democratic breakdown, avoiding democratic erosion, institutionalising democracy, completing democracy and deepening democracy. If liberal democracies must face the challenge of preventing an ‘erosion of democracy’ then semi-democratic regimes3 not only must prevent a regression to authoritarianism, but they must continue to push the evolution of the regime towards full democracy (Schedler 1998: 95). Moreover, for Schedler

in semi-democracies which face the task of democratic completion, any talk about “the consolidation of democracy” is misleading. It suggests that a democratic regime is already in place (and only needs to be “consolidated”) when in fact the issue at hand is constructing a fully democratic regime.

(Schedler 1998: 99)


Merkel (2004) and Puhle (2005) use the term defective democracies to describe regimes that hold elections with a series of democratic requisites but that at the same time lack one or more of the characteristics shared by ‘embedded democracies’.4 The authors note four types of defective democracies: 1) Exclusive democracy, which contains criteria for excluding the suffrage of certain groups, usually based on questions of ethnicity, religion or gender. 2) Tutelary democracy, characterised by the existence of reserved domains outside the scope of democratically elected governments and veto players that may exercise their powers either by constitutional or extra-constitutional means, such as the military or oligarchic groups. 3) Delegative democracies, where ‘the mechanisms of horizontal accountability, the checks and balances between the different powers, are out of order’. In this case, for example, a lack of judicial independence would be one of its symptoms. 4) Illiberal democracy, where the practice of the rule of law does not work well, constitutional norms are not properly implemented and human rights and fundamental liberties are not guaranteed. Some cases of defective democracies have a mixed profile that combine the characteristics defining each category.

In a regime with a defective democracy, if what Schedler calls ‘completing democracy’ (1998: 95) is to be produced, some alteration must occur in the existing institutions and regulations that are impeding the development of a fully democratic regime. As Valenzuela (1990) has noted, the process of democratization in this case cannot be based on the ‘habituation, assimilation, or routine’ of these non-democratic institutions, but some alteration must occur in the existing institutions. This alteration can be encouraged by the political class or by civil society–not just internal groups, but also external actors.

This work will study the case of a particular defective democracy, Turkey, which is undergoing a democratization process whose ideal goal would be to accomplish a full democratic regime. The term ‘embedded democracies’ as defined by Wolfgang Merkel (2004) and the members of the ‘Defective Democracies’ research project is very useful in terms of making the desired type of liberal democratic regime operational. This concept goes beyond other well-known definitions of democracy such as the one coined by Dahl as polyarchy in 1971. Still, it focuses on a specific and limited list of elements necessary to establish a democratic regime that can be taken separately, but that are also connected and mutually reinforcing.

Bearing in mind all of the positions, Linz and Stepan’s theoretical framework (1996a) serves as a very useful analytical element to examine the process of democratization in Turkey at the present time, although this particular case is not one of democratic consolidation but about a prior stage. For these authors, consolidated democracies–within the essential framework of a sovereign state–have five interacting arenas in place that reinforce one another:

first, the conditions must exist for the development of a free and lively civil society; second, there must be a relatively autonomous and valued political society; third, there must be a rule of law to ensure legal guarantees for citizens’ freedoms and independent associational life; fourth, there must be a state bureaucracy that is usable by the new democratic government; fifth, there must be an institutionalised economic society.

(Linz and Stepan 1996a: 7)


The analysis in this book focuses on the evolution of these five arenas in the Turkish case.

As noted on p. 5, there is some controversy regarding the use of the term democratic consolidation for regimes that are not fully democratic. However, this book starts from the premise that the arenas defined by Linz and Stepan to analyse problems of democratic transitions and consolidation are equally valid for the analysis of democratization processes in defective democracies.

In conclusion, the challenge before us is to analyse the processes of democratization that do not fully correspond to either the concept of transition or the concept of consolidation. The starting point is a regime that holds elections that meet a minimum of the democratic criteria for pluralism, inclusivity and transparent, open and contested elections, but which nonetheless have severe restrictions in other spheres, such as the existence of reserved domains, serious problems in the implementation of the separation of powers and their reciprocal control, and severe restrictions in the spheres of political and civil rights. We agree with Schedler when he asserts that if these political regimes are undergoing a democratization process, this process entails ‘democratic completion’ and is not about consolidating the current features of the regime (1998: 95–96).


The Turkish case

A 2012 report from Freedom House qualified Turkey as partly free, giving it a score of 3 for both political rights and civil liberties (on a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 representing the most free and 7 the least free). The Turkish state can claim prior democratic experience, a full institutional framework and a civil society capable of channelling significant proposals for change. Its history, however, has also been marked by coups d’état and severe restrictions in the sphere of political liberties and fundamental rights.

After the 1980 coup when a military junta seized power, the country underwent a transition overseen by the army that ensured that members of the military would play a decisive role and substantially cut back on individual rights and freedoms, as evidenced by the constitution approved in a 1982 referendum. This would have produced, according to the criteria of Linz and Stepan (1996a:3) mentioned pp. 4–5, an incomplete transition. The regime that emerged after the coup could be considered a ‘defective’ democracy (Merkel 2004 and Puhle 2005) that produced important restrictions in the sphere of rights. This defective democracy combined elements of ‘tutelary democracy,’ in which non-elected actors (the military establishment in Turkey’s case) maintain reserved domains and act as veto players, and those of ‘illiberal democracy’, in which there are severe limitations in the exercise of public freedoms and fundamental rights and the effective rule of law. Although the political parties banned in 1981 were slowly rebuilt over the course of a decade, institutional weakness and/or a lack of will and conviction hindered any substantial reform of the political system. Though the democratization of the political system will continue to advance, any resulting reforms could be of limited scope and the fruit of difficult transactions between parties.

The Helsinki European Council’s decision to recognise Turkey as an EU candidate country in 1999 served as a catalyst for the political parties to undertake a comprehensive process of political and economic reforms. Between 1999 and 2002, they were promoted by a difficult coalition of three parties and, after the AKP won an absolute majority in the 2002 general elections, this party determined to follow the path the previous coalition had already initiated with even greater intensity. As a result of all these changes, for the first time in Turkey, the political debate opened up significantly to issues that had been heretofore taboo (like the Kurdish question) and both the political elite and society in general seemed to come together in a synergy in favour of deep democratising changes.

Without a doubt, the Turkish regime that emerged after the 1980 coup d’état has evolved considerably since that year. Both internal democratic demands, such as those made by women’s associations, which had a significant impact on the civil (2001) and penal (2005) code reforms, and the external influence of Turkey’s candidacy to join the EU, have played a role. And although the Turkish constitution has been transformed in important ways, it is now commonly believed that more than a mere transformation is needed; the adoption of a new constitution that would leave authoritarian and repressive habits in the past is essential.

However, after negotiations began with the EU in 2005, the drive for democratization was slowed down, doubtless due to different factors, including most notably: messages from some EU governments ruling out the possibility of Turkey’s candidacy that instead supported a different type of privileged relationship; the biased policies of the governing AKP, which, for example, while fighting to limit military power, have not been successful in establishing a legal and social framework that encourages the expansion of freedom of expression in the country (indeed, Keyman (2010: 325) believes that the AKP failed in its second term in that it did not establish the right equilibrium between its commitment to democratic consolidation and its conservative nature, thus intensifying scepticism about the objectives of its programme for democratising the regime); also during its second term in office, the AKP’s erratic policies co-existed with those of an opposition that supported the status quo while wrapping itself in the discourse of national security.

The response in some sectors critical of the AKP at that time, whether political, military or judicial, was characterised by their defence of a discourse that emphasised security (as opposed to the AKP’s policies, which were seen as detrimental to the country’s territorial and secular integrity) at the expense of greater democratic reforms, which would reinforce Turkish pluralism. The polarisation resulting from this process can be regarded as the inevitable consequence of a process of democratization that has opened a Pandora’s box in Turkish society. Curtailed since the 1980 coup, these different groups have been forced to openly confront their unresolved internal conflicts. Although this tension may be the natural consequence of a process in which different voices – which are not used to engaging in dialogue – must come to new agreements if they are to live together, the way in which this tension is resolved will determine the success of Turkish democratization.


Structure of the book

The analysis of the process of Turkish democratization presented in this book is designed, on the one hand, to study the recent democratic evolution not only in the Turkish political institutional arena, but also in other spheres, as defined in Linz and Stepan’s classic work Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation (1996a: 7–15).5 Using Schedler’s (1998) concept, Turkey would be deep in a process that could be called ‘completing democracy’ and the theoretical framework advanced by Linz and Stepan makes it possible to analyse the complexity of this process in all its dimensions. This chapter is intended to provide a more detailed account of the work of these and other well known academics in the field of democratization.

