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Introductior

The three-year period, which began in 2007 with the controversies preceding the eice-
tion of Turkey’s eleventh president Abdullah Giil, was eritical for Turkish democracy.
During these years, some examples of the tensions and intrignes m Turkish politics
have included massive pro-secular and anti-govermment rallies; an onime mititary
ultimatum to the democratically elected government rooted in (former) Istamist par-
tics; a case heard at the Constititional Couwtl to outlaw the governing party for
“anti-sectilasism’; fierce bafiles in the domestic and international media in which the
adversaries have presented themselves as the defonders of democracy or of secularism,
calls by the prime minister to boycott the country’s largest, mainly pro-scenlar media
group; and arrosts of former military officers, along with pro-scoular mtellectuals, on
various charges inchiding conspiracy o topple the government,

These social and political crises and frictions represent an apparcnt paradox
because, in many ways, Turkish democracy has made significant advances during
the tast decade. During the late 1990s reformist Turkish Islamists were transformed
into a ‘conservative-democratic’ force represented by the ruling Justice and
Development Party (JDP, AKX P). This cnabled the AK P to gain the support of major
segments of the secular intelligentsia in the name of democratic refornms and 18U
membership.? Political stability, coconomic growth, and legal-inslitulional reforms
since 2001 have combined to expand considerably the autonomy of civilian pohiti-
cal actors from the military-dominated guardian state that Ias stifled democrafization,
in the name of democracy, since 1960 (Heper and Keyman 1998; Cizre 2004;
Ozbudun, 2007). For example, the AK P govermment publicly denounced the online
military ultimatam in 2007, and former military officers have been prosecuted by
civilian courts for conspiracy against the government, both of these being a first
in the country’s history. The legal-institutional teforms have strengthencd the
ground for military accoumtability as well as a more transparent and accountable
government. They have also incicased the de facto pluralisin of the socio-cconoimic
and political space, if not exactly the normative acceptance of it by the actors
themselves. Accession tatks with the EU slarted in 2005,

Yet these steps of democratization seem to have divided the social and political
actors, rather than unite (hem behind more reforms that would farther strenpthen
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democratic institutions and secure the rule of faw. In particular, the level of pottical
polanization between the self-appoinled proteclors of secularism on the one hand,
and the self-appointed defenders of democracy on the other hand — within the reahus
of politics, bureaucracy, and civi} society -~ seems to have intensificd, not dimin-
ished. The pro-seenlar actors turned suspicious of the reforins led by the government,
while the government lost its reformist zeal and seemed (o resort to ‘Hliberal’ means
in order to pacify the opposition and consolidatc its power. Fuarthennore, the dis-
cursive clashes between the rautually distrastiog pro-scewlarand religious-conservative
actors have often taken the form ol a seeming clash between secularism and democ-
racy as compeling values. These developments have undemuned the growth and,
worse, the stability of plwralistic democracy.

Rather than being seen as a paradox, this increasced level of polarization in
Turkish politics may aclually be viewed as an expected ovicome of the fact that
democratic development is not necessarity lincar (Carothers 2002). Democratization
decreases the level of cortainty about the futare precisely because democracics
produce ‘uncertain outcomes’ (Przewerski 1988). By inereasing the possibility that
opponcnts may come to power and have the power 0 make changes m laws and
policies, the process of democratization may thus increase the sense of msecurity
for many and thus inducc polatization. Indeed, the coming to power of the AKP
and the subsequent reforms were products of democratization and increased the
aulonomy of the civilian political actors and the opporhinities available to civilian
political actors to transform the state and society.

However, identifying enhanced polanization as a possible product of democratiza-
tion docs nol imply {hat scholars do not nced to examine the particular causal
mechatisms that drive the sense of uncertainty in each case. On the contrary, this is
the enly way that scholars can produce concrele policy suggeslions as to how actors
caal bridge these divisions so that the democratization process may continue.

A vaniety of domestic and international, political and socio-economic causal
mechanisms drive the relimous/secular polarization in Turkey today. In parlicular,
the weakness of civiltan-political checks and balances in the system nceds more theo-
rization, in addition to the long-standing deficil of Turkish democracy vis-a-vis
rlitary interveniion in politics (Somer 20071). A full exammation of these mecha-
nisms is beyond the scope of this chapter, however, Rather, the foeus will be on
cxammitg how clashing extreme narratives mform many religions-conservative and
pro-scenlar actors” percetved interests, incrcasc their pereeption of zero-sum niferests,
and, ultimately, undermine their democratic cooperation.® These narvatives concern
insues such as secularism and democracy, the legacy of Turkish modernization, and
the country’s identily in the world. This chapter will also discuss whether or not there
may be any room for the reconciliation of these narratives n the future.f

The curreat religioas—secular divide

A relimous/secular divide, or division belween secular and [slamic visions of rnod-
ermization, has marked Turkish politics and socicty since at least the 1920s and
19305 when modem Turkey was established through a series of secularizing and
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Westernizing cultural and institutional reformis (Mardin 1973, 2003; Berkes 1598;
Karpat 2000; Tunaya, 2007). During this period, liberals, Islamic-conscrvative and
Islamist actors opposed radical transformations, such as the abolition of the
caliphate and religious law.

Two differences distinguish the current rift from the earher ones. First, the levels
of legal-polilical and economic development and external support (insofar as the
EU intepration process continues) are sipnificantly higher than before, Second, the
cuatent developments are taking place wnder the governmenl of a political party
founded by former Islamists, The latter used to be viewed as an anli-systemic,
anti-democratic political force but went through a discursive and ideological trans-
formation m the late 19905, The current process is also ocenrying in an environment
where Islamic-conservative actors in povernment, polilics, economics, and the rest
of civil socicty have gained newly enhanced setf-confidence and seli-assertion. In
fact, this may be called Turkey’'s “new Muslim pluralism’ (Sonicr and Tol 2009).
Conversely, pro-secular actors are less sure of their dominance, not only iu &
political and socio-cconomic scnse, but also in tenms of the dominance of the
pro-sceular ‘mastor narratives’ as the dominant narratives in state and society.® The
resits of these changes are highly visible jn Turkish politics, as a brief account of
some of the principie events over the last couple of years will illustrate.

