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DISCOURSING STABILITY: THE CONCEPTION OF MINORITIES
IN THE HUMAIN DOMAIN UNDER TURKISH SOVEREIGNITY

DRAGOS C. MATEESCU

Abstract

The concept of human security has become a broadweer the last decades, covering
aspects ranging from military threats to terrorigmergy and food security, issues concerning
migration and minorities and emergencies associaititl them. This presentation brings into
discussion the conceptualisation of the politicknitity of the human domain vis-a-vis ethnic
identities in Turkey. It suggests the ways in whjaliblic political discourse inspired by and
encoded in the letter and spirit of the constitutban actually act as major sources of instakdlity
regional level. The presentation aims therefordlugtrating with the Turkish case an important
category of potential threats to regional and curttal stability originating not in aggressive

foreign policies but in the appearance of domesticquility.

Keywords. Human security, international relations, ethnicniitg, political identity,

sovereignty, intelligence studies, political scienturkey.

The importance of academic intelligence in conterapo politics is
indubitable. After centuries of development, it noffers an immense amount
of literature gathering, analysing, categorisingiefing and analysing again
information that is vital in policy-making. In thiext, | attempt to demonstrate,
yet again, the value of academic analysis andliggeice for the evaluation of
political stability in one particular nation-statéurkey. The focus is on the
relations between the ethnic majority and the Kahrdininority in this country.
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The main research question asks whether and irhvggidicular ways can these
relations reach stability in the near future. sffiexamine the formation of the
Turkish national sovereignty and underline paracuhspects that brought it
inevitably in conflict with the ethnic minoritiesThe text follows then the
perpetuation of those aspects throughout the reaistdry and the ways in
which they obstruct the emergence of authentic ntgjminority relations and

politics of equality (Manning 2004), insistently danded especially by the
Kurds over the last decades. The approach will redetorate explanation,
however, because it presupposes stepping beyoresthklished understanding
of the modern nation-state, its sovereignty anditsority policies

Analysing a National Sovereignty

This text is designed as to introduce the so-calkaddish issue’ in
Turkish politics to the interested Romanian reddan a novel perspective. In
essence, it basically explains the author’s scspticegarding the possibility of
relative normalisation in the relations between Thekish majority and the
Kurdish minority. The reasons have to do with tleeyvmaking of the Turkish
sovereign state, the people’s political culture] aspecially particular aspects
in the production and performance of national seiggr authority in that
country. Thus, the main idea guiding the argumen¢ fis simply that a solution
to the Kurdish problemn Turkey cannot be reached unless the fixation of
political possibilities in the legal form of thercent constitution and the current
content of public education in Turkey are substdigtialtered. And even if
these conditions are met, altering the dominaritigall culture toward an ethos
of cohabitation with non-Turkish cultures may tédeger than some expect.

Explaining this position presupposes, however, &ofiisation of
sovereignty beyond the Westphalian assemblageeo€dhcept of sovereignty
as mere right of the sovereign to absolute inteand#hority to rule coercively,
inviolable from within and without, over a territally bound state (James 1999,
p. 462; Wendt 1999, pp. 206-11lt must be noticed that the theorisation above
refers essentially to sovereignty’s domain of aggiility in constituted form
and not to the elements involved in its constitutidhis dominant, applicative
understanding of sovereignty has become the norouopolitical lives in the
legal frameworks of various constitutionédrms establishing territorially
defined political spaces. However, after receivithg ethnicisedcontent of
national sovereignty, the ‘legalistic’ conceptidoose does not really catch the
pulse of the multicultural human life always foundthin the realm of
sovereign authority. Consequently, it cannot helpcidate increasingly

1 See also Bartelson 1995; Jackson 1999; Agnew 2005.
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numerous cases where minority nations demand egwath sovereign nations
without that necessarily presupposing territoredession. And this is precisely
what representatives of the Kurdish community irk&y are currently asking for.

In the words of a spokesman of the Democratic $pcieongress
(Turkish acronym DTK), an umbrella organisationab$ished to coordinate
pro-Kurdish political parties, “[t]he solution fdrurkey is not a ‘nation-state,’
but rather ‘two nations living under the roof ofeostate,’ [...] adding that there
are many similar examples worldwide” (Bozkurt 2Q1ljhave knowledge of
two such “similar examples”, i.e. that of the Huriga minority in Romania
(Csergo 2007) and of the Albanian minority in th@rRer Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia (Atanasova 2002, p. 393). All thessesaindicate coherently
construed arguments against the unitary understgnali sovereignty in the
respective states, implicitly or explicitly contest the rights of ethnic
majorities to sovereign supremacy. In Turkey, pulémands for democratic
autonomy in 2011 have been directly connected éndiscourse of Kurdish
representatives with achieving a status of equalitly the ethnic majority.

This idea of equality must be extremely puzzlingdoalysts still locked
in the dominant, legally sanctioned conceptionaseseignty mentioned above.
Students of minority rights, however, would finddbmprehensible since it
builds on awareness of the injustice suffered thestast two centuries by minorities
under the sovereignty of certain ethnic groups erasj particular spaces
(Hobsbawm 1990, p. 73; Agamben, 2000, p. 18; Amwvea2004, p. 357).
These centuries have meant the massive nationatisaft sovereignty starting
in Europe, which was not accompanied by a strudtasglanation of what that
presupposed. It is true that the concepts of nadiwh nationalism have been
brilliantly theorised (e.g. Anderson 2006; Smith0@D) but the analysis of the
nationalisation of sovereign authority still ladke same coherence. That is at
least partly because most of the scholarship onersmnty has been
overwhelmed by legalistic views busy with the bebaw of constituted
national sovereignties. Under such conditiondgliftany interest was given to
the constitution of a national sovereign and theot$ of this phenomenon in a
given human community.

It was the study of non-sovereign nations, i.e. amtres, which has
contributed more to the later exploration by idigmtg a general discourse of
ethnic minorities in terms of rights, with theirtnee, aims and limits defined by
institutions of the nation-state (Onuf 1989, p. 2Rae 2002, pp. 14-15; Isyar
2005, p. 350). In this context of research, scisolaave gradually started to
perceive the inequality inherent in the constitatf national sovereignties
(e.g. Manning 2004), which in itself excludes mities in order to exist

2 “Autonomy is a right, says BDP deputyjirriyet Daily News and Economic Reviel

July 2011 (see also Bozkurt 2011).
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(Panayi 2000, p. 215). Thus, the engineering ottipal nations has brutally
diminished the natural multiculturality of humareliby subjecting it to mere
policies, i.e. authoritative actions (e.g. Roskinal. 1997, p. 39) gradually
turning non-sovereign nations into objectsnahority policies Such policies

are institutionalised, staffed and budgeted onhbtsis of the ethno-logic that
the national state necessarily reflects the willhef titular nation, always in the
national language.

In Turkey, as will be demonstrated here, this haantithe total exclusion of
non-Turkish voices from the political space, whishnothing less than a very
sophisticated form of political-cultural totalitanism. Now, following some
reforms since 2003, non-Turkish narratives seeranerge, albeit timidly. One
recent example other than Kurdish is that of thecaSkians. A leader of this
community asserted in a public gathering in Ankarapril 2011 that his people
did not speak Turkish when the Republic was foundeé®23. He added that, ‘we
got our share of the assimilation policies thateheen applied over the years. We
forgot our language and culture. Now, we face degdr of not being able to pass
these on to future generatiorisGiven the increasing awareness of cultural
distinctiveness among other communities, too, #ears/2000s can be considered a
time of emancipation in Turkey, but the profounellignicised understanding of the
state may take much more time to change, too.

At stake here are facets of sovereignty that haem lmarginalised in the
mainstream literature in political science as bgiog to the specific field of
(education and cultural) policies, while the consawes of the nationalisation
of sovereignty itself have been taken almost fanged. That is while it is
precisely the total nationalisation of the sovemeagithority and especially of its
temporal dimensions that minorities may be arisagginst. The territorial
realm of application is simply not an issue for arities that are not necessarily
intent on secession. What is a stake then is theenbof national sovereignty
and the ways in which it comes to take hold of hurdife by nationalising its
present, its history, and its political possibd#iin a given territory. Time rather
than space may be, indeed, the central battlegroutite making of national
sovereignty, with ontological consequences for natienals.

In this text | chose therefore to first enrich thelerstanding of (national)
sovereignty with a perspective inspired by Heide€ggieorisation of sovereign
subjectivities in relation with time, as also fumtbd by some of his key followers.
Their phenomenological understanding of Being omesh to the perspective
announced by Heidegger (1962, pp. 203-4) and ettplilormulated by
Gadamer, thatBeing that can be understood is langua@®98, p. 474; italics
in original). Being and language are thus bouncetiogy by a relation of
intelligibility (Heidegger 1962, p. 204; Gadame989 pp. 475-76). This in turn

3 “Turkey’s Circassians: We Also Suffered from Astation Policies” Zaman 16 April 2011.
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makes man a ‘shepherd of Being’ as sayer of itdefgger 2000, pp. 234, 245),
and henceesponsiblefor the being of things. Sovereign law is alsoglaage
uttered by identifiable authors of the legal digseuand as such responsible for
the ‘being’ of human life in the respective disczmir

The matter becomes clearer when corroborating kgg@iss identification
of the modern subjectivity as essentially sovereign self-sufficient, indivisible,
and unitary (1962, p. 458) with Derrida’s insistertisat any discourse signals a
speaking subjectivity (Derrida 1981, p. 22; 19824 Ungureanu 2008, pp. 304-5).
This human self has learned to master nature (@dgs2007, pp. xxiv, 97, 138)
by instituting itself sovereignly (Odysseos 2010, 21). It has learned to
formulate its own externality to, or suspensiomfrmature and thus became apt
to objectify nature from a position of exceptiorcligitt 1996, 2005; Agamben
1998, 2005) from the natural flux of life. Apt tmagine itself as excepted from
the temporal flux of life, the sovereign self beesnalso apt to manipulate it
according to perceived interests. And, as famouslyiced by Nietzsche
(Odysseos 2007, p. 7; Bleiker and Chou 2010, p.3)2the self-institution of
the modern subjectivity is concomitant with a claim unity effacing
multiplicity, thus resembling the indivisibility ahe modern state sovereignty
(Bartelson 1995, p. 24; Edkins and Pin-Fat 2004)leéd, the concept of
sovereignty simply does not need to be confineg tmithe political sphere. It
describes any situation in which the subject isomomnous, self-sufficient,
endowed with ultimate authority of decision (Conpd991, p. 78; Bartelson
1995, p. 2). In nationalised form, such an autkastapt then to turn the life it
governs into a unitary national political life. Thegal discourse, the language
of law, signals thus a demiurgic authority respblesfor that which it creates.