If Linz and Stepan (1996a:7) consider that democratic consolidation requires much more than ‘elections and markets’, it is essential to begin with a sovereign state. For this reason, the following chapter of the book is dedicated to the historical context of the formation of the Turkish nation-state. Linz and Stepan distinguish state-building from nation-building and discuss the conflicts that may arise during the evolution of these two differentiated concepts and the impact that they can have on processes of democratization: ‘Whereas a state can exist on the basis of external conformity with its rules, a nation requires some internal identification’ (Linz and Stepan 1996a:22). Democratic policies that emerge in the context of state-making tend to emphasise an inclusive and extensive citizenry that guarantees the equality of individual rights to citizens. On the contrary, a nation-state policy may be in serious opposition to this process of democratization if it pursues greater cultural homogeneity using repressive measures (Linz and Stepan 1996a: 25).

These questions are discussed in Chapter 2 by Ibrahim Saylan, ‘The formation of citizenship in Turkey’. Following this, İlter Turan in ‘Two steps forward one step back: Turkey’s democratic transformation’ reviews the development of both authoritarian and democratic trends in the Turkish regime since the proclamation of the Republic of Turkey, thus positioning the reader in the present day. An analysis of the international context rounds out these pieces. The outbreak of the Arab revolts has created a new situation in the region. Much speculation has been made as well about the possible influence that Turkey might have on the new regimes that are emerging, as a possible political and social model to follow. Conversely, it is essential to consider the effect that the revolts may have on Turkish internal politics, either by encouraging the democratization process with the push that may come from their spread or the so-called spirit of the times, as suggested by Linz and Stepan (1996a: 75–76), or by contributing negatively to it. This negative contribution could be due to the fact that the political instability occurring in the countries sharing borders with Turkey could intensify concerns for national security that go against democratization trends and the promotion of fundamental rights and freedoms. More time will have to pass before these recent influences can be evaluated, while other longer-term ones can be given a more unhurried and profound analysis. In Chapter 4, ‘The international context of democratic reform in Turkey’, William Hale takes a close look at the effect that interaction with European and transatlantic organisations and countries has had on the process of Turkish democratization.

These three chapters, then, introduce and provide context for the five relevant interconnected arenas defined by Linz and Stepan (which in this case are equally useful for the analysis of democratization processes in defective democracies). The first section includes articles relating to political society. Political parties are key actors since they carry out essential work when it comes to agreeing on the rules of the democratic game and their implementation. Chapter 5 by Sabri Sayarı, ‘Party system and democratic consolidation in Turkey: problems and prospects’, analyses the development of the Turkish party system. More specifically, Işık Gürleyen’s Chapter 6, ‘What did they promise for democracy and what did they deliver?: the AKP and the CHP 2002–11’ aims to analyse the specific proposals made by the political parties to promote democratic reforms and the expansion of fundamental rights and freedoms.

The section dedicated to civil society features articles by Fuat Keyman and Tuba Kancı, Pinar İlkkaracan and Marcus Graf. Chapter 7 by Fuat Keyman and Tuba Kancı, ‘Democratic consolidation and civil society in Turkey’ analyses Turkish civil society’s organisational capacity and the way in which civil society organisations approach democracy. Pınar İlkkaracan takes up the role of Turkish women’s movements in the democratization process of Turkish society in Chapter 8, ‘Democratization in Turkey from a gender perspective’. Finally, Chapter 9 by Marcus Graf, ‘The Istanbul Art Scene – A Social System?’, reflects on art’s various functions for the palace, the state and the public and pays special attention to the interconnection between artistic and social developments in Turkey. The third major arena analysed focuses on the intersection between citizens and the idea of social justice as explained by Mine Eder in Chapter 10, ‘Deepening neo-liberalisation and the changing welfare regime in Turkey: mutations of a populist, “sub-optimal” democracy’.

The fourth arena examined in the book includes an analysis of the functioning of the state apparatus. This segment includes the new public administration, the military, the judiciary and the perceptions that citizens have about corruption and the tax system in the country. Süleyman Sözen in his Chapter 11 ‘New public administration in Turkey’ explains the substantial legal and structural changes that the Turkish public administration has undergone in the last few years in line with the democratization process in the country. Chapter 12 by Ali Çarkoğlu and Fikret Adaman: ‘Determinants of tax evasion by households: evidence from Turkey’ however, offers a different point of view, drawing on political culture. As a study of administrative efficiency, this piece analyses the perception that Turkish citizens have of tax evasion. Yaprak Gürsoy, in turn, in Chapter 13, ‘From tutelary powers and interventions to civilian control: An overview of Turkish civil-military relations since the 1920s’, provides an overview of Turkish civil-military relations primarily focusing on the post-1980 era, looking at whether or not military power is being superseded by civil power. Finally in this section, Ergun Özbudun in Chapter 14, ‘The judiciary’, reviews the current situation of this state power in Turkey, taking into account the developments fostered by the reforms requested by the EU.

The last arena analysed corresponds to the rule of law about which Linz and Stepan have stated:

a rule of law embodied in a spirit of constitutionalism is an indispensable condition. A spirit of constitutionalism requires more than rule by majoritarianism. It entails a relatively strong consensus over the constitution and especially a commitment to ‘self-binding’ procedures of governance that require exceptional majorities to change.

(Linz and Stepan 1996a: 10)


The rule of law must guarantee and promote the development of a democratic regime and the defence of fundamental rights and liberties.

In this respect, Chapter 15, by Ergun Özbudun, ‘Democracy, tutelarism, and the search for a new constitution’ is essential to understand the importance of the new Turkish constitutional process and the difficulties it faces. Senem Aydın in Chapter 16, ‘Human rights in Turkey’, provides an overview of the state of human rights in Turkey in the 1990s, followed by an account of the EU-induced reform process that accelerated in the 1999–2005 period. Ayşen Candaş Bilgen and Hakan Yılmaz in Chapter 17, ‘The paradox of equality: subjective attitudes towards basic rights in Turkey’ evaluate and contextualise the attitudes of Turkey’s constituency with regard to basic rights from the perspective of political culture. Dilek Kurban focuses on the Kurdish issue, one of the most relevant topics influencing the democratization process in Turkey. Chapter 18 ‘The Kurdish question: law, politics and the limits of recognition’, presents a systematic overview of the legal framework affecting the rights and freedoms of the Kurdish population in the Turkish political system and pays special attention to the current claims of the Kurdish population and whether or not the legal changes are reflecting them.

On the current situation of the minorities recognised by the Lausanne Treaty, Samim Akgönül, in Chapter 19, ‘Non-Muslim minorities in the Turkish democratization process’, has written about the main constraints these groups face, their demands and aspirations and the political response up to now. Elise Massicard, on the other hand, aims to analyse the question of democratization from the Alevi perspective in Chapter 20, ‘Democratization in Turkey? Insights from the Alevi issue’. This piece pays special attention to the evolution not only of the legal framework affecting their rights, but also to the integration of Alevis in the political process, in particular to the Alevist movement that appeared in the late 1980s.

Ceren Sözeri in Chapter 21, ‘The political economy of the media and its impact on freedom of expression in Turkey’, looks at the situation of freedom of expression, a key issue concerning all democratization processes. Organisations such as Reporters Without Borders have noted a negative evolution in this area, since Turkey, which ranked 123 on the world ranking of freedom of expression in 2009, fell to 138 in 2010. Indeed, the Council of Europe’s Commissioner for Human Rights Thomas Hammarberg also expressed his concern in this respect in a report published in April 2011.

Finally, the book ends with Chapter 22 ‘Some observations on Turkey’s democratization process’ in order to bring together the main ideas from the different chapters and propose some lines of analysis that can contribute to the study of the democratization processes in countries with defective democracies.


Notes

	On the different paths to democratization, see: Stepan, A. (1986) ‘Paths toward redemocratization: theoretical and comparative considerations’, in G. O’Donnell, P. Schmitter, L. Whitehead (eds) Transitions from Authoritarian Rule, Comparative perspectives, London: The Johns Hopkins University Press; Linz, J. J., and Stepan A. (1996) Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation: Southern Europe, South America, and Post-Communist Europe, Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

	Colomer, J. M. (1994) ‘Teorías de la transición’, Revista de Estudios Políticos (Nueva Época), 86: 243–53 and Martí i Puig, S. (2001) ‘Y después de las transiciones qué? Un balance y análisis de las teorías del cambio político’, Revista de Estudios Políticos (Nueva Época) 13: 101–24.