In April 2007, the mling AKP nominated its nuimber two figure, the then Foreign
Affairs Minister Abdullah Giil for president. The decision faced strong opposition
from pro-secular state and non-stale actors, partly because of Gill’s catlicr carcer
in Islamist political parties and partly becanse his wife wore the Islamic headscarf
that the pro-sceutlar actors view as a symbol of epposition to scenfarism.® An online
nltimatum [rom the miliary followed, and hundreds of thousands atlended a serics
of ‘repubhican’ mass ratlies “to wphold seculanism (laikfik).” The govermment called
for an carly clection which it won in a landslide victory and duly clected Gild presi-
dent.” In a conciliatory speech following his elecloral victory, Prime Minister
Hrdogan pledged that his govermment would embrace ali Turkish ciizzens, secular
or relrious. :

Soon aficrwards, however, the party amended the constitution (with the sapport
of two other parties) so as to liff the restrictions on the Islamic headscarf in vniversi-
ties. The nmain opposition party, the Republican People’s Party (RPP or CITF), took
recourse to the Constifitional Conrt, where the amendrment was annabied for being
ih violation of the principle of secularism, as enshrined in the constitution. The
chiel public prosecutor charged the party with being ‘a cender of anli-secular activi-
ties’ and called for its abolition. In July 2008, the Constitutional Court decided not
to ban the party - by a margin of one vote — but issued a warniog and financial
penally becanse some of the parly members® achvities and sfalements were viewed
as being in comravention of the sceunlarism prisciple.

Along with the uniclated problems in Turkey’s U relations, this political polariza-
tion conlributed to the siowdown of the lepal-political reforms. Akhough 1l had
supported numerous coustitutional reforms during the past decade, the CHP now
declined to hack the AKP’s already waning efforis* The 2008 report of the EU
Parhiamen! noted a third year of weakened vefonms, following a period of mmjor
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reforns that had improved Twrkey’s freedom rating from nine in 2000 to six in
20052

‘The antagonisms between the political partics ran aongside polarizalion among
the infeltigenisia. Fierce ‘media battles’ oocurred belween the supporters of the
government and its skeptics, suspicious of what they saw as a hidden Islamist
agenda. Prime Minisier Erdogan called on his supporters to boyeott the pro-secitlar
Dogan media group soon after its newspapers published controversial reports link-
ing the government to a Turkish-Isfamic charily organization convicted of
emberzlement in Germany. Soon thereafier, the Ministry of Finance charged the
Dogan group with fax frand and issued a penalty of over US$ SO0 million.'®

Thesc battles divided the public support for crucial initiatives foward democra-
lization, as revealed by the so-called ‘Ergenckon’ investigation and cascs against
the unlawful clements within the state apparatus, in particular the seenrity forces.
Pro-secutar political and civil socicty actors such as the CHP and pro-secular busi-
ness and labor associations had supported similar initiatives against Turkey’s
so-called ‘deep state’ in 1996-7.% This time, however, they arc divided as some
feared that the government might use thesc initiatives to pacily the pro-secular
opposition. The Ergenckon investigations were by some regarded as revenge on
the part of the government for the atfempt to ban the AKP, or, as a deliberate
attetpt to weaken the pro-secular anny and other pro-secular actors as part of a
tong-term strategy to wrest the statc away from its founding principles.?

A sure sipn that domocratization is the victim of the religious/secular confronta-
tion 18 the deterforalion in the level of media frecdom . According to one rights
walchdog, the number of *journalists, writers, politicians and children’ prosecuted
{or thought-related ‘orfmes’ doubled from 254 in 2007 to 435 in 2008." Akthough
many of these prosecutions ended with acquittals, they severely Himited a free
environment for thought and cxpression. The Turkish publisher of Richard
Dawkins® The God Delusion was among those prosecnted, alongside a novelist
charged with insulting religious feelings. !9 While the government did not neces-
sarily initiate thesc cascs — many were opened by radical religious or nalionalist
groups — 1t did nof denounce them exther, or take concrete steps to protect ficedom
of thought,

When {he popular science magazine of the governmental Foundalion for
Scientific and Technological Research cancelled an issuc on Darwin commemorat-
ing the bicenienary of his birth, it was scen by many pro-secular actors as just
another example of creeping Islamizalion.'” In tum, religious-conservalive actors
have launched public debates on he issucs of scicnee, religion, and creationism,
charging ‘positivist secularism’ with hostility against religion. They have also
condemaed a widely publicized qualitative study documenting secular individuals’
cxpenences of religious-conservative pressurces.”® The study was critical of reli-
gious communities’ growing clout in society and politics {Toprak ef of. 2008).
While the AKP government truculenily disniisses the existence of sy ‘Istamyization,”
the perception is shared by major segiments of society. A reported 32,6 percent of
the people questioned in 2 survey believed there to have been an increase in the
number of people desiving a Shari’a-based religious state and social systemn in the
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last ton to filteen years (Carkogiu and Toprak 2006).” Equally, it should be noted,
many pro-secular actors fend to dismiss any rescarch that documents relious
individuals’ experiences of exclusion in arcas such as education, government, and
the corporate world (Ozdalga 2003; Bayramogin 2006). This tendency to dismiss
information that discredits one’s own version of social-political reality, prevalent
among both types of actors, can be seen as both canse and product of social-political
polarization.

Values and Turkish democratization

The cument {roubles of Turkish democracy have important aspects that revolve
around struggles between secular and religious efites for material intevests such as
power, status, and wealth. A newly emergent religious-conservative ‘counter-elite’
has for some time now been challenging the power of the pro-secular elites within
the state, business, and the intclligentsia (leper 1997, (3dic 1997a). However, the
division cammot be reduced to a simple struggle for power or wealth. A thorough
examination of the public discussions taking place shows clearly that il has a major
ideological dimension ® The religious/secular divide is shnullancously a ¢leavage
of competing narvatives which reflect partly conflicting vahucs and belicfs mregard
{o questions such as religion’s role in statc and socicty, social pluralism and worm-
en’s rights, the nature and desirability of an ideal model of modernization, and the
couniry’s identity in the world.

T'he nommative cenflicts generated by the oppositional namatives held by xeli-
gious and culfural pro-secular actors trn distributional and other conflicts info
zero-sum divisions difficult 1o mediate for democratic instilutions. They convert
material conflicts into conflicts (hat look like conflicls of identity. Hven a nation-
wide coonomic crisis may be scen by some cliles as an opportunity to displace their
rival elites.2! The conflicls thus wdermine the emergence of social and pohitical
consensus over reforms that would further sirengthen democracy. Thus, the qualily
and strenpthening of democracy may require some degree of reconciliation belwecn
gonflicting narratives, and not just the reselution of distributional conflicts and
cooperation bused on material interests.