Sovereignty is, indeed, intimate to language ardsfteaking subjectivity.
Another follower of Heidegger, Giorgio Agamben, hasisted that, ‘[lJanguage
is the sovereign who, in a permanent state of excepdeclares that there is
nothing outside language [...]'. That is while lange, like law, ‘expresses the
bond of inclusive exclusion to which a thing is jggb because of the fact of
being in language, of beingamed (Agamben 1998, p. 21, italics added). The
ultimate power inherent in the act of naming, theroastic act, is suggestive of
yet another facet of sovereignty that legalisticomnts fail to consider. In
national dress, the sovereign authority inaugurnatdiical life exclusively in the
name of the nation to the extent that it sacralibesgiving of life itself to the
nation, as suggested by the long list of natiorabés pantheonised in most
countries. It is much more than mere powgotéstay of magistracy; it is an
authority of creation, of authorshipuctoritag of a political realm and political
possibilities (Agamben 2005, p. 82). The bond betwsubjectivity, sovereignty
and language (law) is in fact so intimate thatdhemastic act through which an
entire world is created also authorises alternatigethat creation. It is in this
sense that Agamben saw the relation between sgugreind potentiality.
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The sovereign authority can be defined as the d@gpaicadding to bare
life (X) something of its own (Xs) (Prozorov 200%s such, it must be in a
state of exception from the flux of life and bouloygl ontological necessity to
maintaining itself ‘in a potential relation’ (Agamb, 1998, pp. 20-21) with all
possibilities of life in order to decide on its owossibility of being, on
constituting itself, its own normality, and the eptions from that normality
(Wolfe 2007, pp. 129, 144-45). So, when insistingState of Exceptiothat
sovereignty is authority productive of a new orf05, pp. 27-28), Agamben
had in mind more than mere spatial configuratidnsorder to be and not
dissipate in actuality, as Borislavov also sav2@(d5, p. 177), potentiality needs
to be “sovereignly”, i.e. unconditioned by the indise necessity of being in
fact. And that presupposes inevitably a relatioat th sovereign subjectivity
establishes through language with time. By namiagdomain, a reflex of all
national sovereignties, the sovereign authoritgl@isthes a domain of meanings
constituting a realm of political possibilities th@n, or at least limit, non-national
forms of political life. And this translates intde constitution of temporal
possibilities, of nationalisechows and thens with tremendous ontological
consequences for minority cultures.

Indeed, in its nationalised forms, the sovereigthaity organises “the
allocation of time [and space] within a certairritery” where the principle of
organisation is language as the ‘private-propedfy’the imagined national
community (Anderson 2006, p. 68; see also Mannib@42p. 63). Heidegger
saw clearly the intimate bond between Being ana tima much-celebrated
work. There, he also insisted that the modern sigersubjectivity makes itself
present discursively by authoring its own ‘now’ (giegger 1962, p. 458). This
implies that a sovereign subjectivity, individual oollective, institutes its
wholeness as fact of life in a temporal dimensighere physicality in general
and spatiality in particular may be instrumentalisenly. A discourse of
sovereignty, like any discourse (Derrida 1981, 35. 2982, p. 34), indicates a
speaking subjectivity asserting {sesenceas a temporal category, i.e. a “full
now” of the sovereign self, in which “an authenpidvate temporality” is
instituted (Ungureanu 2008, pp. 304-5).

In an environment dominated by tellurian gravitadib forces,
territoriality is then at best a matter of physidatt (Aron 1966, p. 182;
Bartelson 1995, p. 31) and represents only a mameath of application for the
principle of sovereignty. It is in the constitutiaf its content long before
application that sovereignty comes to take ovesibdgies of political life by
merely defining them through language. And the risse of a sovereign
subjectivity, individual or collective, signals dirand foremost its nowness, its
hold of a time of its own in which it accomplishigself as subject speaking a
sea of objects. In national form, it discourses tm fixes the political fate of
non-national communities through the constitutiolaaguage in thexame of



DISCOURSING STABILITY: THE CONCEPTION OF MINORITIESN THE HUMAIN DOMAIN 97
UNDER TURKISH SOVEREIGNITY

the nation, thus establishing the national noryalitd the exceptions from that
normality. In consonance with this view, thereigndicant academic evidence
nowadays indicating that the condition of minostiéenside and outside
(national) states — even under the aegis of then€@bwf Europe or the
European Union — is determined along the logichef mation-state (Agamben
2000, p. 18; Csergo 2007, pp. 11, 112; Rae 20021445, 251-58; Kelley
2004; Isyar 2005, p. 350; Kymlicka 2007, pp. 38)-8ais ‘now’ we live in is
a nationalised temporality in which non-sovereigations have little if any
chance of asserting their own, political presemispnce. Moreover, they also
have to accept that history itself has turned maticas textbooks in most public
instruction systems teach the origins and perpetabdf almost as many
national selves as national sovereignties exigténvorld.

The national content of sovereignty must be fortadacoherently then
in the relation it establishes with temporality.ridéa is especially relevant here
because he bridged the Heideggerian notion of Beitigthe factuality of life by
theorising history as the ‘presentati@@efenwartigunpgof Being’ (1973, p. 102). In
later writings, he insisted on ‘the meaning of Beaspresence(1981, pp. 5-6;
italics added) with ontological foundation in nowsg2003, p. 19). The notion
of “presence” is understood here then as tempoatégory, i.e. present-
presence. The idea that present-presence sigisplsaking subjectivity and its
particular, “private temporality” (Ungureanu 2008, 305) also explains how
the past and the future, when discoursed by the sgeaker, mirror the story
of that speaking subjectivity and are thus “alwdggermined as past presents or
as future presents” (Derrida 1982, p. 34).

State nationalisms of all ages have been and eentim be outcomes of
“conscious agency” involving elites apt to prodspecific ideological constructs
(Smith 2000, p. 72). Prominent figures of sucheslitan be identified as the
speaking subjectivities behind the grand discouofesational sovereignties in
our times. In Turkey, like in Romania (see, fortamee, Boia 2001), their
efforts have produced a dominant discourse of natibberation asserting the
indubitable, historical continuity of the nationhieh in turn legitimised the
establishment of its legal sovereignty. The elenoéiwontinuity is crucial in the
engineering of national histories because it isfdetor of survival” for the
family and hence for the family-like nation (Web&®76, p. 191). These
apparently simple acts, déja vu in the study ofomatism, represent in fact a
double engineering of temporality from the positafnsovereign authority, i.e.
the production of a historical and an objectivespreee of the nation in time.

The historical time of the nation suggests continbietween past and
present legitimised by the existenaew (Derrida 1982, p. 34) of a national
community of language and, with this, the irrefutigbof its historical presence
over a specific territory turned into ‘ethnoscaf@mith 1999, p. 150). Indeed,
the writing of “national’ history since Herder hasen done precisely for the
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appropriation of temporality with the story of theagined community. By the
time this appropriation starts, the imagined natiocommunity has always
already constituted its spatial domain under nafisovereignty. It is in always
already constituted national sovereign states thaphisticated national
education systems initiate their tiring liturgy tbfe national past, present and
future, one invariably adorned with national heraed victims (Manning 2004,
pp. 63-64). These ghostly appearances speaking woaonal language,
contribute eventually to the fixation of the fluurhan life and its political
possibilities within the temporal frame of the patiand the limits inherent in
the national imaginary.

Such engineering of time authors what here is wtded then as the
historical presencef the nation. That is while itsbjective presenchas been
formulated traditionally in constitutional law deiing citizenship and the
official language of the state exclusively in tleenis of national sovereignty.
This total appropriation of time implies the sukinedion of non-national life to
the nation’s objective presence as (f)actualisel@grslation of citizenship and
the states’ official languages. Minorities are ¢oggsed in this process at the
periphery of nationalised time, hence at the petiplof the national political
normality. They have to struggle for asserting rtHéstorical presence in a
given space already occupied in human memory bystwereign majority.
They also have to submit every day to the law, whiwplicitly proclaims the
nation’s (read ‘ethnic majority’) everydayness. Thesult of the national
engineering of time is the proclamation of a naglpsovereign consensus over
the meaning of time past, present and future (Mani2004, pp. 62-63). The
centrality of language in this mechanism implieather dramatically, the
exclusion of the natural linguistic heterogeneity lmuman life from the
sovereign consensus and with it the exclusion mbldics of multilinguism and
multiculturality (bid., p. 64). By default, what is excluded in essengehe
‘consensual power’ of sovereigntibid., p. 65) is the very ‘time of politics’
(Dasgupta 2009, p. 3), i.e. the politics of intiinkck of consensus over the
meaning of political life, the only time in whichne can talk indeed about
politics of equality (Manning 2004, p. 63) betweghnic majorities and minorities.