	As  Szmolka (2010:105–06, 117–18) notes:
The processes of political change initiated in authoritarian countries during the latest upheavals in the third wave of democratization have not always resulted in forms of democratic government. In many cases, they have produced new types of authoritarianism or near-democratic regimes that may experience significant problems in the way in which their government functions. It is difficult to classify these countries using the classic categories of political regimes established by political science, which has traditionally differentiated between democratic, authoritarian and totalitarian regimes. These new regimes have been conceptualised in different ways.

As the author explains, some scholars use terms that emphasise the democratic element: ‘façade democracie’, “pseudo-democracies” (Finer, 1970), “semidemocracies” (Diamond, Linz, Lipset, 1995; Mainwaring, Brinks and Pérez Liñán, 2000), among others. Other academics have stressed the adjective “authoritarian”. Examples of this include the terms “competitive authoritarianism” (Levitsky and Way, 2002) and “electoral authoritarianism” (Schedler, 2002 and 2006). Finally, Szmolka mentions authors who have used the category of “hybrid political regimes”. Szmolka herself differentiates between “defective democracies” and “pluralist authoritarianism” within hybrid political regimes.

For a compilation of the different definitions of hybrid regimes, see Diamond, L. (2002) ‘Thinking About Hybrid Regimes’, Journal of Democracy, 13(2): 21–35; Bogaards, M. (2009) ‘How to classify hybrid regimes? Defective democracy and electoral authoritarianism’, Democratization, 16(2): 399–423; Levitsky, S. and Way, L. (2002) ‘The Rise of Competitive Authoritarianism’, Journal of Democracy, 13 (2): 51–65.



	4 Dimensions, partial regimes and criteria of embedded democracy as defined in Merkel (2004):
	
Dimension of vertical legitimacy

	Electoral regime
	Elected officials

	Inclusive suffrage

	Right to candidacy

	Correctly organized, free and fair elections



	
Political rights


	Press freedom

	Freedom of association





	
Dimension of liberal constitutionalism and rule of law


	
Civil Rights


	Individual liberties from violations of own rights by state/private agents

	Equality before the law



	
Horizontal accountability


	Horizontal separation of powers





	
Dimension of effective agenda control


	
Effective power to rule


	Effective officials with effective right to rule







	Ergun Özbudun has already applied Linz and Stepan’s concept of democratic consolidation to the Turkish case in his book, Özbudun, E. (2000) Contemporary Turkish Politics: Challenges to Democratic Consolidation, London: Lynne Rienner.
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Introduction

Citizenship denotes a politico-legal link between state and people. In other words, it refers to membership of a political community, which provides members with a set of rights and obligations. In principle, membership to polity is universal, that is, open to everybody living within the territorial boundaries of the state. Nevertheless, the connection between people as nation and the state makes membership criteria highly contentious. Modern citizenship expresses membership to the nation-state. Although rights and duties associated with citizenship have changed in the course of history, nation-state has thus far remained the fundamental political unit defining borders and content of citizenship.

On the other hand, a number of factors have brought about questioning, or even crisis of modernist convictions, including the assumption of an indissoluble link between nation and state, which substantiated nation-state-based modern political structure. This questioning has naturally drawn attention to the institution of citizenship that has been closely bound with the state and nation in the age of nation-states.

As a part of modernity, nationalism claimed congruence of nation and state. In reality, nation was a goal to be achieved (Alter 1989). For this purpose, cultural, ethnic, religious identities were disregarded in the name of progress, prosperity, and democracy, which were defined within the context of national identity and interests. Hence, the nation-building process relegated some groups in society to minority positions in terms of religion, ethnicity, culture, and political ideology. And, unsurprisingly homogenizing attempts by the nation-states have met immediate reactions by especially autochthonous ethnic, cultural groups. Until the end of the Cold War, discontent could be hardly expressed or heard. However, for about two decades, ethnic, religious, and cultural identity claims have challenged nation-states in remarkable ways. All these demands have unavoidably related to the existing formation of citizenship, and the need to reconstruct it so to meet these diverse demands under new circumstances. Its repercussions have been more critical for the states in which the connection between nationhood and citizenship was stronger.

This chapter aims to analyze the construction of Turkish citizenship as a politico-legal institution and the discourse that links Turkish state and people in a specific way in the age of nation-states and within the context of contemporary challenges to its extant formation on various grounds. In doing this, it first gives a theoretical perspective about the relationship between nationalism and citizenship within the broader context of modernity in order to lay the ground for an analysis of the particular Turkish case. The second part focuses on the formation of citizenship in Turkey in the early republican period. In doing this, it deals with the nature and content of Turkish citizenship in relation to Turkish nationalism. Thus, while it sheds light on the tense relationship between political and cultural definitions of Turk, or state’s double discourse on Turkishness, the effects of citizenship policies on various ethnic, religious minorities are examined. The third part is centered upon current debates and political struggles that relate to the reconstruction of Turkish citizenship with the effects of internal and external dynamics within the context of systemic gripes caused by increasing demands from ethnic, religious, and linguistic identities inside, and globalization processes, particularly European integration, that require the institutionalization and internalization of liberal-democratic normative\institutional framework. Thus, it is expected to denote the crucial interconnection between a democratic re-formation of Turkish citizenship and consolidation of democracy in the country.


Modernity, nationalism, citizenship

Citizenship in the modern age cannot be comprehended separately from nationalism and nation-state since they have all become entwined notwithstanding that they are conceptually differentiated. Nationalism has not only enabled establishment, and thus far reproduction, of nation-state in highly varied contexts, it has also articulated the institution of citizenship with a universalist redefinition of this new type of state since the French Revolution. Therefore, in order to have a better understanding of the notion of citizenship and related policies, one needs to scrutinize the nature, content, and mechanisms of nationalism, and then focus on the formation of nationality both at cultural and politico-legal levels within the framework of nation-state.


Nationalism

Nationalism has been one of the ideologies that put its imprint on the modern age. However, it is still a puzzling phenomenon basically since particularity, ambiguity, and resilience are features of it. Even so, one can contend that nationalism as a multifaceted phenomenon consists of mainly three aspects: sentiment, ideology, and politics. Its psychological\emotional aspect is much more related to human condition: the need for belongingness, the meaning attributed by people to their culture, language, and territory. The peculiarity of nationalism is that it exploits the emotional investment of individuals in the elements of their culture. Although there is nothing inevitable about creating national identity out of perennial cultural diversity and fluid ethno-cultural traits, nationalism reifies culture and makes a political principle out of it. This is the point where the ideological characteristic of nationalism becomes conspicuous.

Nationalist ideology basically prioritizes the nation and legitimates political authority on the basis of the will of nation. Associated with a clearly demarcated territory, nation is mobilized for self-determination. So, the idea that ‘like should rule the like’ (Wimmer 2002: 58) constitutes the main political objective. To put it differently, nationalism refers to a political principle (‘nationality principle’) which seeks to achieve congruence between cultural and political units (Gellner 1983: 1). It denotes a new mode of boundary-making according to which the legitimate unit was to be one composed of persons of the same culture. Thus, it does not only define the limits of the unit but it assumes that the unit has an institutional leadership (the state), and its main concern is that foreigners should not rule it (selfgovernment) (Gellner 1997).

Nevertheless, despite all these naturalizing tendencies of nationalist ideology, nations are actually historical constructions. Like nation-states, nations are basically products of nationalism that emerged in the modern age through transformations in the nature of power, which led to the production and reception of nationalist politics. In this sense, nationalism is principally about politics and politics is about power (Breuilly 1993). Hence, in the struggle for power that is concentrated in the state in the modern age, there is no inevitability of the emergence of particular nations. Particular nations are the result of the defeat of alternative nationalisms (Billig 1995: 28). The establishment of the nation-state merely indicates political and/or military triumph of nationalist elites or just a specific part of them, but it does not mean that social and political integration is completed. In accordance with the ideal of congruence between political and cultural units, the process of nation-building which already started with nationalist political movement now sets about integrating and harmonizing socially, regionally, or even politically and institutionally divided sections of the people (Alter 1989: 21). Hence, nationalism as a form of identity politics by its nature politicizes cultural identity.1 And, since homogeneity of the nation is largely fictitious, it needs to create a common culture in order to tie the inhabitants together in a national fellowship. Therefore, national identity as a construction is above all a political identity whose construction is a part of the broader process of nation-building.