Current research and political analyses capture insufficiently the complexity
of fhe division. Part of the roscarch focuses on the social and idcological transforma-
tion of Islamic movements in Turkey snd success{uily ilushates their changing and
modemnizing nalure. This body of work, however, tends to view all indigenous move-
ments ‘verpacularizing modemity’ as nccessarily or inevitably contributing to
democracy (Gole 1997b; Yavuz 2003; Ozdalga, 2006).” Journalistic accounts are
algo inclined to treat cconomic modermization as equivalent to democratization, and
tend to reduce the politics of religious-secular divide to a class struggle over
disteibution.”

Yet, far {tom reflecting prirsarily class-bascd distributional intcrests, Isiamist
political patties have, it has been argued, brought together cross-class coalitions
comprising groups normatly cxpected to have conflicting distribufional interests
(Onig 1997). 1t is true that pro-scoular sensitivities are positively correlated with
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wealth, nrban backeround, and educalion, while religtosity is negatively so {Carkogln
and Toprak 2006; Carkofiu and Kalayciofilu 2007). However, unless the class and
secular-religions cleavages are cumulative, 1.c. the seculai-religious cleavage more
or less overlaps with sacio-seonomic splits along the lines of rich/poor, wrban/mwal,
or well-cducated/poorly educated, then one cannol be reduced to the other, Nor can
onc overlook the fact that (he contending parhies do, in fact, argue mostly about
vahues rather than abont moncy and status. To offer an anslogy, most ethuic conllicls,
the Insh conflict for example, have a significant social class dimension, but this does
not imply that we can ignore ethnic identily m explaining them,

The contingen! nature of adaptation to poliiical and economic oppottunities would
gradually and automatically give risc to democratization thvough a concomilant
ideclogical ovolution, In fact, whilc these opportunitics provide an important polen-
tal for democratization, elite divisions and ideological conflicts can nevertheless
hinder democratic consohdation.

In {urn, studies that probicmatize democratic consolidation and ehie divisions
focus on the cieavage between Turkey’s strong state clitc on the onc hand, and the
political clite and social-political movements on the other (Heper and Keyman 1998;
Ozbudun 2000). In the 2000s, this categorization is less adequale. The religious/
seculay divide cuts across the other divisions, Former Islamists and rehgious con-
servatives have now, for example, become part of the state and politicat elite (and
wealthy, urban, and highly educaled). There is a need for new categarizations
(Somer 2007b; Onis 2009).

Pro-secular and religions narratives

Through a comprehensive examination of the pro-secular and religious media con-
tents and the political actors’ rhetoric over the years, as well as interviews with
social and pohtical actors, one can discarn that exfrome versions of lwo oppost-
tional narratives underlic the political fissures. While a systematic conceptualization
of these narratives is not possible here, a brief discussion may be helpful, Three
components of these narralives will be considered hrere with & view to mbomm the
discussion shead: secularism and democracy, the legacy of sceular Turkish mod-
emization, and, to a {esser exfenl, lhe issue of the country’s identity in
the world.

The first, pro-sceuniar narrative can be called the republican narrative which,
until recentiy, conld claim {o be the ‘masler narraiive,” at least on behaif of the
state and {he mainstream ehiles. With respect to the tree components above, 1t can
be summanzed as follows: (1a) Seeularism is ncecssary for democracy and mod-
ermzation; {1b) Istam-inspived idcologies such as Islamism are ap impediment to
modernization and democracy; (2) Turkey's secular modermization made denoce-
racy possible through political, econowic, and social-culturat developiment, and
(3) Turkey’s pro-western and pro-1iLJ orientation is incompatible with its growing
political and socio-economic Hnkages lo Mushim countnes in general amd to Meddic
Hastern covninies i particular. These ave viewed as mutnally exclusive goals which
cannot be sustained simmlitancousty o the long run
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With respect to (2) above, religious actors have long ¢laimed that Turkish scondar
madernization did not in [act transiate into socio-cconomic development, cspe-
cially in the ‘periphery,’ Le. outside the major urban centers such as Istanbul and
Ankara and especialiy in rural arcas. A second claim has morc cmotive power
because it pertains fo people’s private idontities. Religious actors have maintained
that secnlar modemization has alienated Turks from their history and tradition, and
icd to an ethical deficit, or a defictt of values, in poople’s private and soeial lives.
This issue was recently raised also by Serif Mardin when he scemed toreler to a
normative and aesthetic deficit in the republican ideclogy, maintaining thal the
‘republican teachings’ entailed insufficicnt offorts to produce new coflective values
about ‘the good and the beautiful,” which weakened ‘the republic’s leacher and
school “vis-&-vis” the imam and the mosque.’® Prime Minister Grdofian seemed
{0 agree when he argued that ‘we adopted the West’s immoralities in conflict with
owr owil values, rather than ils science.”¥

With respect to (3) above, religious actors have maintained that Tutkey should
embrace its Oitoman past moie and its potential roles in the Muslim world, espe-
cially with its Middle Eastern ‘near abroad.” Economically, this is argued to be of
benefit to Turkey's development by aliracting capital {fom the Gull region {as an
altcrnative to western finance). Politically, religious actors have emphasized the
leadership roles that Turkey can play by drawing on its relatively developed
economy and government, Otfoman legacy, cultural links with the Muslim world,
and strategic peography.

With respect to { 1a) and {1b), religious actors have long criticized Tuskish secu-
farism for being ‘anti-religious’ and ‘anti-democratic.” In the 1980s and 1990s,
liberal Turkish intellectials, mainly of secular onentation, endorsed secularism’s
importance for democracy but critiqued the authoritarian or undemocratic aspects
of Furkish secularism. Such aspects include, for example, government involvement
in relgious affairs, which hinders the government’s impartality vis-3-vig different
religions and different interpretations of kslam, the understanding of seculatism as
a lifestyle, and restrictions on the Islamic headscarf and religious cducation at
private schools (HrdoBan 1990}, This critique was also adopled by Islamist
and Islamic-conservative actors who added that religions versions of “mulliple
modernitics’ were possible.