When ethnic minorities, such as the Kurdish one athérs, demand to
share sovereignty with the majority, they actualgk for access to the seat of
sovereign authority where the production of pdtitemporality takes place.
Systems of public instruction in virtually all nati-states have taught and
continue to impose this twofold national tempoyalipon human life regardless
of its actual cultural mosait.Such limited possibilities of political life
inevitably constitute a threat to the cultural guditical perpetuation of ethnic

4 A pioneer of academic research on the engineesingistory in national education

systems was the Romanian-born historian Eugen Webese work (1976) remains a landmark
in the field.
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minorities and the Kurds have developed their ovetimnisms of resistance in
Turkey. The sections below take the above as go@ananalysing especially
the birth of the Turkish sovereignty in the pertmetween 1923 and World War
II. The analysis will indicate particular aspectk rational sovereignty in

Turkey that have resisted subsequent developmadtiave continued to limit

possibilities of political life until today. Unitop all of them is the principle of
“Turkish nationalism” as formulated by the founddrthe Republic, Mustafa

Kemal Atatiirk. My main claim here is that as lorsgsaich limitations remain at
the centre of political life, an authentic timeroinorities will not emerge in the
Turkish Republic and its stability will continue twe threatened, which may
have serious consequences for us all.

The Emergence of the Kemalist Sovereign Self

The discourse of Turkishness and of a possible iSlurkovereignty
emerged gradually in the Ottoman Empire toward éhd of the nineteenth
century. Like the notion afumanin Romania (Giurescu 2008, pp. 31, 57-58),
the termtirk had a profound social connotation and was assatiatinformal
language with the ignorant peasants in Anatolialy @oreigners used it to
denominate, a rather insulting simplification, @ttomans (Poulton 1997,
pp. 43, 57; Berkes 1998, p. 227; Lewis 2002, pp). However, the Ottoman rulers
had tried to formulate a relation between sovetgignd its subjects ever since
the very first reformation efforts of the so-call@dilip Era’ during the early
eighteenth century. Those efforts were continued oentury later with the
legislative initiatives under Mahmud Il and thanzimatreforms of 1839-1876.
All these episodes contributed to the affirmatidrthe state as main agent of
change, aiming toward a more comprehensive anciagifi inclusion of
Muslims and non-Muslims in the taxation system. ldegr, these efforts were
already marked by an emerging idea of nationhopeaaslly under Herderian
influences (Timur 1994, pp. 121-43; Berkes 1998,84p 132, 142).

In the process, the non-Muslim communities werentg@ autonomy
under themillet regime, which made the religious leaders of thesensunities
responsible for their disciplined participation lviaxes to the prosperity of the
state in exchange for communal liberties. Thanzimat Ferman(Tanzimat
Charter) under Abdilmecid | (1839), the Ottomariamatlity law (1869) and
the Constitution of 1876 under Abdilhamid Il enabdkis status in legislative
form. The result was the first secular regulatibreiizenship in a predominantly
Islamic country. The 1876 Constitution also estid@dd Ottoman Turkish the
official language of the state, while knowledgeatdfecame for the first time a
condition for election in Parliament and local asbkes and for employment in
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the bureaucratic apparatus (Berkes 1998, pp. 146s§@r 2005, p. 344A
decree of Abdilhamid Il in 1894 narrowed even nibeepath to such positions
by imposing the use of a Turkish languagski Turkce clear of Arabic and
Persian words in all schools. By also toleratinpgligpudebates on Turkishness
(Poulton 1997, p. 61; Mango 2002, p. 96), the §ddican be said to have
initiated profound citizenship and language refostisulating a public sense
of nationhood decades before Atatiirk’'s coming tevgro However, the Turkish
national revolution was already in motion by thd efithe nineteenth century.
Those years saw the increasing popularity of théiqo#aristic idea of
Turkism and the decrease in intellectual supportit® rivals, i.e. imperial
Ottomanism and universalist Islamism (Poulton 199p, 54-62). In this
ideological context, the state seemed to take upinavard tendency of
ideological nationalisation and the catastrophitcome of the Balkan Wars
(1912-1913) led to the radicalisation of this cotr&’he dominant discourse in
the Ottoman politics at the time was one blaming Balkan peoples for
betraying the state and the state itself for iteaaloosemillet system, which
was seen as cause of all trouble. Thus, an incrglgsstrong feeling of Turkish
patriotism became central in the public debateg@sfly among the military
grouped in and around the Young Turks movement thed Committee of
Union and Progress (CUP) (Poulton 1997, pp. 65Mahgo 2002, pp. 95-6).
The CUP took control of the government during tivetFVorld War and
initiated policies of Turkification through the ke&dttoman education system.
All courses at the middle and high levels were hadchpulsorily in Turkish
under pressures from the CUP and this contributszisively to Turkishness
replacing the Islamic identity as ‘basis of govamlegitimacy’ (Poulton 1997,
p. 80 and note 99). Moreover, the CUP also inidiaeseries of violent policies
aiming overall at establishing the Turkish Sunnidiflus as owners of the state.
More recent research has revealed that it wasmiltis context that “genocidal
episodes”, culminating with the massacre of Armesiia 1915 with the help of
Kurdish paramilitaries, became the normal reactbthe government against
internal threats. The practice was to become corptaoa under the republican
regime later when virtually all non-Turkish and ABanni Muslim communities
became its victims (Bjgrnlund 2008; Ungor 2008; €dki2011, pp. 23-24).
Nationalist-patriotic journals and thinkers becamereasingly popular
and also influenced a certain young officer, Mustiéémal from Thessalonica.
An idea became soon dominant that the nation hae t@novated as a political
community of language. Turkishness was thereforbetalefined in terms of
historical traditions of a linguistically individliaed people (Dumont 1984,
pp. 29-31; Kinross 1995, p. 46; Mango 2002, p.l&88n 2004, p. 95; Uslu 2008,

5 See Articles 18, 57, and 68 in Ottoman Constituti876, promulgated on 7 Zilbridje,
1293 (11/23 December, 1876). A translation of #is was published in 1908 BAyjhe American
Journal of International Law2, 4, Supplement: Official Documents.
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pp. 73-74). What later became the official, repudoti ideology was crafted in
the Ottoman Empire during this period, in the afteth of the First World War.
It was a self-oriented understanding of the palticommunity inspired by
Herderian and Bergsonian philosophies and pittednag traditional Ottoman
religious cosmopolitanism. The multicultural humeaality in the Ottoman
Empire was brutally reduced in the nationalist Idgg to that of the Turkish-
speaking, Sunni Muslim community (Oktem 2011, p). By “Turkicising”
history’ along this path (Sutton and Vertigans 200264) and by promoting a
citizenship legislation totally subordinated to thierests of the ethnic majority,
the Turkish Republic was to establish the histdical objective presence of its
imagined national community. And this implied thgorous and violent denial
of ethnic alterity by the state for generationsluhts very moment of writing.

The victory of the republican forces under Mustdémal in the War of
Independence allowed the Grand National AssembINAJGin Ankara to
establish its law throughout the territory leftesifthe collapse of the Empire.
The constitutional forms this will take during thatire republican period were
to contain the principles elaborated in those yeasich established the
temporal presencelfjective presengeof the Turkish nation despite centuries
of Ottoman history. In 1921, the GNA adopted a améntal law Teskilat-I
Esasiye Kanunugiving legal form to the national state while thadsah was
still nominal ruler from Istanbul. This fundamentdw proclaimed the
sovereignty of the Turkish nation defined as ugitalt also contained
provisions granting autonomy to minorities althougithout clearly defining
the terms. Following the victory over the invadiyeek troops and the
liberation of 1zmir in September 1922, the GNA doated by Mustafa Kemal's
supporters abolished the office of the Bali This opened the way for the
proclamation of the Turkish Republic in October 339#th Mustafa Kemal as
its first President (Dumont 1984, p. 28; Kinros®49p. 381; Berkes 1998,
pp. 442-447; Lewis 2002, p. 256; Ozbudun and GerazR809, p. 10).

Within two months, March and April 1924, the Calypd and other
institutions associated with the domination of Hoeiety by the religious elite
were also eliminated. Mustafa Kemal announced theenin a speech before
the GNA on 1 March 1924 in which he also insistadiwe creation of a unitary
and centralised educational system with “a natiataracter in the fullest
meaning” (Atatirk 1995, p. 98; Kinross 1995, pp4-386). A new Constitution
was then adopted on 20 April 1924, which legalidexlnew state without the
religious offices of the CaliphSeyh-ul-Islam the Ministry of Seriat, and
implicitly without their monopoly over family andepsonal matters, including
education (Earle 1925; Lewis 2002, pp. 264-265; §4aB002, pp. 404-405).
This made possible, among others, the gradual emeegof the secular
national state solely responsible for the desigputdiic instruction.
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A crucial event for the future of political life iMurkey was the
conclusion in 1923 of the Treaty of Lausanne. kst®n lll, insisted upon by
Turkey, recognises as minorities in the new statg the non-Muslims, that is,
the Armenians, the Jews, and the Rum Christiafke 1924 Constitution
incorporated the ‘Lausanne principle’ and all sgsmt Constitutions of
Turkey have referred to this standard up to nowerBwithout reference to the
respective treaty, however, the basic law of 13 irtually no room for a
non-Turkish political life in the country. The vename of the state and its
heavy ethnicisation in policy practices indicatdglady an ethnic sovereignty
inherently discriminating against non-Turks (Vanulessen 1994, p. 150;
Kiesser 2006, p. xvii). Article 88, for instancepgaimed bluntly that a child born
in Turkey was a Turkish citizen regardless of ptreidentity and, “without
religious or racial differentiation everyone isledl Turk in terms of citizenship”
(Earle 1925, p. 98; Tokg&005, p. 398; Koksal 2006, p. 514). Regardlessituries
of Ottoman political life, the republic proclaim@done sentence the end of that
story and the beginning of a new political life sudinated to the name of the
ethnic majority. Political possibilities would bienited from that moment on to
the limits of imagination inherent in the natiomswness, depending on the
formulation of its objective presence in ethno-oastit terms.