The mechanisms underlying nation-building are various, and the efforts needed for this purpose vary since each case is shaped by different historical trajectories and political circumstances, and culminated in the formation of nation-states. Historically, this notion of particularity subsequently affected both the way that nation-states were established, and the conceptualization of the nation they adopted in the institutionalization of the link between the state and people through citizenship. Nation-states, as consequences of successful political movements, rose in two stages. First, they appeared as the nationalization of absolutist states of Western Europe that were relatively more homogeneous. Then, the model of nation-state was globalized through the break-up of empires that were more heterogeneous. In other words, nation-states were established in two ways: either modern state was captured by the nationalist project, or they were built on its premises by ideological and institutional copying (Wimmer 2002: 65). Actually, before nationalist ideas reached empires that led to their break-up in Habsburg, Ottoman and Russian cases, nationalism had been ramified with the emergence of the Herderian interpretation of nationalism in Germany (Greenfeld 1992).

These two historical patterns have been generally expressed on the basis of civic/ethnic dichotomy which is used to define two different conceptions of the nation, and thus citizenship regimes. This conceptualization was first used as Western and Eastern nationalisms by Kohn according to whom, while the former sees nations as associations of territorial populations governed by a single set of laws and institutions, the latter considers nations as organic wholes (Kohn 1967). Civic model is generally referred to as a standard Western model. Indeed, civicness and ethnicness have for decades been used as opposites. Recently, one can observe a relative convergence around the idea that national identity includes both civic and ethnic elements. Given that the definition of what holds the nation together varies not only from country to country, but also over time (Wimmer 2002: 56), and national identity has a culturally substantiated political character, it would be more meaningful to assert that every national identity consists of both civic and ethnic characteristics. Indeed, experiences of nation-building show that elements of both models may (and do) exist at the same time in varying degrees and differing forms. That is to say, the nation is defined not in terms of rival models but collectively signifying a cultural and a political bond (Özdogan 2000).

Such a perspective does not totally ignore analytical usefulness of this distinction. It is apparent that the so-called civic type sees the nation as a political association based on consent and will; on the contrary, the ethnic model takes culture as its starting point, not the state.2 Nonetheless, since the difference between ethnic and civic variants has generally been overrated, it becomes difficult to see that the civic type has also an ethnic dimension. In this sense, although only the ethnic type is labeled as exclusive, the inclusiveness of the civic type has limits. This mainly results from the fact that national ‘us’ vis-à-vis ‘others’ is constructed by particular cultural values, symbols, language, and common history.

Thus, despite the significance of the different historical trajectories followed by each case, there is always a general principle regarding nation-building that it strives to institutionalize national boundaries drawn according to the nationally defined processes of inclusion and exclusion. In Wimmer’s words,

national boundary-making aims at surrounding different dimensions of human life-economy, polity and society-as expression of a single entity, and in this process different forms of closure (legal, political, military, and social) are organized along the same set of nationalist principles.

(Wimmer 2002: 57)


This new type of boundary-making is so extensive and comprehensive that the nation-state model represents a unique type in history thus far in which the state, nation, and society converge, and politics becomes nation-wide politics. Furthermore, within ‘the universal code of particularity’ (Billig 1995), nation-states reinforce each other, making the nationalist representation of the world more and more plausible, as if this were the natural way to think and speak about society, politics, law, and so forth. Hence, the nation has gained two meanings in nationalist ideology: nation as the people living within a state, and nation as the nation-state (Billig 1995). Consequently, national ‘us’ is formed within a two-tiered process consisting of the construction of the nation as a cultural collective and a polity so as to complement each other and serve the same goal in the boundary-making process between ‘us’ and ‘them’.


Nation as a cultural collectivite

The core nationalist assumption that nations are pre-existing cultural collectives contradicts with social reality, since claimed cultural homogeneity, belief in common past and future all need to be constructed and institutionalized as prevalent through a hard ideological and political struggle. Although historical evidence shows that most successful nationalisms presume some prior community of territory, language, or culture, objective elements per se do not lead to a distinct national identity. Nations come into existence as an amalgamation of objective and subjective elements through

cultural innovation, involving hard ideological labor, careful propaganda, and a creative imagination. (In other words), if politics is the ground upon which the category of the nation was first proposed, culture was the terrain where it was elaborated, and in this sense nationality is best conceived as a complex, uneven, and unpredictable process, forged from an interaction of cultural coalescence and specific political intervention, which cannot be reduced to static criteria of language, territory, ethnicity or culture.

(Eley and Suny 1996: 7–8)


Therefore, national identity construction is a multifaceted process resulting from a constant struggle between competing elites and aiming at obtaining the loyalty of the masses through a specific interpretation of so-called objective elements to yield a national consciousness. In this complex process of national identity construction, territory, language, and culture gain a moral meaning through manufacturing and manipulation of a particular view of the past. While ethnicity provides nationalism with an historical pedigree that it lacks (Hobsbawm 1992), nationalist construction converts the cultural traditions of everyday life into more specific claims. Historical, political, cultural, geographical, and socio-economic symbols or boundary-markers (heroes, habits, institutions, values, traditions, glories, and traumata) are used selectively for the present-day construction of the past (Calhoun 1993). Thus, ethno-history is of a crucial role in the making and maintenance of the ‘us’ and ‘them’ distinction by providing the nation with a primordial aura through which the claim of historical continuity, and certain rights specific to nations, are legitimated.


The nation as polity: Nationalization of citizenship

Besides its cultural dimension, nationality is constructed at a political level, which has much more immediate and concrete consequences. This dimension is directly related to the domain of nation-states where the state and the nation are linked to each other through the institution of citizenship. With the French Revolution, citizenship, which was the symbol of freedom since the ancient Greeks, became associated with nationality (Gross 1999: 91).3 The link established was so critical that to be a citizen of a state now meant belonging to its nation. Thus, equality derived from belonging to the same community which was culturally defined and complemented by membership to the political community.

The conflation of the state and nation in the modern (nationalist) interpretation of citizenship4 was a reflection of the nationalist ideal of achieving congruence between cultural and political units. In this sense, the institution of citizenship complements nationalist ideology. While the idea of nation as a cultural collective entails a great deal of cultural innovation, premises of citizenship are highly tangible. Through citizenship that enables institutional closure in legal, political, economic, and social domains (Wimmer 2002), national boundaries at an imaginary level become quite palpable. Thus, nationalism did not only imagine the nation as a horizontal comradeship (community), but also as a polity whose members are tied to each other through specific rights and duties. In this sense, we enjoy citizenship not as members of humanity, but rather as the members of particular nation-states. Therefore, modern citizenship is nationalized citizenship that includes a number of characteristics. First of all, it refers to membership of a political community. Second, this characteristically entails certain rights or privileges and an attendant set of duties and obligations such as social security, political representation through elections, taxation, military service, and so on.5 Third, citizenship is usually an ascribed status given us at birth. In this sense, it is an important component of individual identity (‘who I am’). (Pierson 2004).

On the grounds of these shared characteristics, one can mention at least two models of citizenship which directly relates to the conception of the nation. Therefore, historical trajectories of nationalist movements condition the conception of the nation on the civic-ethnic continuum, as a corollary, the conception of the nation shapes citizenship regimes to a great extent. Although citizenship models are conventionally analyzed in two models as civic and ethnic, the civic model also consists of two different interpretations. Therefore, we can argue that there are three models of citizenship. The first model is the French type (‘republican model’) that territorially defines citizenship. Rejecting ethno-cultural diversity, it is based on cultural homogeneity. Since it establishes an obligatory relationship between political authority and culture, it is culturally repressive and assimilationist. It is not exclusive but its criteria of inclusiveness may be problematic. The second type of civic model is the Anglo-Saxon type that is also based on territoriality. However, it differs from the French type, since it rests upon voluntary assimilation. It conceptualizes the nation as the unity of diversity rather than as a monolithic unity. As long as different ethnic groups are loyal to legal-political supra-identity, they are free to live their cultures (sub-identities) that are legally recognized. The ethnic model is different from the civic model in the sense that it defines the nation as a genealogical, organic entity, membership to which is not voluntary but by birth (Kurubaş 2008: 27–28).

Within this context, one can maintain that the model of citizenship in a country is connected to the prevailing characteristics of nationalism according to which both criteria for, and expectations from, membership change. In a general sense, modern citizenship has had two conflicting characteristics since its inception in the wake of the French Revolution. On the one hand, it is a reflection of a revolutionary idea, a democratizing force promoted by nationalist ideology. Despite being limited to nationally defined borders, its universalist interpretation has provided modern citizenship with a rights-based, egalitarian positive image. This implied both the democratization of the political sphere by allowing participation for each member of polity and an increasingly active role for the nation-state. Notwithstanding these positive connotations, citizenship has been actually exclusive in at least two senses. First, universalism and participation associated with citizenship have been highly ambivalent. Citizenship applies only to those who can generally be redeemed only by the particular state to which such citizenship applies. Second, citizenship has been formally or substantively exclusive. Formally, various categories of persons, such as immigrants and political refugees have been excluded from the status of citizen. On the other hand, citizens who had formally the same rights and duties have not been substantively equal to each other. Certain groups, even if they are fortunate enough to enjoy the status of citizen, on the basis of gender, ethnicity, religion, or sexual orientation have been often subject to systematic discrimination (Pierson 2004).