One also obscrves, however, that the rejection of authoritarian secularism and the
defense of “democratic secularism’ is often taken a stape further. It 1s transformed into
ail argument confradictory of {1a), thut ‘secolarism is unnccessary for democracy.™
in the religicus-conscrvative media, the overwhelming majoridy of the discussions
with a contenl related to scenfarism are focused on the problems caused by Turkish
secularism. In the contenl of religfous newspapers analyzed, the argument that ‘lhere
can be democracy without secularism’ was supported 14 times in the context of a
discussion on liberal democracy, and 50 times in the context of a discussion of secatbar-
ism. Secularisnt in general was discussed 29(¢ times, with negative terms such as
profibitionist {yasaker), despot (zorba), ideological laicism, meddicsome {miidahal-
ect), and enemy of istam (Zslam diismant). There also was strong suppurt [or the idea
that “religion should be more mfluential 1n social affairs’ (Somer 2009}




Islamic-Conservative and Pro-Seciar Actors 35
‘Pwin tolerations, secnlarism, and democratization

Stepan (2000, 2005) obscrves that, first, many states with secular, or pro-secular,
regimes ave not democracies, and, second, advanced democracics have a varjety
of different institufional arrangements to organize the relations belween stale and
refigion {i.e. these unangements do not fil a simple and narrow definition of secu-
larism in the sense of a strict separation of state and religion, In faet, a strict
sepatalion of state and religion, as in the casc of the US, is exceptional among
democracics, and (he more developed democracies in fact have more “state involve-
ment i refigion’ (Fox and Sandicr 2005; Fox 2008). Stepan thus concludes that,
first, sceularism is not nceessary for dentocracy, and, second, what cnables democ-
tacy is not the scparation of state and rcligion but the emergence of a “twin
tolerabions’ belween political institutions on the one hand, and religious authorilies
on the other.

Stepan delines twin tolerations in terms of three freedoms, namely, (i) the free-
dom of elected governmenis from any ‘constitationally privileged’ influence that
religious institutions may have on them, (if) complele freedom of worship, and
(iif} the freedom of the pious to express their values in both civil society and politics
tnless they impinge on other people’s liberties. Ilence, he maintaing that democ-
ratization requires simullaneous adjustment from both the slafe and religious actors.
They should learn {o share the public domain through constant ‘construction mnd
reconstruction’ of the boundarics belween the state and religion.

Twill mot concern myself here with the question of whether or not Stepan is right
in his claim that democracy and scoularism are unrefaled principles. Suffice to say
thal cross-country svidence shows that a sizict separation of state and religion is
unnceessary for demoeracy per se, for the transition, say, fram a military to an
clected system of political leadership. But the same evidence also suggests that a
broad notion of secularism may well be a necessary ingredient for a country to take
lhe next step and develop inlo an advanced, pluralistic democracy. Almost all
counirics considered to be consolidated democracies seem also fo be secular in a
broad sense, i.e. in terms of a high degree of practical statc autenomy from rcligion,
coupled with freedorm of religion and conscicnee in gencral. There is also strong
crogs-country evidence pointmyg to a strong correfation between soclv-tconomic
development, coupled with cgalitarian democraiic institutions, and the spread of
pro-sceular valnes such as individual freedoms and antonomy (Norris and Inglehart
2005). Thus, some notion of secularism supported by twin lolerations may be a
necessary corollary of successful democratic development (Somer 2007a). Tndeed,
the three conditions that characterize Stepan’s twin tolerations may be interpreted
as pointing to such a democratic notion of sceularism.??

The value of Stepan’s model for the argument here is that he seems to proposc
a mechanisin, the cmergence of twin lolerations, through which the relations
between state and religion can be configured in a way that is compatible with
pluralistic demnocracy. Accordingly, successlil democratizalion may not neccssar-
ity depend on what cxactly the state—religion relationship is - - although, as argued,
some broad notion of secularism seems to be necessary — bul, rather, on how the
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state-religion rolationship s determined, i.c, on whether or not 1t is established
democratically, through the promotion of twin tolerations.

From this perspeciive, the key question for the success of Tarkey’s continned
democratization s whether or nof it can produce the emergence of twin tolerations
between state and religion on the one hand, and belween the pro-secular and
religious-conscrvative social-political actors on the othier hand. As I will consider
farther, Turkey’s laicist model of secularism involves the state’s control of relipton
through heavy regulation, and suppord, of religious institutions and activitics. Both
Itberal and relinous-conservative actors m Turkey demand that this model in soci-
ety be reformed to reduce the state’s involvement in rehgious affairs. This is
necessary to ialke Farkish laiclsm compatible with a more pluralistic democracy
in which religious aclors enjoy more freedoms, the state is more neutral vis-a-vis
different religions and religious mierpretations, and the state’s role is shified from
cortrolling public religion to ensuring that veligious Hberties do not immpinge upon
other libertics such ag scoular freedorms of expression (as nnplied by Stepan’s third
freedom). In light of the discussion here, it can be argued that the success of such
reforms would nof sunply depend on the exlen! to which they reduce the state’™s
involvement i religion, on quite what the future role of the state in religion would
be. Rather, the koy question is Aow the reforms arce to be put it place, through which
social and political processes are the state-religion relationship and religion’s
proper publc role n sociely (o be defermined.

The gist of Stepan’s avpument seems to be that secular and democratic instinations
should emerge through processes of cooperation, contestation, and compromise
between refigious and secular actors, rather than through anthoritarian power-yielding
in the name of ngwd definilions of seculansm or of hegemony-sceking notions of
religious-conscrvative identify or morality. Applying this notion to the Turkash case,
the republican and religious-conservative narratives hecome cimcial becanse they
shape the actors’ perceptions of interes! and, thus, the possibility of cooperation and
COmPIoImnise.

During the couwrse of the present decade, many Hberal, pro-secular mtellectoals,
writers, and academics have ‘cooperated’ with religious-conscrvative actors to pro-
mnole a more democralic version of seculansm, i.e. one that is more amenable to the
emergence of twin tolerations. Appreciating the justice in many religious-conservaiive
claims, they have supported a relaxation of the restrictions on religious cxpressions.
Arguably, this has been a positive development from the point of view of twin
tolerations.