In the meantime, powerful local leaders throughéuottolia rebelled
against the new, secular power in Ankara and thoaguated Islamist
resistance in a number of forms. In particular,ahmed insurrection of Kurdish
tribes led by Sheikh Said, chief of the Nlb&ndi religious order in southeast
Anatolia, determined the swift reaction of the Riest in 1925. His
government issued a “Law for the Maintenance ofe@rdvalid until 1929,
under which military forces crushed the Kurdish gpaititaries and
‘independent tribunals’ were set that sentencedréiel leaders to capital
punishment (Lewis 2002, p. 266). The main causehef revolt has been
identified in the reaction of the local overlordgamst the threat posed by the
‘Turkified’ government to their religiously definetudal authority (Yalgin-
Heckmann 1994, pp. 104-105; Kinross 1995, p. 39#g discursive strategy
adopted within this context by the leaders of thepiblic was subordinated to
Mustafa Kemal's belief that Islamism and Ottomanisaeded to be erased for
the future of the Turkish nation to become possfhavis 2002, pp. 263-264;
Mango 2002, pp. 412-413). He even wrote that ‘thek3 were a great nation
beforeadopting Islam’ (Poulton 1997, p. 101; italics edd which announced
the basic idea behind the Kemalist production of thation’s historical
presenceThe most comprehensive account of the Presidpotical views is
the famous six-day speechytuk given in the GNA between 15 and 20

5 Lausanne Treaty (1923), available at: http://wmfa.gov.tr/lausanne-peace-treaty-part-

i_-political-clauses.en.mfa, accessed 11 Augustl20Rum’ is the name given officially in
Turkey to ethnic Greeks of Christian faith.
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October 1927. Talking in front of all national repentatives about the reforms
that abolished the Ottoman order in the aftermétine Independence War, he
stated that (Atatiirk 2005, pp. 473-474; for Engtisimslations, see Lewis 2002,
p. 258; Mango 2002, p. 364),

It was by force that the Ottomans seized the sayaeand Pagahate [kingship]
from the Turkish nation; they have maintained tsirpation for six centuries. Now the
Turkish nation has rebelled, has put a stop toethessirpers, and has effectively taken
sovereignty and Pagihate into its own hands. [...] If those gathererkH...] could look
at this question in a natural way, | think they \ebagree. Even if they do not, the truth
will still find expression, but some heads may mlthe process.

The President’'s conception of national sovereigmily inaugurate the
“strong state” tradition (Heper 1985, pp. 50-51rk&y 2000) in the Republican
era. Its basic principle is that the people leggerthe power in the state but the
exercise of power is the responsibility of the estatone. Mustafa Kemal's
discourse indicates an understanding of the Turkiational sovereignty as
legitimately entitled to temporal continuity ancetaternal mastering in time of
the human community. Once the Ottoman usurpatiate@nthe return to the
national Turkish “normality” was to be naturallysdoursed by the national
sovereign subjectivity in its exclusive terms.

Three years later, Justice Minister Bozkurt offeaedexplicitly arrogant
view of the government concerning the majority-nnityorelations. The Turks
were portrayed as “the only masters and ownerdhisf dountry”, while the
people that were “not of pure Turkish stock havly ame right in this country,
the right to be servants and slaves” (quoted in Bamnessen 1994, p. 154;
Ataman 2002, p. 126; see also Kieser 2006b). Thisilant discourse under
Mustafa Kemal was one with the ontological functmmliterally creating the
human domain anew, cleared of Islamic Ottomanpw@idn feelings and charged
with a sense of republican self in the name ofrtaton. As seen above, the
1924 Constitution formalised these views by allayamly for a Turkish political
identity, i.e. a Turkified objective presenceatbcitizens of the republic.

Citizenship provisions based on sanguinity andttey, both explicitly
subsumed to “the name Turk”, also appeared witHiteeTurkish Citizenship
Code of 1928 (Berki 1970, p. 68). It became thaeramon view in the legislative
community of the early Turkish Republic that thienét category and the political
category under the name ‘Turk’ were in fact congtugirisci 2000, p. 1).
Mustafa Kemal's single-party regime, organised atbuthe Republican
People’s Party that he established (Turkish acro@P), subordinated its
policies to the definition of the political commtyias a “social and political
formation comprising citizens linked together by ttommunity of language,
culture, and ideal” (Dumont 1984, p. 29). That walsile in the Ottoman
society, the last generation of which was stilvalduring those years, it was
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precisely the religious and ethnic diversity of tmpire that had been blamed
for its collapse (Lewis 2002, p. 214; Dénmez 20@Q)mehow, the historical
complexity of cultures in Anatolia, with Kurds, Ars, Circassians, Lazes,
Georgians, Greeks, Armenians still dwelling in thgion (C&aptay 2004, p. 86;
Kadigglu 2007, pp. 284-285), was not of concern to thaulbdican regime.
Mustafa Kemal's above-mentioned “natural way” obking at political issues
was then quite different from the natural richrefdsuman life under his control.

The struggle for the imposition of Turkish as thdyoofficial language
also illustrates the immense gap between the legastitution of national
sovereignty and the country’s cultural mosaic. Talrkvas the language spoken
by Anatolian peasants, while the Ottoman langudgihe elites was a mix of
Turkish, Arabic and Persian, with some words fraaiidn, Greek, Armenian,
plus neologisms from French and other languageslt{@®01997, p. 43; Berkes
1998, p. 192; Navaro-Yashin 2002, p. 10). The Lamnipt was officially
legalised in 1928 and a profound language refoamext in 1932, under the
aegis of a newly established Turkish Languagetlrsti(Turk Dil Kurumy. It
aimed at purifying the national tongue of non-Tarkwords, Mustafa Kemal
personally supervising the work (Lewis 2002, p3-434). With this law, even
the educated became illiterate overnight (Ahmad3199 35) and it became
even more difficult for the minorities in generaldadapt to the totally new make
of the political community (Bali 2006, p. 45; Kadio 2007, p. 289).

Technically, employment and participation in pochti life became
directly dependent on enrolment into the nationdlication system, which
presupposed unconditional exposure to the republdeology. Part of this was
the state taking control of the cultural manifdsta in the country through
nationalist organisations such as the Turkish HMeaftewis 2002, p. 350).
After the liquidation of the Kurdish rebellion i®25, Prime Minister and later
President Ismet Indnl gave a speech in front atheging of Turkish Hearths
delegations summarising their mission: “Our immealiduty is to make Turks
all those who live in the Turkish fatherland. Welwut out and throw away the
minorities who oppose Turks and Turkism” (quote@ali 2006, p. 44).

All Muslim citizens were to assume the republicarKish identity and
alternatives were rejected. A campaign launchéd®8 under the slogaratanda,
Tirkce kongl (Citizen, speak Turkish!) aimed at generalising tise of Turkish
language by minorities (@Gaptay 2004, p. 87; Grigoriadis 2007, p. 423). The
focus was on southeast Anatolia. A GNA report pregaby a parliament
member after the 1925 rebellion also offers a beoathderstanding of the
strategy starting from the acceptance that Turkk Kurds were two different
nations, which could not coexist “on the same lavith equal power and
authority” (quoted in Ygen 2009, p. 600). Consequently, the territory was
viewed as mere space of application for a concepaifonational sovereignty
that would contain and thus eliminate cultural ritje In the process, the
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Turkish population had to become dominant in s@ghé his presupposed settling
Turks in villages and rebuilding them “to renderKish predominant; building
schools, particularly girls-schools [...]", the pose being simply to make “those
Kurds [...] Turkish” {bid., p. 601). The government officials soon undertoo
that the education system was in any case to kekmain bulk of the effort.
During the period 1925-1946, massive education#iatives based
ideologically on Herderian conceptualisations @f tiation and Social Darwinism
(Irem 2004, p. 95; Koksal 2006, p. 515) alternatdith forced deportations, the
destruction of villages and massacres in respomd€utdish uprisings (Van
Bruinessen 1994, p. 151; Poulton 1997, pp. 120-DHinmez 2007, p. 54).
Central in the government strategy became the ptamuof nation’shistorical
presencehrough the engineering of time in the writing aaeching of history.
The first official history textbook in 1924 streds¢he need “to build a
homogenous society and a modern national state’btl#n one in 1929
inaugurated the re-writing of history accordingthe regime’s principles and
exalted the nation who “brought civilisation to thwbdole world”, focusing on
pre-history and the Turkish racial distinctivené3sulton 1997, pp. 104-105).
Two major intellectual constructs were particulasyficient in the
nationalisation of time: the Turkish History Thesisd the Sun Language
Theory. Mustafa Kemal supported them both up to poiat, although they
were eventually minimised in the official discou g@nross 1995, p. 466; Bali
2006, p. 32; Mateescu 2006, p. 235). The basicidethe two constructs have
nevertheless remained at the foundation of conteanpdistory teaching. The
Turkish History Thesis appeared in 1930-1931 innemtion with historical
research under the Turkish Hearths and Mustafa Kemarsonal guidance. It
eliminated Islam from the official formulation ofuikish political identity and
maintained instead that the Turkish race was pumbrThis race came, the
thesis insisted, from the legendary Turan regio@eftral Asia and founded all
the great civilisations of the world, including th®umerian, Anatolian,
Egyptian, Roman, or Aegean ones (Kinross 1995468-469; Poulton 1997,
pp. 101-102). The Sun Language Theory came in 183frong connection
with the history thesis as the result of reseammhecby amateur linguists, state
officials and politicians (Colak 2004, pp. 68, 88phey contended that the pre-
historic Turks were sun worshipers and spread\adl ¢he world, hence their
tongue was the language of all humans in the Neolge and thus mother to
virtually all contemporary languages (Hirschler 209. 147; Cpaptay 2004,
pp. 91-92; Colak 2004, p. 83). In a typical examphe name of river Amazon
in South America was presented as given by anci@atkish-speaking
migratory peoples and explained as deriving frormkibh ama (but) anduzun
(long) (Mango 2002, p. 496). A prominent Kemalisttbrian would even share
with an Armenian counterpart in 1932 the idea thatks and Armenians had
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the same ethnic origins and thus the Armenianstdvdollow the “logical line of
conduct” in performing their duties as citizeng afkey (Ca&aptay 2004, pp. 88-89).