Equally important, citizenship policies and practices have served to complement nationalist ideologies in drawing and maintaining national boundaries. Citizenship has provided a politico-legal framework for nation-building policies oriented toward the congruence between cultural and political units. In conjunction with the prevalent conception of the nation produced and reproduced by nationalist ideology in a country, universal membership to political community has in many cases led to voluntary or forceful assimilation to the cultural unit. While the ethnic citizenship model from the very beginning closes its doors to ethnically external members, the French civic model rejects ethno-cultural diversity and demands assimilation into a politico-territorially defined French nation. Even the civic Anglo-Saxon model expects assimilation, though being voluntary in principle.

In this sense, modern citizenship that is associated with a nationality model has been exclusionary, particularistic, and/or assimilationist despite the fact that it claims to be inclusionary and universal. Citizenship, like nationalism, has also been an open-ended political practice connected to power relations. In this sense, cultural and political conceptions of nationality are contestable, subject to constant reconstruction through political struggle. Any challenges to the prevalent form of citizenship might turn into challenges to the existing form of national identity, especially in contexts where the link between ethno-cultural identity and citizenship is so strong.


The Turkish experience


Turkish nationalism

The Turkish experience constitutes a quite interesting case in order to shed light on ramifications of the close relationship between citizenship and nationalism within the broader context of modernity. Accordingly, any attempt to understand what makes up ‘Turkishness’, and its limits on both cultural and politico-legal grounds, requires an analysis of Turkish nationalism within the framework of Turkish modernization.

By taking modernization as almost synonymous with westernization, Turkish modernization, envisioned and led by the official ideology of Kemalism, with the foundation of the Turkish Republic in 1923, aimed at reaching the contemporary level of (Western) civilization. This meant that the making of modern Turkey was based on the creation of an independent nation-state, the promotion of industrialization, and the construction of a secular and modern national identity as an expression of ‘the will to (Western) civilization’ (Keyman 2005: 271). Thus, Turkish modernization emerged as a project that would be applied ‘from above’ by Kemalist elites to transform the Anatolian population into secular members of the emerging Turkish nation. In line with it, nationalism and secularism have constituted the core of Kemalist ideology, among its six fundamental principles symbolized by ‘six arrows’ (Zürcher 2004).

As one of the central tenets of Kemalism, Turkish nationalism6 was mainly shaped by two factors which to a great extent highlight the path followed by Turkish modernization, conceptualization of national identity, citizenship practices, and particularly the Turkish official view of Muslim or non-Muslim minorities since the inception of the republican era. Modern Turkey was founded after a deep crisis during which its very existence was endangered. The gradual demise of the Ottoman Empire, and the Sevres Treaty (1920) that formally dissolved the Empire by leading to the partition of Anatolian territory by European powers, brought about a nation-state tradition that has had strong survival and threat perception. However, this perception did not turn into anti-Westernism. By contrast, while the West was the ‘Other’ having had designs upon the Turkish homeland, it simultaneously represented the model that should be adopted to attain contemporary civilization.7 This ambivalent stance towards the West has been one the major factors that gives Turkish nationalism its color. On the one hand, the ultimate objective of Turkish modernization was the Kemalist will to civilize through the establishment of a nation-state. Hence, Kemalism has had a teleological character defined with the Turkish march towards the West. On the other hand, nationalism as a crucial component of Turkish modernization has consisted of anti-Western (or at least Euro-sceptic) elements,8 which have been conspicuous but eventually overshadowed by the ultimate objective of the Kemalist project. It is not surprising that this synthesis has given rise to a self-perception and a perception of the West full of contradictions and tension. Consequently, while these perceptions embodied a particular mindset shaping the way in which Turkish nationalism and Turkish national identity were molded, they also substantiated a specific structure of power relations dominated by the Kemalist elite.9

The nature and ultimate objective of Turkish modernization thus imply at least two facts about Turkish nationalism. As an historical fact, the state preceded the nation in the Turkish context (Kadıoğlu 1995: 92). Therefore, national identity did not appear as an outcome of long historical processes. Instead, it was forged by the state as a prerequisite of modernization. While Turkish nationalism, on the one hand, set about reinvigorating the ‘essence’ through ‘invention of the tradition’ attuned with the ‘general code of particularity’ of nationalist ideology, it was first and foremost employed as an “instrument for purposes of social control and mobilization towards modernization” (Keyman and İçduygu 2005: 12). As a second fact that is interrelated to the first one, Turkish nationalism has had a state-centric character. By underlying the importance of Heper’s statement that the Kemalist elite conceived the state as an active agent that shapes and reshapes the nation to the level of contemporary civilization, Keyman rightly maintains that “the Kemalist idea of the state was embedded in the question of how to activate the people toward the goal of civilization, that is, how to construct a national identity compatible with the will to civilization” (Keyman 2005: 275). Thus, state-centrism could not only be explained with the notion of survival and threat. The Kemalist attempt to forge a national identity was also attuned with the ‘from-above’ character of Turkish modernization.

Having an organic vision of society which was seen as essential for survival and modernization, Turkish nationalism saw the ‘duties and services’ to the state of different occupation groups, as the basis of the society (Kazancıgil and Özbudun 1981). More crucially, this view has underlain the official doctrine of the ‘indivisible unity of the state with its territory and its nation’ since the founding of the republic. According to this doctrine, there is only one people in Turkey, and it comprises the totality of the country’s citizens, who enjoy the same rights and have the same obligations (Kramer 2000: 40).10

Nonetheless, despite official rhetoric of civic nationalism, the state-centered Turkish nationalism has had a hybrid character, combining a French-style civic nationalism based on the principle of citizenship and territoriality with ethnic nationalism of the German type. (Kadıoğlu 1993; Bora 2003). While its civilizationist dimension suggested Turkish nationality was an expression of politico-territorially defined common will, its culturalist aspect has aimed to achieve a centralist, absolutist and monist national identity.11 This hybrid nationalist discourse underpinned formation and practices of citizenship in Turkey.


Republican understanding of citizenship

Within the framework of the aimed congruence between cultural and political units, the Turkish state’s attempt to create a homogenous national identity was not very different from what happened in many other European countries.12 Among others, Turkey was inspired especially by France in many ways. In accordance with the adopted understanding of national sovereignty in the form of supremacy of general will over particular identities and interests, the idea of ‘unity-over-diversity’ prevailed in the formation of nation. Nevertheless, Turkish experience developed from the above unlike the contractual French case. Strong state tradition and insufficient socio-economic development historically prevented flourishing of civil society, which implied that the invention of a Turkish nation would require much more toilsome and imaginative ideological efforts by republican elites. In the creation of a general will as an integrative force, Turkish republican elites sought to create a sense of public consciousness as the basis of common civic culture. Thus, nation-formation and citizenship formation went hand in hand in a way inspired by the assimilationist and territorial French model with quite significant particularities.

As the Turkish nation is imagined as a classless, coherent, corporate body without any privileges, Turkish citizenship was based on a non-individualized conception. Members of a Turkish nation were deemed to be organically tied to each other and were considered to be passive and obedient citizens. The masses were given civil and political rights, but the state saw citizenship primarily as an ideological device through which it attempted to transform society in line with its will to civilize (Keyman and İçduygu 2005). Primacy of state interests over individual ones reflected Gökalpian’s idea that ‘Turkish citizens had no right but duty’. Until the creation and consolidation of the general will, individual rights and freedoms could be dismissed. Citizens of the new-born Turkish Republic needed to be equipped with modern ideas, values and principles. When they internalized civic virtues, they would become mature enough to put into practice individual freedoms and a democratic republican regime would materialize. Hence, citizenship in Turkey has not been a liberal category safeguarding individual autonomy that is politically and culturally embodied through the language of rights. Consequently, the republican model of citizenship with the strong-state tradition, national development, and an organic vision of society established essential elements of from-above operation of Turkish modernization (Keyman and İçduygu 2005: 7).


The boundaries of Turkishness: Turkish nationality and citizenship

In search of its congruence, the Turkish nation-state faced up to the typical dilemma of nationalism: the fact of divergent ethno-cultural and political boundaries running counter to nationalist claims. Civic and ethnic models presented distinct ways to resolve this question.