ITowever, such cooperation 1s much tess conceivable if], for example, reliptous-
conscrvative actors argue that sccularism is not necessary for democracy. Floating
the idea of democracy without secularism would raise the prospect of “islamic
democracy’, in the sense of a clerical democracy such as has been developed,
however mmperfectly, m Iran, or in the sensc of an ‘iihiberal’ democracy i which
religions-conservative groups cmploy social and political pressures to homogenize
society, and the state [ails to protect mdividual and minority freedoms. This would
tfhreaten the fundamental interests of pro-sccular actors, such as the freedom of
{sccular) thought and expression, Sunilarty, religious actors would not cooperate
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for a ngid version of sccularism that disrepards their demands for more visibility
. and fiecdoms in public,

Turkish modernization revisited

Could the narratives informing the pro-sccular and religious actors be reconciled
s0 that cooperation between ihe two becomes more likely, or are these narratives
just too different for this? What arc the prospects of social and political actors with
ait interest in dewmocratization producing more positive-sum versions of their nar-
© ratives, versions that have more polential to produce twin tolerations? While the
answer to this question depends on mumcrous faciors oulside the scope here, some
limited projections can be made. With respect to the clashing claims of the {wo
narratives regarding secularism (1a and 1b), the discussion above suggested that
narrahives thaf acknowledge the importance of seewlarism for democracy but eovi-
sion less state-dominant and more democratic versions of secularism may be one
vy to reconcile the two and encourage cooperation between religious-conservative
and hberal pro-secular actors — they have helped in the past. Thus, the focus in the
rest of this section will be on (2), and, to a lesser extent, on (3).

Turkish modernization and refigion

The more exizeme claims of the religions-conservative and the republican narca-
tives, that Turkey’s secular modemization was anti-religious and that alf islamic
world views are inherently opposed to modernization and seenlarization, are hard
to reconcile, However, a dispassionate reading of the hislorical record docs not
corroborate either of these extreme claims - which suggests that there may be room
for the emergence of more “balanced’ namratives.

Republican Tuikish scenlarism resulted from a modernization project that was
at the same time both an extension of and a radical break with Ottoman moderniza-
lion (Shaw 1977, Ahmad 1993; Bozdogan and Kasaba 1997; Mardin, 2005).
Religion had been a crucial clement in shaping the organization of the Ottoman
state and the multi-confessional Otioman society. However, Turkish Fslamism
emerged as & possible recipe (o reverse the empire’s long decline by employing an
Isiam-inspired version of modernization (paraticl to the cimergence of Lslamism in
places ke Tndia), as an alternative to the ideologies that were also emergent at that
time, such as constitutional monarchism, Turkish nationalism, and, to a lesser
extent, liberal cosmopolilanism (Karpat 2000; Ilanioghe 2008). T the lale nine-
tcenlh cenfury, Sultan Abdiilhamid II also upheld Islamism as a means to
depersonalize state authority and to enhance the state’s legitimacy and jmage
among Mushms worldwide. This occwrred especially after Otfomanism Failed to
become popular among the empire’s Christian peoples and became mainly associ-
ated with Musiim Ottomans,

But the Otioman statc was nol a theoecracy, and Iskamists did not pursue a theoe-
tucy either. The state was in control of religton as much as religion was in control
of the state, Tispecially, from the early nincteenth century on, the Ottomans made
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major eflurls to become a modoem and sceularizing Buropean state. They tried to
mwodernize the anny and took steps o esfablish a constituhonal regime alongside the
sultanatec which combined religious and lemporal authorify in the personage of
the sultan. They formed sccular schools alongside religious schools, and codified
the Shari’a as a way to modernize the tradibional-religious legal system. Many
religions-legal scholats — wlama — did not opposc the adoplion of either soctal-
technological innovations, fike the printing press, or legal mnovations, such as
aspocts of Huropean law selected with a view (o supporting commercial modetpiza-
tion (Kuran 2004). The republican reforms, to a considerable extent, built on these
Otloman atlempts al modernization, continuing many Oltoman institutions such as
the Minstry of Religious Foundations.

The republican reforins resulted from the belief prevalent mmong some reformist
alites that Ottoman modernization was partial and therefore incffeetive, and were
designed to surpass il and fo avert the return of the Otioman system. Under the
leadership of Kemal Atatink, republican reforms duwring the 19205 and 1930s con-
stileted & complete overhaul of the traditional religious institutions such as the
1slamic schools, orders, and foundations (vagfs). Many were substituted by secular
allemnatives {e.g. Lhe secular schools and legal system). Others were replaced by
supposedly pro-secular yel religions institutions that were strictly regulated by state
ageneics, which thus led to a fusion of secular statc and religion. An examplc is
the colossal Directorate of Religious Affairs, which, among other things, pays the
salaries of all the imams and oversees al} the mosques in the country.™

Clearly, these reforms were aimed at controliing relipion, especially the kind of
Tslam that has a claim to organize public Life. Buf, apart from the imore radical periods
during the 1920s and §930s, it is hard to inferpret the [aic system that emerged as
‘anti-religions’ in the sense of being cormparable to the anli-religious secular models
in countries like China. True, (ke constitution prohibits any potitical actor from trying
to jnstitute religions principles as a basis of the state’s workings; * the legal principle
of gender equality and the restrictions on Istamic headscarves in schools and govern-
ment offices violate mainstream Islamic teachings (Kalayciofilu 2005);* and
governinent business hours do not allow relipious civil scrvants to obscive some of
thefr religious ritnals such as praying five times a day.

Against this, however, many laws and state institithions actively support religion.
The constitution lasks the stale with supervising (and providg) religions and
moral cducation, to which end the Directorate of Religious Affairs, the state man-
ages, and partdy finances, the 79,000 mosques in the coundry (compared with
42,000 primary and secondary schools); uniike their French counterparls, Turkish
politicians freely flaunt their rehglous convictions and relattonships for voter sup-
port; and many Torkish governments, in particular the 1980-3 military regime,
have actively promoted religions (Sunni Muslim) feelings ostensibly to promote
the national identity and wty.

Thus, neither republican narratives portraying the Olloman heritage as a subver-
sive herilage stesmming from a theocratic anciont regime, nor religious narratives
that portray the republican reforms as anti-religious, fit well with the realily of what
actually happened.
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Similarly, historical record corroborales neither the exireme religious-conservalive
claim that seenlar political and economic development completely excluded
Islamic-conservative actors, nor the extreme republican claim that pro-Islamic
aCtors are necessarily against democracy and modernization,

The carly republican reforms were authorilarian reforms that built on an authori-
tarian state [egacy. That it was possible for them to be implemented relatively
peacciully was primanly due fo AtaRirk’s charismatic leadership and the strong
popular legitimacy that the Kemalists enjoved after their leadership in the national
War of 1 iberation {1919-22}. The liberal wing of the Kemalists, the Islamists, and
the traditional-religious elites never fully consented to these reforms, but their
opposition was largely passive, or successfully oppressed by the Kemalists {Akmad
1993; Kiigitkcan 2003; Ziircher 2005). However, the long-lem vision of Kemal
Atatiirk and prominent republican leaders such as Ismet Infinit clearly included
democracy (Heper 1998). There were, for cxample, short-lived experiments in
establishing opposition partics during the 1920s and 1930s. Most importantly,
while watch{ul of the cxternal world the RPP single-party regime voluntarily intro-
duced the multiparty system im 1946 and allowed a peacefitl transition to opposition
rale in 1950 (O'Donnell ef al. 1986; Heper 1998), Thereafter, the opposition to
sccufarist reforms translated into support for center-right {e.g. the Democrat Party
tn the 1950s and the Motherland Parly in the 1980s) and religious-nationalist par-
ties (c.g. the Nationalist Aclion Parly since the 1970s), and, after the 1960s, mio
support for the new Islamist partics.