Both theses represented then excessively “Turktricewisions of
human history” (Bozarslan 2006, p. 26). They impb#es historical presence
of the Turks legitimising their overwhelmingbjective presencei.e. their
nationalised nowness, and thus colonised virtugllyemporal possibilities for
imagination concerning the political ontology ofnman life. Pupils exposed to
such constructs were condemned to a narrow intatpe of identity within
the confines of an official conceptualisation ofnfan life by a sovereign
subjectivity whose discursive capacities evolvedlesively around the name
“Turk”. Such perspectives formed the basis of tigidry textbooks published
in the beginning of the 1930s and used in interamydand high schools for
decades. They both stressed the racial distinasgnf the Turkish people and
its archetypal status among civilisations. In theris of Mustafa Kemal's
discourse presented above, the Ottoman phase vesenped as alien and
shameful and only interrupting briefly the othemwviglorious continuity of
national history (Poulton 1997, p. 106; Colak 204, 73). A Kurdish
sociologist, Ismail Bgkci (quoted in Hirschler 2001, p. 147), evidencéshrly
in the 1970s the negative effects of these monstptiieories on the relations
between the Turkish majority and the Kurdish mityorror this, Beik¢i was to
spend years in prison later.

The so-called Surnames Law No. 2525 of 1934 adged enore to the
already considerable narrowness of the officialnitgdn of the human domain
by coming with “a list of approved pure Turkish resti(Mango 2002, p. 499).
Except for some members of the educated elitesksTdid not use family
names and the 1934 law made this compulsory. With 2525/1934 Act,
Armenian, Kurdish, Slavic, Persian, Greek or otli@meign endings were
forbidden and only the Turkishglu (son of) was accepted. However, surnames
such asArnavut@lu (son of the Albanian), oKirtoglu (son of the Kurdish)
were also forbidden (Turkdéz 2007, p. 895). Mustdéanal took the surname
Ataturk, meaning father/progenitor of a line, rieséd from then on by law only
to his descendants and implicitly suggesting arpatefigure for the nation
(Kinross 1995, pp. 473-474; Lewis 2002, p. 289; §@A002, p. 498).

The examples above point to the total colonisatmn temporal
possibilities of political life under Mustafa Kemah the contextual now and
the historical ever, with the Turkish onomastichisTalso produced a narrow
conception of the Turkish citizen as necessarilpdfiaSunni Muslim and native
speaker of Turkish language (Poulton 1997, p. X¥yjioslu 2007, p. 285;
Akturk 2009; Oktem 2011, p. 26). Non-Turks and Samnis were then implicitly
excluded from the very moment that the onomastibecame law. The imagined
national community thus became the filter conditignthe political relevance
of human life under the Turkish national sovergigithis has been expressed
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in practically all constitutional forms to this dag encoded in the principle of
the unity of the statand of the nation (Kadgu 2007, p. 293; Oran 2004).

The Kurdish identity has been the main targetisfdtnategy particularly due to
the perpetuation of armed revolts in southeastoiaaduring the 1930s. Authorities
in Ankara unabashedly denied the Kurds’ existemcek@mnned their language and
traditional costume, all culminating with the Tdidation of locality names and the
re-naming of the entire ethnic group as “mountairk3” (Robins 1993, pp. 660-661;
Mango 2002, pp. 517-518; ¥en 2009, pp. 599, 604). Topography remained the
only marker of difference in a clearly ethnicisekole. In response, even the Kurds
of the Alevi sect, generally supporting the Kentalegime, rebelled against the
government in the Dersim region, later Turkified Tagiceli, in 1937-1938 (Van
Bruinessen 1994, p. 145; Poulton 1997, pp. 125-Ma&)z 2001, p. 8).

Ankara unleashed massive retaliation that incluebeckssive bombings
and the execution of young Kurdish men, even frobase serving in the Turkish
army (Van Bruinessen 1994, p. 147; Oktem 201135&7). The government, eager
to civilise its people “if necessary by the bayoaetl the power of the sword”
(Bozarslan 2006, p. 34), eventually suppressetetiwlion and a military governor
initiated the deportation of large numbers of Kumiarestern Anatolialgid., p. 153;
Poulton 1997, p. 209). A victorious Atatlrk proota@d in a speech before the
GNA on 1 November 1937 that, “no place has bedn-lef will be left [...] that
might hinder our nation from reaching the high lewed civilisation and
prosperity to which it is entitled. The resultsafr activities in Tunceli are a
recent expression of this fact” (Atattirk 1995, p3p

Moreover, the regime enhanced even more its cowatvel the public
formulation of political identity during the secohdlf of the 1930s. Following
the failure of the dual-party system experimentedha initiative of Atatlrk
himself (Lewis 2002, pp. 279-281; Aydin 2004, p@-3D; Mateescu 2006,
pp. 237-238), the President and other leaders efCHP kick-started radical
changes in education and cultural life. This meéamtre direct and top-down
policies concerning state-society relations urdgisty would be persuaded by
the ultimate ideals of the state” (Aydin 2004, @). 3 he key policies within this
context targeted, yet again, the public educatibfter 1931, networks of
People’s Houses and People’s Rooms gradually regléee Turkish Hearths.
Also accompanied by other, newly established stgencies, these new
organisations inculcated in large masses of pedtipde spirit of Kemalist
secularism and nationalism through cultural andrtspo activities, lectures,
classes, publications, and social assistance tfasiliLewis 2002, p. 383;
Mango 2002, p. 479; Cetin 2004, p. 353). Turkidiellactual elites enrolled in
these programmes produced ethnographic and antbgigal studies in

" Article 3, Turkish Constitution (1982), availalae
http://www.byegm.gov.tr/content.aspx?s=tcotrot,emsed 11 August 2011.
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Anatolia, which eventually invaded official textd@ employed in public
education (Navaro-Yashin 2002, pp. 47-48, Cetird2@0 353). The result was
inevitably the gradual exile of non-Turkish and A¢emalist discourse at the
periphery of political possibilities in the publiconscience, with dramatic
consequences for the multicultural human life imkgy.

A series of conferences helped the propagation gntbe masses of
certain ‘truths’ already formulated in the Sun Laage Theory and the Turkish
History Thesis (Cgaptay 2004, pp. 87-92) and the curriculum of 1936 Wuilt
explicitly on the CHP ideological platform. It ditbt give democratic education
a central place and instead focused on the PrasatehPrime Minister Ismet
Inbnii as unrivalled leaders, with the party embodythe nation (Salmoni
2004, pp. 94-95). Atatlirk personally worked on diedated passages from the
Fundamentals of Turkish Histotliat became the basis of high school textbooks
in 1930s and 1940s. In line with the quotation frématirk’s six-day speech
presented above, this work propagated the ideahbaDttoman period was an
“aberration”. Archaeological and linguistic resdaguided by racial observations
insisted instead on the permanent existence ofsTurlAnatolia from earliest,
pre-historical ages (Mango 2002, pp. 493-494). Sofmthese “fundamentals”
themselves contained hilarious aberrations.

Thus, the Etruscans were proclaimed Turks and Adstination became
founder of the Roman civilisation by default. Theok Turkified the
Sumerians, too, including the invention of writitigat became in this way yet
another Turkish contribution to world civilisatiomhe Fundamentalgherefore
overwhelmed history teaching until after World Wiawith a set of ridiculous
theses proclaiming the Turkish origin of practigalll civilisations. And all that
in the name of the even more dubious principle anoed by one of the authors
stating that the Turkish nation was a reality “l@ghthan the reach of science
(Cagaptay 2004, p. 92; Cetin 2004, p. 356). This gfaksification meant the
suspension of any sense of multicultural historyhini and even without
Turkey, which in turn made possible the Turkifioatiof all possibilities of
political life. | am encountering the consequenakthis process on daily basis
even nowadays, some students having serious difisuin grasping the
meaning of universal history and its profoundly tiauiltural flux.

The purification of language in official texts ofdrainistration and
education also continued assiduously. A ridiculsitisation emerged at a given
moment when the public use of Turkish would be ciéfd by the purging of
words without their previous replacement with poditly correct, purely
Turkish terms (Cgaptay 2004, pp. 91-93). Indeed, scientific accuksag not a
central concern among the historians and linguitsthe early Turkish
Republic. Their aim, highly political, was the iiugable institution of a Turkish
historical presencecting as ontological condition for the institutadisation of
its objective present-presenterough law. The spread of these constructs was
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helped by the enhanced centralisation of state'strab over the public
education through the People’s Houses and Pedptams system.

Thus, the death of Atatirk in 1938 did not altee tfervour of
Turkification. On the contrary, his former aide-cEmp in the Independence
War and later Prime Minister, Ismet Indnd, evenigaliked the staunchly
statist, secularist, nationalist and militaristess= of the state after becoming
President (Barkey 2000, p. 93). InOnl’s positionsvaready known from
public speeches such as the ones mentioned abovesvdr, he also allowed
for the emergence of a post-Atatirk version of Kemalist ideology that
became later the leitmotif of the military coupsli®60, 1971, and 1980. This
was moulded under the enormous influence of Ulidi (Aim) movement,
which soon came to dominate the general intellécemvironment and
transferred the principles of Kemalism to the pwat-period.

The Ulku was initiated in 1933 by a nationalist journal tireg the same
name and aimed overall at better structuring thendlist ideology around
Mustafa Kemal's six principles, or “arrows”: seciden, nationalism, republicanism,
revolutionarism, statism, and populism (Kinross3,99 457; Aydin 2004, p. 65;
Bozarslan 2006, pp. 32-33). The main thrust ofithléslogical effort was, however,
the clarification of the official conception of kishness (Rumford 2002, pp. 260-263).
In continuation of the late Ottoman fears of theerag within, the natural
cultural variety of human life within the borderstbe state was considered a
suspect to be eliminated by the Repubfithe Ulkii ideologues under the Inénii
regime were accordingly keen to glue all six Kestalarrows’ with the basic
idea that “all Turkey’s past and present inhabgamére ethnically and racially
Turkish” (Navaro-Yashin 2002, p. 11).