In their efforts to achieve congruence between national and political units, republican ruling elites sought to transform traditional, cosmopolitan Ottoman society into a uniform, homogeneous Turkish nation. On its march to civilization, not only individuality, but also ethnic and religious diversity, at group level were marginalized or suppressed.

Turkish national identity was remarkably affected by the Ottoman millet (nation) system13 yet with a significant epistemological change. While nationality in the Ottoman millet system was determined by a person’s membership to a religious community, all Muslims of Anatolian territory were now accepted as members of the Turkish millet. Thus, while the millet gained a national character, Islam in the new secular regime turned into a nominal marker of Turkishness.14 In line with Gökalp’s conception of ‘one religion and one language’, all Muslims were accepted as Turks, regardless of their ethnicity and language. Ethnically non-Turkish Muslims were expected to assimilate into the Turkish nation through the Turkish language.

Nevertheless, non-Muslims were denied Turkish national identity, even if they did speak Turkish. They were seen as citizens outside the body of the Turkish nation. Ethno-religious definitions of nation excluded the non-Muslims from Turkishness and saw them fit only for Turkish citizenship. Republican ruling elites thought that the persistence of millet divisions and non-Muslim minorities were among the major causes of the fall of the Ottoman Empire. Non-Muslim minorities were considered to be unreliable and culturally “non-assimilable.” They could be citizens of the Turkish state, but not be members of the Turkish nation. Non-Muslim ethno-religious groups (the Greek Orthodox, Armenian-Gregorian, and Jewish communities) were recognized as ethnic minorities with the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne. The Treaty, that still underpins the minority regime in Turkey, granted minority status only to these non-Muslim groups by providing them with some special rights.15 Articles 37 to 45 of the Treaty specify basic principles for the protection of minorities. These mainly include the right to use their own language, run their own schools, and maintain their social and religious institutions (Oran 2004).

Hence, although Kemalism presented itself as a radical departure from the Ottoman system, one can easily view remarkable continuities also between the national identification promoted by republican Turkey and the Ottoman millet system. The Treaty of Lausanne projected a Turkish national identity for all Muslim citizens of Turkey. The civic dimension of the emerging sense of Turkish citizenship de-emphasized the ethnic background of heterogeneous Muslim communities in Anatolia. According to the official doctrine, there were no Muslim ethnic minorities; the state therefore pursued an active policy of assimilation based on a conceptualization of Turkishness as a part of a common national, linguistic, and territorial identity. Only non-Muslim ethnic groups were recognized as minority groups who only belonged to the category of Turkish citizenship.

In this regard, citizenship expressed less than Turkishness for the Turkish state (Yeğen 2004). Moreover, although the institution of Turkish citizenship implied politico-legal neutrality, the Turkish state in practice has discriminated between ‘national’ and ‘formal’ citizens in favor of the former (Soner 2005: 290). Nevertheless, both the discourses of nationalism and citizenship have expressed this differentiation in highly ambiguous ways from the beginning of the republican period. So, ‘dual practices of citizenship’ were based on the state’s double discourse. For instance, article 88 of the 1924 Constitution reads as follows: “the people of Turkey regardless of their religion and race would, in terms of citizenship, be called Turkish”. The picture becomes more blurred when one seeks to comprehend the real meaning of the motto uttered by Atatürk, founding father of Turkish Republic: “what happiness to the one who says I am a Turk”. This statement seemingly refers to civic model; but, considering the fact that Turkishness is not open to everyone, there are limitations to this ostensibly inclusive conceptualization. Yeğen (2004) convincingly argues that there has been a genetic undecidability between ethnic and political models. According to him, although Article 54 of the 1961 Constitution and Article 66 of the 1982 Constitution do not involve expression of ‘in terms of citizenship’, the undecidability about the notion of Turkishness did not completely disappear in these texts. In other words, dual practices of citizenship did not stem from a discord between theory and practice. An examination of the Turkish state’s citizenship policies within the light of immigration and resettlement policies do not only display the state’s discrimination between its citizens as full citizens and marginalized members, but also reveals its efforts for inclusionary forceful assimilation of non-Turkish Muslims elements into the Turkish nation, specifically the Kurds.


The politics of nationalism and citizenship policies

The genetic discord provided the Turkish state with a broader space for political maneuvering. Any cultural or political demands from religious and ethnic minority groups could be responded to by the establishment with the argument that the Turkish state is ethnically-blind and secular, and all Turkish citizens have the same rights and obligations. In reality, despite the equality on legal basis, Turkish citizenship policies have displayed discriminatory, unegalitarian dual and assimilative practices. Citizenship policies, as a complementary part of the politics of nationalism in the struggle for power, have been effectively used in the process of nation-building and sustaining status quo since then. While dual practices led to gradual marginalization of non-Muslims who were seen as non-assimilable, dual and assimilative practices toward non-Turkish and/or non-Sunni Muslims denied recognition, thus representation, of ethnic and cultural diversity in the public sphere.

In terms of the formation of citizenship in Turkey, the early republican years have a remarkable place. The seemingly civic conception of national identity in the 1920s was replaced by an ethnic definition of the Turkish nation with the rise of a more authoritarian, intolerant nationalism, ethnic definition of the Turkish nation in the 1930s. A number of factors, including the effects of expanding totalitarian ideologies in Europe on Turkey, and Kurdish reactions to centralization and homogenization by the modern state led to rise of Turkish nationalism. Systematic ethnicization of Turkish national identity was carried out through some significant developments at that time. The use of history in the Turkish ‘invention of tradition’ reached its limits. Turkish History Thesis (Türk Tarih Tezi) defined race, ethnicity, and long glorious history as constitutive elements of Turkishness; it claimed Turkish racial and historical continuity in Anatolia. Sun-Language Theory (Güneş-Dil Teorisi) put forward the thesis that all languages are descendants of a Central Asian primal language, and the only language remaining more or less the same as this primal language was Turkish. The claim of supremacy of Turkish triggered a systematic campaign for the purification of the Turkish language from Arabic and Persian words. ‘Turkification’ efforts were not limited to the intellectual sphere. The decade of ‘High Kemalism’ saw that the state put a number of specific policies into practice. The ‘Citizen Speak Turkish’ (Vatandaş Türkçe Konuşl) campaign that was started by the student union at the Darulfünun Law School in 1928, and sponsored by the Government, aimed at making Turkish the unique language spoken in public areas through the ban of speaking any language but Turkish. The Law on Last Names (Soyadı Kanunu, 1934, Law Nr 2741) did not oblige every Turkish citizen to take a last name but it also added that “names of foreign races and nations could not be adopted as last names” (in Çağaptay 2006: 61). Another policy at that time was the imposition of 1942 Capital Tax. The Capital Tax was levied on the wealthy Turkish citizens, with the stated aim of increasing funds for the country’s defense in case of an entry into WWII. In practice, it aimed at the Turkification of the economy by giving an end to the superiority of non-Muslims, such as Jews, Greeks, and Armenians, in the economy through generally imposing higher tariffs on them. Around 2,000 non-Muslims who failed to pay huge amount demanded in a month were arrested and sent to forced labor camps (Aktar 2002).

Dual practices and an assimilationist attitude of the state were probably best represented in the policies of immigration and resettlement. Within the context of the particular synthesis of civic and ethnic elements on the basis of an ethno-religious differentiation between Muslims and non-Muslims by following Ottoman tradition, Kemalist immigration policies have seen Islam as the key factor in admitting immigrants to the country. The 1923 population exchange agreement with Greece asserted “Greek subjects, who belonged to the Muslim faith, would be exchanged with Turkish subjects of the Greek-Orthodox faith” (Çağaptay 2006: 83). In 1936, an immigration treaty with Romania allowed immigration of ‘the Muslim Turkish population’, having denied demands from the Greek-Orthodox Gagauz Turks for immigration to Turkey.16

The resettlement laws also played an important role in the Turkification of Anatolian country in conjunction with immigration policies. In 1926, the Turkish Parliament promulgated the Resettlement Law (İskan Kanunu, Nr.885) in which Turkish culture – being from Muslim faith, the Turkish language, sharing common past and values of Ottoman-Turkish Muslims {} was accepted as criteria to be admitted as immigrants (Çağaptay 2006: 84–85). Speaking Turkish is considered to be an ability that could be gained in Turkey. Within the framework of these criteria, immigrants who mainly were from the Balkans and Caucasus were settled in a planned way so that they could be Turkified. The Law Nr.885 was followed by another law for resettlement in 1934 (Nr. 2510). It primarily targeted relocation of an insurgent Kurdish population in Southeastern and Eastern Anatolia.