The resulling political system produced mixed meentives for Islam-inspired
political actors. On the one hand, It was shaped by the security concems of the
pro-secular state elile vis-d-vis autonomons {i.c. fice of state oversight) religious
aclors in general and Islamists in particular. The Turkish consiilution oullaws the
nnxing of ‘sacred religious Feelinps with state affairs and politics” and the employ-
ment of any rights and hbertics with the purpose of dismantling ‘the democratic
and sceufar republic.™ Aceardingly, eiphi political parties have been barmed with
the charge of anti-secularism since 1946, Perhaps more importanthy than legal
restrictions, the Torkish military, burcaucracy, and pro-sceular civil society reigned
in Islamist parties whenever they were perceived 1o cross the line. The last example
of this was the bitter experience of Febraary 28, 1997, the ‘postmodermn coup,” when
a fierce pro-seculur public campaign instigated by the military compelled the
Islamist Welfare Party to resign and a political wilch-hunt of alleged Islamists and
hberal *conspirators’ in the govemment, business, and media followed.

Umn the other hand, comparatively speaking, the ‘Turkish political system has
atlowed ample participation by lslamic aclors. Being aclive within cenler-right
parties and via political clienlelism, they were able to pain represcntation as well
as benefits, such as a steady increasc in the veligious fimam-hatip schools {(Bozan
2007). Moreover, the political systemn permiiied significant participation for
Islamist political parties, through whal may be called ‘counditional but promising
patlicipation’ (Somer and Tol 2009). Participation was conditional becausc the
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parties were faced with sanctions (by the judiciary and military) whenever they
crossed pro-secular boundaries, but i was also promiging in that they couid par-
ticipate in democratic politics, frecly contest clections, and come to power in local
or national governments.

Hengc, the five Islamist parties founded after 1971 participated in democratic
politics for an average of about s1x and a half years before closure. Two of them
ruted the country in coalition governments, and they gained considerable experi-
ence in local governments especially during the 1990s. Islamist parties thercfore
had major incentives to adapt fo secular democracy in order fo nfluence the systein
(hrough campaigning in frecly contested elections and by coming to power, and fo
distibaie social and cconomic benefits to their constiluencies while in power. This
becomes manifes! quite clearty when these incentives are contrasted with those in
many other Muslini countries such as Egypt and Algeria, where Islamists are cither
not fully permitied to contest elections or clse are not permitted to rule if they
wiit them,

TTowever, a cracial polnt from the point of view of twin tolerations is that the
opening of the system to refigious demands did not occur through inclusive
public-polifical deliberation, ne gotiation, and compromise, There werc no political
pacts that brought sbout these changes through open negotiations or through clec-
toral contests based on clearly expressed political platforms. Rather, the changes
occured mainly through the adminisirative decisions of conservative governnents,
despite pro-secudar opposition, implicit compromises between Islamist and
pro-sccular partics within coalition governments, ot as a product of clientelistic
yelations with religious constituencies. As mentioned, some of the changes wore
merely authorized by the 1980-3 mililary government influenced by
Islamic-conservative intcllectuals who envisioned a synthesis of rligion and
nationalism (Tirk-fslam sentezt). '

THence, neither pro-secular nor religious aclors percetved these developments as
positive-sum compromises. Secular constituencics perccived them as losses
incurred through political deceit or coxruption, while religious aclors perceived
them as gains that they wrested from unwilling pro-seculat aclors. In other words,
the openting of the system to religions degiands was mainly understood as prescrip-
tive (determined by opponents and forced on actors) rather than elective (chosen
freely as a posttive move in the right direction). I hardly gecwrred in 8 way that
could give rse to twin folerations.

O the social-economic front, Turkish state-fed development sivategles displayed
a focus on urban-based capital aconmulation at the neglect of agriculture and the
conservative counfryside. Nevertheless, the system did allow for social mobility,
and religious actors amply participated in economic devclopment {especially, but
not exclusively, during center-right governments). Most of ‘Turkey’s biggest busi-
ness tycoons, such as the Kog and Sabaneci family corporations, which now
symbotize big business based m Istanbul, originated from Anatolian (then mercly
towns) such as Ankara and Adana. This process gained momenhan during ihe
1980s when the country was opened up 1o the rest of the world through political
amd economic liberalization. Religious actors in relatively conservative Analolian
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provinces like Konya and Kayserf became active and salicnt in such areas as
export-oricnted businesses, bisiness and labor associations, banks, charity organi-
zations, and the media (Mehmel 1990; Onis and Tiirem 2001; Bugra 2002; Yavuz
2003; Yavoy and Esposito 2003; European Stabihity Imtative 2005).