By 1950, more than 4,000 People’s Rooms and ar6008dHouses were
fully engaged in the propagation of this ideolobam@nstruct (Lewis 2002, p. 283;
Mango 2002, p. 479; Cetin 2004, p. 353). Not ssimgly then, theJlkii version of
Kemalism has remained a model for subsequent géesaoward our days.
With the armed forces loyal to the Kemalist defomtof the nation, the military
coups ensured the hold of a very aggressive natsmeereignty over human
life in Turkey, which has remained by and largehallenged. It has interpreted
this life in the terms of its own mechanisms of gimation and in line with the
nationalist principles that made possible the Talrkstate from inception.
Behind Atatiirk’s figure in modern Turkish politicshe should see indeed the

8 On the basis of the 1935 census figures, | kpproximated that the mother tongue of

over 12 percent of the population was not Turk#skotal number of 16,157,450 inhabitants were
registered in the 1935 census of which 13,899,053aded Turkish as their first language and
1,480,246 indicated Kurdish. Languages other tharkish and Kurdish spoken as mother
tongues were Arabic (153,687), Greek (108,725),a&88@n (91,972), Laze (63,253), Armenian
(57,599), Georgian (57,325), Judeo-Spanish (42,8@nak (32,661), Bosnian/Serbo-Croatian
(29,065/4,452), Albanian (22,754), Bulgarian (18R4Crimean Tatar (15,615), Spanish
(12,424), Abkhazian (10,099), Romani (7,855), arehEh (5,381) (Gzaptay 2004, p. 93.
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Turkish state itself understood in the country’itipal tradition as fundamental
for the nation’s identity. However, it is a statedoubtedly constituted on
violence against internal others (Navaro-YashinZ@p. 201-202).

While the political system even during the life Athtirk was in fact at
least trying to incorporate in practice structuagsl institutions of democracy
(Poulton 1997, p. 129; Mateescu 2006), it remaimedoundly antidemocratic
and xenophobic in content and attitude (Karabe?@89, p. 59). The total
denial of internal ethnic alterity under the TreafyLausanne and the massive
educational-ideological activism indicate cleahg particular totalitarianism of
the Turkish sovereign subjectivity (Poulton 199p, £28-129). The relations
between the Turkish national sovereignty and thedish minority after World
War Il were bound then to start from this violegality. Obviously, the specific
exercise of state authority rather than some déulylish separatist nationalism
constituted then the central problem (Poulton 19986; Icduyguet al 1999,
p. 993; Barkey 2000, pp. 91-92). Kurdishness irk&yrcame out of this period
moulded by violence into a ‘traumatic collectiveeidity’ (D6nmez 2007, p.
50), denied elementary forms of public expressiod #nus exiled outside the
possibilities of a normal interethnic politics.

The Post-Atatlirk Kemalist Turkey

The post-war turmoil in Turkish politics, culminag with the armed
military coups of 1960, 1971, 1980 and the “postienn” one through memorandum
of 1997, alternated with periods of relative poliliand economic liberalisation.
However, none of these managed to affect fundarhenbe state’s Kemalist
tradition. Following the ideological clarificationander In6nu’s regime, it
became the political programme of the so-called &an elite that includes
large segments of the state bureaucracy, the amglieind the military. During
periods of liberalisation, or when pro-Islamist gayments came to power, this
elite continued to be active as what has becoméesnistically denominated
the “deep state”, or “state guardians”. These gaasdwould emerge as saviours
of the republic ready to sacrifice practically dngy, from democratic liberties
to human lives, whenever threats to the state snemalist principles were
perceived as evident. For most of this post-waiogethe CHP acted as the focal
point of such guardianship, but the courts, thédtanyl, the central administration
and media associated with it have been fierce prermoof Kemalism even
when the CHP was not even close to power. Commall torces under the
banner of Atatirk has been, however, an obsessitinthie enemies without
and within the state resulting into a security-cemtunderstanding of politics
(Yilmaz 2005, p. 406; Bagdonas 2008; Karabelia®92pf. 59, 64; Haynes 2010;
Oktem 2011, pp. 8, 14-15; 40-55).
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Under the dominion of such pathological vigilantjsiabelled “Sévres
syndrome” by some analysts (e.g. Dénmez 2008; GRaf8; Oktem 2011,
pp. 18-19), the post-war period started with thenbevacuation from history of
the Kurdish identity. The influential newspag@on Postgroclaimed in 1946
that, “in Turkey no Kurdish minority ever existedher nomadic or settled,
with national consciousness or without it” (quotedMicDowall 2004, p. 397).
In legislation, this attitude was illustrated, forstance, by the adoption in
Parliament of the Provincial Administrative Law N&t42/1949, which allowed
for the Ministry of Internal Affairs to Turkify viage names yet again (Robins
1993, p. 661; Ygen 2009, p. 605).

The Demacrat Party (DP) replaced the CHP for tesrg/eafter fairly
democratic elections in 1950. However, the DP peoispatronage policies
encouraging the economic prosperity of only cersegments of the society
including in southeast Anatolia. Consistent oppasito DP arose precisely
among the Kemalist bureaucrats and the militarypeeially after the DP
showed signs of sliding toward authoritarianism r@fru 1984, pp. 114-15;
Heper & Keyman 1999, pp. 261-62). The result wasoal naturally the
military coup of 1960 when the leaders of the DRegoment were arrested, the
Prime Minister Menderes and two other former meristeing hanged (Barkey
2000, pp. 95-6; Yglbursa 2005, pp. 141-42; Kavakci 2009, p. 84). atibnal
Unity Committee with military membership took power avoid civil conflict
and re-establish democracy (Turan 1984, p. 115jt¢toud 997, pp. 136-38;
Oktem 2011, pp. 45-6). However, a civilian governmeinstituted seventeen
months later and a new constitution adopted in I86de sure that democracy
meant actually the return to the CHP’s Kemalishgiples (Jenkins 2007,
pp. 341-42; Belge 2009, p. 10; Ozbudun and GencRaga, p. 15).

The 1961 Constitution did allow for a more libenalderstanding and the
expansion of the scope of Turkish citizenship (8K2005, p. 409). It is
certain, however, that it also reinforced the aritidn the state of the Kemalist
bureaucracy and intellectual elite associated thi¢hCHP (Turan 1984, p. 115;
Belge 2009, p. 10; Ozbudun and Genckaya 2009) gThis contributed undoubtedly
to the preservation of Kemalist principles concegnihe sovereignty-minority
relations. Thus, Article 2 preserved the ‘natiostadi character of the Turkish
Republic, while Article 3 reaffirmed its indivisiiiy ‘comprising the territory
and people’ with Turkish as official language. Like forerunners in 1921 and
1924, the fundamental law of 1961 did not conthm term ethnic minority, in
line with the state’s ‘Lausanne’ policy of recogng as minorities only the
non-Muslim communities. Article 54 on citizenshigadtared instead bluntly
that, “[e]very individual who is bound to the Tuski State by ties of citizenship
is a Turk”, thus indiscriminately subordinating teetire human domain to the
Turkish ethnicity through the condition of citizéuiys.”

9 Turkish Constitution (1961), available at: httywuAv.anayasa.gen.tr/1961constitution-

text.pdf, accessed 11 August 2011.
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Yegen has also noticed (2009, p. 607, note 50) tleal 861 Constitution,
which generally used the terms “everyone”, or Zgtis” concerning the rights
and duties of people, switched to the formulatiemety Turk” in three cases.
Thus, Article 58, while stipulating that no disciivation be made other than on
the basis of job qualifications, also stated tHajyvery Turk is entitled to enter
public service”. Articles 60 and 68 employed thenedormulation concerning
the right and duty to participate in the defenc¢hefcountry and the right to be
elected as deputy in the GNA respectivélix new Citizenship Law No. 403/1964
also formulated the membership of the political ommity on the principle giis
sanguinis(Toktas 2005, pp. 409-10). This inevitably implied the retisation
of citizenship, a practice that was to be recordinwith the 1982 Constitution
and thus imposed for generations the Kemalist-spedslegal form of an
overwhelming Turkish objective presence. Assertangion-Turkish identity
remained therefore technically illegal.

During this period, the Kurdish militancy took redi forms. The poor
majority of this community faced serious social awbnomic problems and
soon became a mass of manoeuvre within a politoatext stirred by the
ideological left (Laciner & Bal 2004, p. 481; Bel@009, pp. 10-11). The
emerging Kurdish nationalism tended then to stsesso-economic problems
and this fit quite perfectly in the general schevhéhe state, traditionally eager
to deny the existence of a Kurdipblitical problem. However, leftist Kurdish
intellectuals also promoted a political messageatetimg the recognition of the
distinct Kurdish language and cultural identity fon 1997, p. 210; Yavuz 2001,
p. 2; Donmez 2007, pp. 51-2).

This inevitably led to confrontation with the gomerents under Prime
Minister Sileyman Demirel. His administration bathimeany Kurdish/Turkish
leftist journals whose editors were arrested, whit® sending special military
forces against Kurdish militants (Poulton 19972p1). The Kurds responded
with the largest mass demonstrations since 193(sosted by the Turkish
Workers’ Party, which was the first legal orgarimatin Turkey to recognise
publicly the very existence of the Kurdbid., pp. 211-12; McDowall 1996, p.
16; 2004, p. 410; Yavuz 2001, p. 9). The fate @&f Turkish/Kurdish left was
however sealed by poor results in the 1965 and Eé&ions, leading to its
radicalisation (Poulton 1997, pp. 210-11; Belge2Qqip. 11-12). The first legal
political organisation of the Kurds explicitly chaing political rights for this
minority was established in 1969 in Ankara undee thame Eastern
Revolutionary Cultural Hearths (ERCH) and soon agréo Istanbul and
throughout southeast Turkey (Poulton 1997, p. Zdnayi 2000, p. 173). A
Minority Rights Group International (MRGI) reporestribed the ERCH as a
movement of “unmistakably nationalist characterd azollaborating closely
with the Workers” Party (McDowall 1996, p. 16).