Consequently, the resettlement and immigration policies were designed and implemented to mold all Muslim elements into a homogeneous Turkish nation. In the interwar era, Kemalism saw both Turkishness and Turkish citizenship as privileges. In its naturalization policies, the Turkish state blended ius soli and ius sanguinis. It granted citizenship not only to ethnic Turks, but also to Ottoman Muslims who immigrated to the country. Ankara also naturalized converted East-Central European Christians and Jews, Hellenic Greeks, and both Christian and Jewish White Russians. Even if these cases seem to display that ethnicity was unimportant, the Government considered citizenship as a category exclusive to the former Muslim millet. Except for the Christians who were recognized as ethnic minorities of Turkey, Christian ex-Ottomans, particularly Armenians, were unlikely to get Turkish citizenship (Çağaptay 2006: 80–81).


Non-Muslim minorities


The Christian Communities

The Kemalists saw the Christians as a separate ethno-religious community, as citizens outside the body of the Turkish nation. Mainly composed of separate ethno-religious minority groups of Greeks and Armenians,17 Christian minorities faced negative attitude by Turkish nationalism due to mainly recent violent conflicts with Christian minorities, ethnic cleansing of the Ottoman Muslims by the Christian powers, and collaboration of proselytizing Catholic and Protestant Churches with local people against the Sublime Porte (Çağaptay 2006: 137). With the Lausanne Treaty, Turkey recognized ethno-religious communities of Greeks and Armenians in Turkey as minorities and guaranteed to protect their rights.

In the early years of the Republic, the largest minority group in Turkey was the Greek Orthodox community. A population of 100,000 Greeks was excluded from population exchange in reciprocity with the exclusion of the Turkish community of Western Thrace. They were settled in Istanbul and the islands of Gökçeada (Imvros) and Bozcaada (Tenedos). Their number is today estimated to comprise up to a few thousand (Oran, 2004). This drastic decrease in their number can be explained through a number of significant policies and incidents. First of all, the 1942 Capital Tax that aimed at giving an end to economic superiority of non-Muslims communities in Turkish economy did not only cost the Greeks a great of deal of loss in their wealth, but also their alienation from the Turkish political community, which instigated their migration to Greece in large numbers. The Greek community of Turkey was also negatively affected by the Greco-Turkish confrontation over Cyprus. In response to persecution of Turks in Cyprus, on September 6–7 1955, a mob that was probably encouraged by the Government destroyed much of the Greek businesses, churches, schools, cemeteries, and other historical monuments. In 1971, the Government closed the Halki (Heybeliada) Department of Advanced Religious Studies which prepared appointees for office within the church (Poulton, 1997: 274). By poisoning political relations between Turkish and Greek states, the Cyprus conflict deteriorated Greeks’ situation in Turkey.

The other main Christian minority in Turkey is the Armenian community. They suffered heavy losses in the mass murders during WWI. According to the census of 1960, there were 52,756 Armenian-speaking citizens in Turkey, most of whom lived in Istanbul. Today, they number around 30,000. They also suffered Capital Tax, in the riots of September 6–7, 1955. The Government’s distrust of the Armenian community increased with ASALA’s violent attacks on Turkish diplomats and recently with the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute between Armenia and Azerbaijan.


The Jews

Turkish nationalism was ambivalent toward the Jews in the early republican period. Jews constitute a non-Muslim minority, like Christians. However, they have had better relations with the state, so they have not been treated with the same official distrust as the Christian communities. They have never developed a separatist nationalist movement. Furthermore, they rejected calls for collaboration by Greek and Armenian Patriarchs against Turks. On the contrary, they have had a primary national identification with the Turkish majority while retaining their Jewish identity, even a sense of distant identification with Spain. In 1927, there were 81,872 Jews in Turkey; today their number is around 20,000 (Çağaptay 2006: 140).

Albeit being non-Muslim, the Turkish Government in the early years of the Republic considered Jews as an assimilable group. Citizen Speak Turkish did not only aim at assimilation of non-Turkish speaking Muslim groups but also the Jews. Nevertheless, even if they could speak the Turkish language, the legacy of the millet system put them not outside but on the margins of the Turkish nation.

Growing security concerns on Balkan borders on the eve of the impending war, increasingly ethnicized Turkish nationalism and led the Ankara Government to the Turkification of Thrace. The 1934 Thracian incidents, including the attacking and pillaging of Jewish homes and businesses, threatened many Jews in Thracian provinces causing many (around 10,000) to flee to Istanbul.18 Turkey, in the same years, also witnessed Jewish immigration from European countries, escaping totalitarian regimes. In other words, the Thrace incidents were not inspired by anti-Semitism or racism, rather nationalism and security concerns led to the incidents. Ankara expected that Jews would assimilate into Turkishness by adopting the Turkish language, and taking over Turkish names. Then, this perspective was given up in a short period of time.


Muslim minorities

According the official doctrine, there are no minorities but Greek, Armenian, and Jewish communities that are recognized and protected as minority groups. Nevertheless, the Muslim groups that are differentiated from the Sunni-Turkish majority in terms of ethnic and sectarian divisions are analyzed as minorities since they at least sociologically constitute minority groups.19


The Kurds

The immediate active opposition to the Republican project that set about creating a centralized, secular and homogeneous Turkish nation-state came from religious conservatives and ethnic Kurds. Resistance to centralization and nation-building was stronger in the Kurdish provinces for several reasons. First, they were the only sizeable non-Turkish group in Turkey with an estimated population of 12–15 million (18–23 per cent of the population) (Günter 2006). Second, in Eastern and Southeastern Turkey they formed a large and adjacent Kurdish area, neighboring with majorly Kurdish populated zones of Iraq, Iran, and Syria. Finally, they had traditionally a semi-autonomous politico-economic structure with little exposure to taxation and regular conscription during Ottoman times. This structure was also facilitated by the harsh geographical features of the region that naturally isolated it from the rest of the country (Van Bruinessen 2000). Consequently, the new republic witnessed a long series of Kurdish ethno-religious rebellions between 1923 and 1938. These rebellions fed the cumulative image of the Kurdish people in the eye of the state as “socially, tribally, religiously fanatic, economically backward and most important, a threat to the national integrity of the Turkish state” (Yavuz and Günter 2001: 34). Thus, they enhanced Kemalist perspectives that Kurdish ethnicity was an impediment “to both objectives of homogenizing national territory and the Turkish nation’s civilizing mission” (Moustakis and Chaudhuri 2005).20

After crushing the Kurdish-led Shayk Said Rebellion in 1925, the Turkish state put in place a comprehensive policy of assimilation with the goal of Turkification (Van Bruinessen 2000; Kirişci and Winrow 1997). Therefore, the existence of Kurdish ethnicity was simply denied. Besides typical means of national integration, such as nation-wide standardized (national) education and military service, the state developed specific policies aimed at forced assimilation, such as ‘Citizen, speak Turkish’ campaigns and the Resettlement Law of 1934. While the Kurds deemed as ‘Mountain Turks’ who forgot their Turkish origins, civilizing mission of the state was repeatedly confirmed. While the term “Turk” was gradually ethnicized in the constitutions of 1961 and 1982 (Yavuz and Günter 2001: 34), any attempt to express Kurdish identity was harshly expressed by state authorities especially after the 1980 military intervention. Until democratization reforms in the early years of the 2000s, denial and suppression of Kurdish identity had been the established state policy (Oran 2004).

Albeit gradually being ethnicized, the official definition of Turkish national identity has so far kept its hybrid character. Race never became a criterion in terms of policies of assimilation (Yavuz and Günter, 2001: 34). Ethnicized Turkish national identity both invited and forced all ethnic groups to assimilate into Turkish culture and language.21 In this sense, official discourse has never refused to accept Kurds as Turkish citizens. But this acceptance was accompanied by the voluntary or involuntary inclusion of Kurds into the community of Turks, so the problem of Kurds in Turkey has not been exclusion (Kymlicka 1999: 134–35).22

Within this perspective, the Turkish state has never seen the Kurdish question as a real problem. It viewed it as “a matter of reactionary politics, tribal resistance or regional backwardness and foreign conspiracy but never as an ethno-political question” (Hirschler 2001: 148). Thus, the Turkish state saw any calls for recognition of Kurdish identity and cultural rights as separatist, terrorist acts, which should be suppressed severely. Consequently, insistence on repression not only fuelled a more militant and separatist Kurdish nationalist movement led by the PKK (Kurdish Workers’ Party) but contributed to the maturing of the Kurdish national identity in the course of resistance to this policy as well.