As a result of these political and economic opportunitics, Islamic social and
political actors have long been diversifying and adapting to both market economics
and multiparty democracy (Onis [997; Yavuz 2003). Islamic entreproncurs ben-
cfitcd from the legal opportunifics provided by the transifion from a mainty
islamic-bascd legal system to a Western-bascd system In such aveas as inhenlance,
comiracts, and corporations (Kuran 2004, 2008).% Islamists also benefited from
thesc social and economic opportumities. Thus, confradicling the highly critical
accounis ol secular modeimization developed by some religious narralives, Tarkish
Islamists arc also beneficiaries and products of secular modernization. Their educa-
tiom, political socializalion and culture, consumerism, fechnology, and visions often
altest to this. To guote an msiphtful observation at the beginning of the 1990s:

In the end, it was secular schooling and social progress that opened the “eyes
and minds’ of the Turks and slowly but surely contributed to a new and more
confident sense of Twrkish national identity, strong enough to take a critical
fook at Kemalism itself, to weigh the relative boncfits of westemizalion, and
to attempt a synthesis with its Ottoman-Islamic past. {Mehmet 19903

The [ast and most impressive product of this process has been the AKT, founded
in 2001 by reformist Islarnists who broke away from the Islamist Virtue Party. The
AKF has a drastically more liberal-democratic and pro-West discourse and practice
than iis predecessors. The party has sceured major kcgat-political reloims that have
made Turkey a more pluralistic and democratic country according to most accounts.
Thus, the record does not suppor! the exireme republican claim that Islamic actors
arc pecessarily subversive of modern demaocracy and cconointe development.

it 1s true that the AKP is a socially conservative party rooted in an Istamist ideol-
ogy i many ways. Some of #s polices m areas such as pubhc recruitiment and the
indirect elfects of ifts imape as an [slamic party have increased the presence, visibil-
ity, and influence of Islamic and pro-Islamic actors in government and sociely,
feeding religious—secular polarizaiion {Carkofilu and Toprak 2006; Somer 20074).
However, the flaws of the Twkish political party system and the weaknesses of
the pro-sceular and ‘effective and constructive’ opposition partics, i particukar a
European-style social democralic parly, are probably as much to blame for the
AKP’'s iberal-democratic deficits as the Islanist roots of the parly itself (Sayan
and Esiner 2002; Rubin and Heper 2002; Carkogin and Kalayciogiu 2007, Sommer
2007s; Onis 2009). Indeed, uader a more effective future political party system in
which pro-secular and religrous-conservative parfies chieck and balance cach
other on a platform of ElJ-led reforms, the AXP may well adopt further liberal-
democratic policies in ovder to mainiain its constitiency. Lacking effeclive
oppasition, the AKT's hegemonic and ‘moralist” fendencies are gaining strongth
{Somer 2007a).
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Zero-sam parratives are a major part of the polarization apparent in Turkish
socicty and polilical e foday. In fact, the difficuliies of the political partics and
other social-political actors in generating now narratives that proimotc scenlarism,
democracy, religious and non-religions freedoms, and development generally in
more democratic and inclusive ways can be seen as a major weakness ol these
actors,

In licy of conclusions

This chapter has anatyzed the current froubles of Turkey’s democtalizution at the
paolitical and discursive levels and arpued (hat the consolidation of a pluralistic
democracy requires the emeryence of mutual toleration and trust between retigions
and pro-secular social and political actors. This, in turn, requires normative adjust-
ments of the dominand narratives of both {ypes of aclors, in addition to strong
institutional and pohiical checks and balances. Research should do more in the ares
of theorizing and docwnenting how such toleration and trust can emorge in a
majority-Muslim socicty where secularism was a formative ideal of the slale instita-
tions and Islam is a main component of the majorily sociely’s identity and cullure.

During the religous/ secular polarization of 2007-8, the supporters and eritics
of the government troublingly declared themscives the self-appointed defenders
of, respectively, democracy and secularism, dismissing the legitimacy of each
othier’s grievances. This gave rise {o a misconceived trade-oft betweeon sccularism
and democracy and transformed the division into a zero-sum conflict,

The supporters of the government, critical of Turkish laicism’s excesses, pre-
senfed any restrictions on religions aclors as an infringement of religious libertics,
while the critics, skeptical of the Islumicists’ intent and ability to truly endorse
democracy, presented bureauicratic and authoritarian forces, the military and judici-
ary especially, as the ultimate checks agaimst the prowmg influence of religious
actors. The supporters of the govennent tended to claim that any quahns regarding
scenlarism were simply disguised attempts by the pro-secular elife to cling to
power. They tended to charge the pro-secular actors with leying to undermine the
government and with excluding reliptous actors and symbols from the public
sphere, Any evidence of problems related to religious-conservative exclusionism
in areas such as povermment recruitment and procurement, or religious pressures
on pro-secular individuals, was readily dismissed as "biased.” In turn, many critics
of the govermment all oo readily dismissed any refigious-conscrvative grievances
as jnsiruments of *creeping Islamization,’ even if these grievances were expressed
as deficits of democratic freedoms.

The reconeitiation of these opposing views and perceptions poscs a major chal-
lenge, at & critical juncture, to the consolidation of pluratistic democracy in Turkey.
Pro-seculsr actors may recognize that in a conlext of liberal democracy supported
by effective checks and balances, religions actors can contribute to political and
cennonc development by expressing and promoting their own versions of moderni-
zalion. They may also acknowledge that vnder adequate institutional settings,
religions actors can embrace modemity and secunlar democracy, and may have
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legatimate sievances regarding religious freedoms and regarding social and political
equalily with secular actors.

Rehgions-conservative actors, equally, may recognize that 'T'urkey’s secular
madernizaiion has scrved therm also, that they arc products and beneficiares of the
¢ountry’s modernization as nwich as arc the secular actors. They may also acknowl-
edge that pro-secular actors are not necessarily against religion and tradition, and
may have legilimate concorns reganding anti-secular politics and religious pressures
ont freedom of thought and secular lifestyles.

Twin lolerations may require recognition on the part of both types of actors that
their mutual inferests nrpht best be scrved by secular democratic institutions which
are secured by shared principles of pluralism, and by a political system where
conscnsus-seeking pro-secular and relipious-conscrvative actors check and balance
each other,

Notes

1 The main idcas in this chapicr wore presented in a lecture at Ghent University,
November 6, 2008. The author wishes to thank (he Intemnational Development Research
Centre (IDRC), Montreal, Canada, for funding; and Hande Ozhabes for excellent
research assistance,

2 This support has dimimshed in recent years when the goverimment seered to take an
‘Hliberal® turn,

3 Note that (he argument hore docs not claiim that democratization neccssarily requires a
‘substantive compromise” betwocn aclors’ goals and vatues. Any reconeiliation of the
religious-conscrvative and pro-secalar narratives would he a mechanism theouph which
irusl could inerease among actors and actors could more easily cnoperate to achieve
‘instiutional compromises.’ Stated differcnily, reconciliation of clashing narratives
may help actors to make ‘eredible commitments’ to cach other vis-f-vis institutional
reforms. Sce Kalyvas (2003} and Mecham (2004) for the importance of credible
COmmitments.