19 |bid.



DISCOURSING STABILITY: THE CONCEPTION OF MINORITIESN THE HUMAIN DOMAIN 113
UNDER TURKISH SOVEREIGNITY

In general, the liberties granted by the 1961 Gtutigtn were seen in the
Turkish public opinion of the time as principal saufor the radicalisation of
Kurdish nationalism, which came inevitably in cactflwith the state and with
the rightist radicals (Poulton 1997, pp. 211-12k&al 2006, p. 516). To this
was added a significant increase in religious &stivthreatening the very
existence of the secular Turkish Republic. Thetaryi coup of 1971 targeted
precisely the leftist, Kurdish nationalist, andgilus contesters of the Kemalist
state. It aimed at establishing a long-term myitaegime pursuing radical
reforms. The outcome of the coup was, however,\@mment “above party”
with the military in control behind the scenes, d@nsure the end of public
disorder (Heper & Keyman 1999, p. 265; Ozbudun Gedckaya 2009, p. 18).
And the principle of order as understood by thetqgposip regime was still the
Kemalist doctrine propagating the staunch exclusiamon-Turkishness from the
possibilities of political life. The 1972 Populatibaw expressed this view clearly
in its Article 16, which prohibited naming newbomih “names that are not in
accordance with our national culture”. It thus ngetato prohibit Kurdish names
without even mentioning in text the Kurdish identiYegen 2009, p. 605).

The ERCH was banned in 1970, together with the \&fsfkParty, and
returned under the name Revolutionary Democratitu@l Association but the
Association was also outlawed with the revivallo# state’s repressive policies
(McDowall 1996, p. 16; Panayi 2000, p. 174; Yavi302 p. 10). Asserting
ethnic identities different from the Turkish onecame, however, a popular
practice among several public figures, a cabineist@r causing public uproar by
declaring in 1977 that he was a Kuibid.; Ataman 2002, p. 127). The extreme
right reacted under the label of the Nationalistigkc Party (Turkish acronym
MHP) and its leader, Alparslan Tugke former participant in the 1960 coup and
dominant figure of extreme Turkish nationalism untne third military
intervention in 1980 (Poulton 1997, p. 140). Ingpgrinto the crimes of those
years have begun recently in Turkey and they, ésheahen corroborated with
other events mentioned below, suggest that orgeomsaassociated with or even
established by the “deep state” and the Kemaliitanyi have been involvet!.

These extremists clashed with Kurdish, leftist #idvi elements, the
level of violence increasing alarmingly from ningsassinations in 1969 to
1,362 in 1979 and 2,206 in 1980. Leftist journalisind Alevi Kurds were
regular targets, the terror reaching eventuallysy@asportions (Poulton 1997,
p. 162; Oktem 2011, pp. 51-53). Between 20 and &iple were killed every
day in eastern Anatolia and, in December 1978, ntioae 109 Alevi Kurds
were massacred in MaréKahramanmasg. In total, around 5,000 were killed
and 20,000 wounded in the pre-1980 violence (McOidl@86, p. 16; Oktem 2011,

1 Indictments within the context of the so-callegjenekorandSledgehammesases have started
in 2007 and 2010 respectively under the AKP govemirtKavakci 2009; Oktem 2011, pp. 159-62).
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pp. 52-53). It was in this context that a numbeKofdish left-wing organisations
appeared in the region, among them being the Apo¢tdllowers of Abdullah
Ocalan, aka “Apo”). Founded in 1978 to militate far Marxist-inspired
revolution of the Kurdish proletariat, the groupanged its hame intBartiya
Karkarén Kurdistan or PKK, in 1984 (McDowall 1996, p. 17; D6nmez 200
pp. 52-53; Belge 2009, p. 13). The emergence di suganisations marked not
only the radicalisation of Kurdish activism in riében with the Turkish state, but
also the beginning of a clear “demarcation of Ksindand Turkish identity”,
which continues today (Dénmez 2007, pffp2

The increase in violence and the lack of politiegldership led to the
third military coup, on 12 September 1980. The gumimed this time at
radically changing the political system during aige of military rule that
lasted until 1983. General Kenan Evren justified #ttion as defending the
unity of the statend of the natioifAhmad 1993, p. 181; Sutton and Vertigans 2002,
p. 69; Karabelias 2009, p. 60). Martial law wasoecéd in the southeast and all
parties were closed down, politicians being banineah political activities for
five to ten years (Ahmad 1993, pp. 185, 187; Ti@a7, pp. 329-30). The rise
of Kurdish nationalism was high on the agenda ef hilitary junta, which
established a National Security Council (NSC) whessmmendations became
governing programme. This meant the return, yetinagen the Kemalist
principles, while two out of Turkey's four armieseme sent to eliminate
militants in the southeast (Robins 1993, p. 662¢g82009, p. 14).

The repression of Kurdish nationalism could notaimy case address
grievances that became gradually formulated witneiasing sophistication by
Kurdish leaders and especially by Abdullah Ocaldnwas eventually his
theorisation of a Kurdish political subjectivityathestablished the PKK as ‘the
most important Kurdish movement in Turkey’s histditgduygu et al 1999,

p. 994)*In Ocalan’s view, the Kurds’ conscience was paltidy affected by
the state’s denial of their identity expressedugtothenameand thdanguageof
the community as basic elements of ethnic distiaatess (Ozcan 2005, p. 392).
The group announced publicly its intention to figbt the establishment of a
Kurdish state and to this end worked for the coeetif a national consciousness.

Ironically, the 1982 Constitution came as if to ilegise this
radicalisation of Kurdish militancy. Still in fora®day, it perpetuates an even
stauncher version of the Kemalist tradition of riggaethnic differences. The
NSC and Kenan Evren supervised both the elaborafidhis fundamental law
and its adoption by referendum (Ahmad 1993, pp.-886 Ozbudun and
Genckaya 2009, p. 19). Its content marks what cteldlescribed as a total
appropriation of possibilities of political life byre national sovereignty, with
no room left for non-Turkish identities to assegdlly their objective presence.

12" For a detailed account of those theorisatiores (sgcan’s (2005) rich analysis.
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Article 2 proclaims the state’s loyalty “to the iwatalism of Atatirk [...] based
on the fundamental tenets set forth in the predmbBlemong those tenets is
“[tlhe recognition that all Turkish citizens areit@d in national honour and
pride, in national joy and grief, in their righteich duties regarding national
existence [...] and in every manifestation of naaiolife [...]”." In its entirety
then, the fundamental law subordinates human tifieu Turkish sovereignty to
the dominant ethnic group, in the spirit of Kemafhationalism.

Article 26 in the non-amended text prohibited tlse wf languages not
recognised by the state “in the expression ancedissgtion of thought”, this
provision implicitly criminalising the use of Kumsh language, again without
even mentioning it (Ozbudun 2007, p. 183; Ozbudod &enckaya 2009,
p. 54) That was true especially when Article 26 was cborated with
Law 2932/1983 on publications declaring Turkish thether tongue ofll
Turkish citizens (Poulton 1997, p. 212-13; Oran £00. 91; Ygen 2009,
pp. 604-605). Articles 28 (freedom of the press)) 4 (right to education) contained
similar provisions prohibiting expression and ediarain languages other than
Turkish (Argun 1999, pp. 95-96; ¥en 2009, p. 604) This anti-minorities constitutiona
totalitarianism, practically criminalising what Oaa had indicated as the basic
manifestations of a Kurdish cultural identity, wesmplemented by articles
prohibiting pro-minorities political activities.

The constitutional Article 14 (abuses of rights dibérties) stated that,
“none of the rights and liberties embodied in theng&itution shall be exerted
with the aim of violating the indivisible integrityf the state with its territory
and nation[...]” (Ozbudun 2007, p. 181; italics added). Thisminalised
implicitly Kurdish political activities interpretedy default and indiscriminately
as separatist. Article 33 also allowed for the @ligag of associations by court
decision when deemed threatening the “indivisilolegrity of State with its
territory and nation, national security [and] natib sovereignty™® Similar
provisions were also contained in the 1983 Law ssoéiations. The Political Parties
Law, in its Article 81, prohibited parties claimitftie existence of national, religious,
confessional, racial or linguistic minorities inrkay and the use of languages
other than Turkish. Article 58 in the 1983 Electdraw also prohibited the use
of languages other than Turkish in electoral prapag (Argun 1999, p. 96).

Additionally, the NSC took control of the educatipolicies, too, with
the 1982 Constitution establishing a still-existi@guncil on Higher Education
(Turkish acronym YOK) with an NSC representativétsnexecutive committee

13 Turkish Constitution (1982), available at: httpww.byegm.gov.tr/content.aspx?s=tcotrot,
accessed 11 August 2011.

¥ The 1982 Constitution has suffered a number odifiwations in time (Gzbudun 2007,
p. 180), to which specific reference is made, wtedevant, later in this section.

15 Turkish Constitution (1982), available at: hitpww.byegm.gov.tr/content.aspx?s=tcotrot,
accessed 11 August 2011.
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and working to “de-politicise” the universities. ifhmeant in practice the
appointment of rectors with sympathies for the Kkshdideological purity”
(Ahmad 1993, p. 185; see also Turan 2007, p. 33udun and Genckaya
2009, p. 22). Such illiberal legislation and prees created a bad reputation in
Europe for the Turkish state since they “reflectieel authoritarian and statist
values of its military founders” (Ozbudun 2007, [79). From the
methodological perspective employed here, the 1088stitution represents
then simply the irrefutable factualisation throughv of the imagined Turkish
community asobjective presen¢eaccompanied by the total negation of
alternative possibilities of political life.