The Alevis

Due to the nature of the link between religion and the state, Turkish citizenship has been a form of ‘anomalous amalgamation’ since its inception (Koçan and Öncü 2004). While a secular Turkish state chose to exclude religion from politics, it also endorsed a particular religious identity primarily as a means of fostering cultural and social solidarity among its citizens. In need of a societal glue among citizens, Turkish secular nationalism resorted to the establishment of state control over religion, and hence a bureaucratization of Turkish Islam from above. The Directorate of Religious Affairs and Directorate of Pious Foundations were founded by the state to represent a ‘true’ version of Sunni Islam. Hence, the state overtly adopted the Sunni Islamic identity at the expense of exclusion of non-Sunni members of the political community, such as the large Alevi population (estimated to comprise up to 20 per cent of the total population) (Poulton 1997). They were required to suppress their cultural identity and pretend to be Sunnis if they wanted to be treated as equal members of the Turkish nation in the public sphere. That is to say, the state interwove a particular form of cultural existence with political citizenship in a uniform way (Koçan and Öncü 2004: 472).

An ethno-religious definition of the Turkish nation excluded non-Muslims from the sphere of Turkishness. Although their rights, secured with the Treaty of Lausanne, were gradually limited and frequently violated, these groups could at least publicly express their cultural identities thanks to their minority status. Alevis as Muslims were both nationals and citizens but with certain specifications. Turkish-speaking Alevis were expected to accept not to express publicly their cultural identity, their exclusion from Directorate of Religious Affairs. As well as these requirements, Kurdish-speaking Alevis were also expected to suppress their ethnic identities.23

Despite the fact that this particular secularist transformation from above was exclusionary to them, Alevis have been the most receptive group. In spite of obvious discrepancies between theory and practice, they have seen the new republic as a key progress over their subordination to Islamic political domination during Ottoman times (Ocak 2002). Hence, they kept their loyalty to the state and chose not to question the status quo in depth until recent decades.


Current challenges: The re-forming of Turkish citizenship

To recapitulate, nationalism in Turkey has assumed a significant role in the modernization of the country. In the absence of civil society, Turkish nationalism emerged as an instrument to provide social unity and transform society rather than to connect an already existing civil society and the state as happened in Western European countries. Supported by the deep-rooted survival and threat perceptions, Turkey’s state-centric nationalism sought to create a monolithic, organic society out of a culturally highly heterogeneous population. The notion of ‘unity-over-diversity’ has been reflected in the formation of citizenship which went hand in hand with the nation-building process. The Turkish state has made use of a double discourse that reflected a particular synthesis of French and German models by perpetuating the Ottoman millet system. This understanding declared legal equality of all citizens without any discrimination due to their ethnic, religious, and cultural identity. In practice, ethno-religiously defined Turkish national identity has aimed at getting rid of non-Muslim minorities that were seen as non-assimilable.24 Hence it first discriminated between Muslim and non-Muslim citizens. Then, non-Turkish Muslims were invited to assimilate into Turkish culture and language. In other words, it sought for Turkification of the Kurds and other Muslim minorities. In line with this conception of national identity, citizenship policies were used as political devices for marginalization or assimilation of various elements living within the borders of the Turkish nation-state.

Nevertheless, the end of Cold War, the European integration process, internationalization of minority issues for security and humanitarian concerns, strengthening civil society, and the rise of identity politics in Turkey, among other factors, have exposed the Turkish nation-state to a still ongoing painful transformation process since the early 1990s. The ‘crisis of Turkish modernity’ has become obvious in many areas of its social structure. While the triumph of free market economy has gradually eroded the state’s existence in economy, strengthening civil society contradicted with the ‘from-above’/‘state-centric’ modernization. This enhanced the voices in favor of ‘individual-first’ rather than ‘state-first ideology’. Limited but still effective political/legal globalization embodied in the increasing effectiveness of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), European Court of Human Rights, Turkey’s EU bid, and its efforts to meet Copenhagen criteria compelled the Turkish state to review its long-standing citizenship regime and policies that latently or patently contradict international democratic norms. More crucially, with the rise of identity politics, Turkey has witnessed fragmentation of the Turkish-Muslim nation that was imagined as an organic, monolithic entity. Religious, sectarian and ethno-linguistic diversity in Turkish society has become visible; Muslim ethnic groups, especially the Kurds, the Alevis, Islamist sections of an imagined Turkish nation began to demand official recognition and legal-political accommodation (Soner 2005: 302). These have been accompanied by the demands of officially recognized non-Muslim minorities that claim the state redress their up-to-now systematically violated rights.

As a part of this broader process of transformation of the Turkish state, these increased socio-political demands for re-formation of Turkish citizenship have not only interlocked with the heated debates on the nature and content of Turkish national identity; it also denotes an ongoing complicated political struggle that undermines the republican Kemalist status quo.

Ongoing questioning of the established notions of Turkish national identity and the boundaries of Turkish citizenship necessarily hinges upon the essential question of “Who are we?”. There is no deffinite, fixed answer to such a question, since nationalism is a form of politics, thus national identity is a contestable identity. In other words, “who we are?”, “how will define ‘our’ identity?” are subject to an endless political struggle. Even though nations are claimed to be homogeneous entities, they are constructed as cultural and political collectives with the use of different and ever-changing combinations of ethnic and civic elements. Besides the ‘politicalness’ of nationalism, its ideological aspect explains how we become, and stay, national. Nationalist ideology, always at the service of nationalist politics, is of vital importance for the construction and daily reproduction of national identity. Thus, since the forging of national identity is a product of political struggle, it is subject to constant redefinition brought about by changing power relations in national and international contexts. Extant dominant definitions of national identity can always be challenged, which may result in repression, negotiation, or violent conflict.

Current debates around a pluralistically inclusive, democratic political system above all challenge the Kemalist status quo that is based on state-centric nationalism and majoritarian democracy. A number of internal and external dynamics, particularly the AKP-led Europeanization process, since 2002, prompted a democratization process in Turkey, by displaying the vital link between citizenship, national identity, and political participation. Actually, ongoing debate is not particular to Turkey; it also refers to a globally-discussed highly contentious issue in the face of increasing transnational population movements, spreading of liberal principles through political globalization, but at the same time the rise of xenophobia and ultra-nationalism. Hence, debates on Turkish citizenship are related to the general questions about reconciliation of common citizenship identity with more particularistic group identities, democratization of the state, equal treatment to its all citizens by the state.

Within this context, modern citizenship that expresses membership to the nation-state has been criticized since it fails to accommodate increasing identity demands from black people, women, immigrants, ethnic groups and religious groups (Kadıoğlu 2005: 105). Among many arguments, two of them seem to be salient. On the one side, the post-nationalist argument maintains that parallel to the erosion of the nation, state new modalities of citizenship have become possible (Yeğen 2004: 51–53). Since national modern citizenship is considered to be an obstacle before a plural, inclusive democracy, it is proposed to cut off the link between citizenship and nationhood (Kadıoğlu 2005). The second argument hinges upon the model of constitutional citizenship. This is the one that is generally put forward as a solution against the problematic nature of the existing notions of national identity and exclusive/assimilationist citizenship understanding in Turkey. Rather than ignoring still powerful nation-states, this perspective is concentrated on enhancing civic dimensions of national identity so as to accommodate ethno-cultural and socio-cultural diversity, which is a sine qua non for a democratic political system. This model does not see minorities and diversities as a threat to national integrity and security, thus it decouples security concerns and discriminatory/authoritarian notions and practices. Moreover, it is aware of the fact that prioritization of identity in itself has its own disadvantages given that identity politics is essentially not for everybody but only for the members of a specific group (Hobsbawm 1996: 44). Hence, claiming that citizenship has five dimensions: civil, political, social, cultural, and economic rights, it stresses egalitarianism as well as satisfaction of identity claims (Kaya 2008).

Hence, constitutional citizenship can be viewed as a sound response to the demands for re-formation of Turkish citizenship as to be reshaped toward a system of substantive equality. Naturally, there is a crucial interconnection between a democratic re-formation of Turkish citizenship and the consolidation of democracy in the country, and a realization of such a model of citizenship is a matter of political struggle that revolves around the debates about a new constitution. Hinging on a series of such fundamental issues as national identity, sub-national and religious identities, gender issues, and secularism, debates regarding citizenship are thus related to deep-seated socio-political and cultural problems of the country.

Nevertheless, there are remarkable difficulties before the democratization of the political system and citizenship regime with a more civic type of Turkish nationalism.
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