4 Throughout the chapter, the argument will deaw on obscrvativns made during research

since the spring of 2006, which entailed the systernatic conteni analysis of four

‘religious-conservative’ (Zaman, Yeni Safak, Mill Gazete, and Vakit) and two

pro-secular (Milkiyet and Cumburiyet) newspapers — covering about 42,000 relcvani

articles in about 5000 issues between 1996 and 2004 — togsther with interviews with
newspaper editors and writers. The content analysis examined the coverage with respect
to 13 categones including democzacy, social and political pluralism, nationatism, and
the external world. For more information, see Somer (2009} and Somer and Liaras

(fortheoming, 2010}, and Yenal Bilgici, ‘Bencil Demokvasi® (Selfish Democracy),

MNewsweek Tiirkive, 23, June 14, 2009,

For & concepiiatization of ‘master narrative,” sce Mipdal (1997).

Amaottg others, "i'wkey’s Forcign Minister Craf, in Presidential Tid, Pledpes to Adhere

to Secular Principles,” The International Herald Tribune, Monday, August 13, 2007,

7 Parliament’s votc for Giil’s election before the call of early elections was taken to the

Constiational Couit by the man opposition party and aonuiled on a technicality,
& Another sticking point is the issuc of Kurdish vights and the defination of Turkishnoss
m the consiitulion.
¥ Adopted from Freedom House, Washington, DC.
10 Tilin Daloghs, The Washington Times, March 4, 2009; Scleuk Gokaluk, Reuters,
Vebruary 19, 2009; Andrew Higpings, ‘The Wall Strect Joumal, February 23, 2009,
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Pranie} Steinvortl, Der Spiegel, Fanusry 26, 2009; Sarah Rainsford, BB News, October
23, 2008.

Stephen Kinzer, ‘In Turkey, New Accusations of Links Between Police, Politicians and
Criminals,” the Mew York Times, December 31, 10960,

Among others, Sarah Rainsford, BRC News, Outober 23, 2008,

Freadom 1louse reported that ‘reform efforts toward ephanced frecdom of expression
stalled in 2007° - - quantified as a slip from 48 in 2003 to 51 in 2008 {on ascale of © 104,
with  opfirmum).

BIANET, ‘Medya Ozetirfigi ve Bagmsye Gavcteeilik fzleme ve Haber Ag (Media
Freedom and Free Press Observation and News Network),” 2008 Report on Media
OChservations. :

The Daughters of Allah by Nedim Giirsel. Sec Intornational Freedom of Hxpression
Hxchange, IPA-IFLX — Geneva-Tozonis, March 9, 2009,

Abbati, Allison (2009} ‘Tarkish scientists claim Darwin censosship,” Natore, published
anling 10 March 2009 <hitp:/fwww nature.comnews 20050503 1/ fll/news, 2609.150.
html> {accessed on {0 March 2009)

See ‘Study: Secnlar Furks Face Discritnination, Pressure,’ International Herald Tuibune,
February 26, 2009; Binnaz Toprak, ‘Bleytirl sintrlarim app kampanyaya ¢evivdiler’
{They went beyond crificism and launched a campaign) Milliyet, January 20, 2008
Ekrem Dumsnlt, ‘Medya Ayak Uyduiunca’ (When the media goes along) Zaman,
Septernber 9, 2008; Aysc Béhfieler, “Tiirkiye'de Farklt Olmak’ (Being different in
Turkey) Yenigafuk, Deeamber 20, 2008; Fatih Vural, ‘Bimnaz Toprak’a tepkd gsterdi:
insanlan kaliba sokamazsiniz” (She [Elif Safak] criticized Binnaz Toprak: “You capnot
caieporize people!t Zaman, Febhruary 19, 2009,

Figures indicate that the acinal aumber of people desiring Shar'{s decreased during that
period, All figurcs were for 2006. Sec also Tarhan Hrdem, ‘Soranamez Andyy mt? HE:
our proble the {military] memo?}, Radikal, fune 15, 2009

See above note 3.

Murat Yalniz and Motin Under, *Paranin Ding,” (Money’s Religion) Newsweek Turkiye,
January 21, 2008.

Also ses Zaman Online, “Tlirkiyc Muhafazakariasmiyor; Aksine Modernlegiyor,
Battisstyor’ (Turkey is not heeoming conservative, on the contrary i is modeinizing,
Westcrnizing) Zaman, September 19, 2008,

Sce Sabrina Tavernise, ‘In Turkey, Is Fension about Religion? Class Rivalry of Both?
New York Times, February 19, 2008, Far more qualificd and pusnced academic
accounts, sce Gitlalp (2001), White (2002),

See above, pofe 3.

Among others, see Tiirker Alkan, “Turkiyc'nia bolgesel liderligt” (Turkey’s rogional
feadership) Radikal, March 3, 2005,

Rugen Cakar, Interview with Seril Mardin, *Ofretimen’c kaybettiren kiigk bir eksikhic
{A small deficit that made the teacher lose), Radikal, May 25, 2008, _
‘Erdofian: Batbmn shinkszhidavim aldik’ (Erdefian: We adopted the West's rnmoratitics}
Milliyet, Jannary 24, 20608, ktpfwww.milliyet.com. i/ 2008/01/24/son/sonsiy 1 8.asp.
See Muratl Somar, ‘Democracy-Sceutarism Retationship Revisited,” Today's Zaman,
Famuary 25, 2009, for a critique.

Notc that the argument is not that all actual experiences of scenlarism are products of
democratizalion. It is that suceessful democratization would entail some notion of
secularism.

According to governmenl statistics in 2008, the Directorate’s personnel comprised
23,000 people, compared with the approximately 71,000 of the Ministry of Justice
{excluding unfillcd positions}).

"I'he Constilation of the Republic of Turkey, Article 24,

See also the the Intemational Relipions Freedom Report 2007, UJS Department of Slate.
Bl tp:/fwvrw state. gov/g/rlilsfinff2007/90204 him . Accessed on April 11, 2010,
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33 The 1982 and 2001 (revised) Constilutions, the Preamblc and Acticle 14,

34 Also see Enis Tayman, Intorview with Tisne Kuran, *Istami sermaye gok ama Tickiye
hir Islam ckonormisi degit’ (Islamic capital is plenty but Turkey is not an Iskamic economy)
Referans Gazetesi, March 14, 2009,

35 Under Turkey's secular taws, adultery falls noder the civil code as a possible cansc of
divoree. Under the IDP proposal, criminal prosecution would have been possible upon
the complaint of a spouse. See also Fareed Yakariz, “How Nol (o Win Mushim Allies,’

MNewsweek, September 27, 2004,
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