In 1983, power was returned to a civilian governimemer the Motherland
Party (Turkish acronym ANAP), with Turgut Ozal agnfe Minister and Kenan
Evren serving as President of the Republic. Thera@nuteed the close following
of the Kemalist principles for the rest of the 188Bieper & Keyman 1999,
pp. 265-66; Turan 2007, p. 333; Ozbudun and Gergk2809, pp. 20-21).
Other parties were allowed to enter the publicestémp. However, the new law
on political parties demanded from all of them (&g 97) to accept upon
foundation the principles of the 1982 Constitutitinys ‘forcing politics into a
common ideological mould’ (Ahmad 1993, p. 188).d/tent Evren publicly
denied the existence of a Kurdish people and petleio name them with the
favourite formula of the 1930s, i.e. “mountain TsitKPanayi 2000, p. 215;
Oktem 2011, p. 62). Onomastic politics became tergral one more time in
the fabrication of a political nowness where alirfan life was brutally crushed
by the only, totalitarian state identity.

Ironically, the restrictions on public expressiarikurdishness left only
the violent forms of political activism availablerfthis minority. Yet again, the
state policies legitimised the fight against Atktsirestablishment. Under these
conditions, the PKK became inevitably the strongeganisation in southeast
Turkey (Poulton 1999, p. 28; D6nmez 2007, p. 53te®@k2011, pp. 64-66).
The most visible response to the state’s anti-kKalrgliolicies came in the shape
of a campaign of terrorist actions between 19841389. The consequences of
the conflict have been dramatic. Thousands ofgéitawere destroyed, millions
of people were displaced (McDowall 1996, p. 17;ulgmhi et al 1999, pp.
1002-3; Poulton 1999, pp. 27-28; Yavuz 2001, ppl43Cakmak 2003, p. 71)
and, probably above all, both Kurdish and Turkigtentities were left
traumatised (D6nmez 2007).

The state implemented an emergency law (Decreer28887 (Robins 1993,
p. 664; Yavuz 2001, p. 13) and the Ozal governralsatissued an Anti-Terrorism
Law No. 3713 in 1991. Article 8 in the latter lawtlawed, albeit not explicitly
again, the use of Kurdish language even withoutimgum. That was because it
criminalised mother tongues of terrorists who waghting precisely against
the unitary understanding of the state and natiprthie sovereign authority
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(McDowall 1996, p. 19; Poulton 1997, p. 213; Ardl®99, pp. 95-96). In the
long run, this turned out to be a gross limitationthe freedom of expression in
Kurdish, understood now in the country as languaigérrorism. Law 3713
was totally abrogated, after repeated criticismmfrine European Parliament,
only in 2003 (McDowall 1996, p. 19; Ozbudun and @eaya 2009, p. 74). Its
effects were extreme, however, as it facilitated prosecution of reputed
intellectuals with pro-Kurdish views for merely ntieming the minority (White
1999, p. 83), among them being the above-mentitsradil Bssikci. All parties
openly supporting the affirmation of a Kurdish pickl identity were
systematically closed down for links with the PKKdaactivities criminalised in
the 1991 law (Ozbudun and Gengkaya 2009, p. 25)litiddally, clandestine
organisations of the gendarmerie and the policéiruaed to kill vocal Kurdish
intellectuals and destroy Kurdish villages, whilespns were filled with people
arrested indiscriminately on charges of terroristivities. The state of
emergency in the southeast produced thus a profdiuislon of the country.
The law ruled in the western part, while the soatheesembled a concentration
camp under the exceptional power of local goverfOktem 2011, pp. 86-91).

Prime Minister Turgit Ozal initiated a policy oflagation by publicly
admitting his Kurdish origins, by mentioning theist&nce of a ‘Kurdish
problem’, and by even criticising the military ftireir approach to security in
southeast Anatolia (McDowall 1996, p. 18; Poult®@®9d, pp. 219-20; Yavuz
2001, p. 17). The government also initiated meastmeempowering the local
administration in the excessively centralised Kesha@stablishment and signed
an important number of international agreementshoman rights (Ataman
2002, pp. 135-37). This relative liberalisatiortlie Turkish ethnic policy came
especially after the EU indicated that no progiedsilateral relations could be
made in the absence of improvement in the humdnmtsrigecord. The result was
the emergence of a distinct Kurdish public disceuia a number of
newspapers, such &ggiir Gindenand others, which challenged precisely the
historical presence of the Turkish nation.

These pro-Kurdish publications appeared betweer? & 1997 and
contained rich debates on the Kurdish identity histiory. The main result of
this small media revolution was the emergence l§biaish version of history.
Thus, more or less professional authors startetighirhg theories suggesting a
specifically Kurdish colonisation of time and atiging to somehow limit the
massive intellectual damage provoked by decaddéeanfalist education. The
more radical views of that Kurdish historiograplended to monopolise the
entire temporality of the region “in a Kurdish raive” (Hirschler 2001, p. 150).
They suggested the continuity of ethnic purity frtme Aryans to the Medes
and ending with the contemporary Kurds. The resudts a nationalised
geography in contemporary “Kurdistan” as a homelaayth (bid., pp. 152-53;
see also Laciner & Bal 2004, pp. 476-77) and thomé of a Kurdish
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temporality. Persians, Romans, Byzantines, Arab§tmmans were historicised
in this radical narrative as “invaders and occupiafthe Kurdish regions”, or

as barbaric, uncivilised outsiders (Hirschler, pp3, 155). The Ottomans were
assigned this role for the entire Islamic periduds &xplaining “the cruelty of

the present-day Turkish armyb{d., p. 156).

The radical historiography inevitably became populéh the PKK since
the party had Kurdish nationalist education attieart of its fighting strategy
(Ozcan 2005, pp. 394-95). In line with Ocalan’s marinciples presented
above, preserving the name and language representelbgical imperatives
for the survival of a Kurdish self. In the abserafean identifiable Kurdish
temporality in history, no such survival would habeen possible. The
moderate Kurdish intellectuals reacted by accutliegradicals of constructing
in fact the “inverted copy” of the Kemalist Turkististory Thesis (Hirschler
2001, p. 150). However, and despite the appearahce minority-friendly
atmosphere encouraged by Ozal, the state bureguamadaationalist groupings
responded swiftly with repressive actions dire@gdinst both currents. Editors
of Kurdish publications in general were prosecdtedseparatism, while editors
and vendors ofOzgur Giindemwere assassinated by “unknown assailants”
between 1992 and 1994 (McDowall 1996, p. 18).

In the meantime, public education policies contihtiee state propaganda
with curricula that stressed Atatlirk’s nationaliasithe core of the republican
ideology. Turks from earlier generations are fallyare of the remarkable continuity
of such propagandistic education in public schéols the 1940s until the 1980s.
Inevitably, all of them belong then to the natiomalmmunity as imagined
within the Kemalist limits (Navaro-Yashin 2002, p#8-49). Tuba Kanci’'s
research revealed that, in the 1980s, the eduehtoomriculum presented clear
signs of the Kemalist obsession with the survifahe Turkish state (2009, pp.
361-62). Even primary-school textbooks were exjgirto pupils ‘the notion
of threat’ from without and withinil§id., pp. 363-64). This line also continued
in the 1990s, with textbooks inculcating among lsuiie essentially anti-Kurdish
idea of the indivisibility of the Turkish “territgrand people”, the nation being
“a monolith without ethnic minorities”, in the sjirof the 1923 Lausanne
Treaty (Poulton 1997, p. 217).

The currently young generations of Turkish teaclaeesproducts of that
educational policy in the 1990s. It can be saidttihat the attempt on behalf of
the Kurdish intellectual elite to counteract theatanonopolisation of temporal-
political possibilities by the Turkish sovereigniyas suppressed with violence
both in the streets and in classrooms. And the Ipugi those times have
become the teachers of today. | personally seecdihsequence of this state
policy in Turkish universities: few students carswar simple questions on
European and world history as the elementary aglo-échool curricula contain
only the history of the Ottoman and Turkish statenf the Kemalist
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perspectivé® Under these conditions, it is rather difficultitbagine profound
democratic reforms and the possibility of majoritjnority politics of equality
emerging in Turkey any time soon.

Overall, the general opening toward the Kurds ur@zal’s regime did
not alter their condition as second-rate citizeme. start with, the socio-
economic measures of the Ozal era did not addressprofoundly political
‘Kurdish problem’ and did not even enhance livinginglards. The region
remained at a per capita GDP less than half Tuskayerage. Unemployment
reached 25 percent, and illiteracy more than 50gmy only 61 percent of men
and 38 percent of women having completed primasyruction (Robins 1993,
p. 663; Icduyguet al 1999, p. 1003). Even the Southeast Anatolianeletoj
started in 1965, seems to benefit mostly the ajremth landlords in the region
(Robins 1993, pp. 663; Criss 1995, p. 28; McDowa®6, p. 19; Poulton 1997,
p. 226). In any case, it does not address the Khndiinority as what the PKK
claimed it was: a community with a cultural anditicdl identity different from
the Turkish nominal majority. In other words, tharHish sovereign subjectivity,
one built on Herderian principles of national extcelity, has not as yet recognised
the equally distinctive national identity of the Kurds. Eveh liberalisation
continues on the path opened by the Ozal admitimtrait may lead to the
emergence of laxer minorigoliciesbut still perpetuating the superiority of the
majority. Under such conditions, authentic minoritgjority politics of
equality (Manning 2004) would take much longernteege in Turkey.

Is the Kemalist Sovereign Self Melting under the AlR?

The second half of the 1900s saw the increasirgyaace of the EU
discourse in the domestic Turkish politics but thé&s generally failed to alter
the basic settings of the “deep” Kemalist state, Ithe country applied for full
membership in the European Communities in 1987 . Hiurepean Commission,
however, did not recommend the start of accessegotmtions in its 198avis
and listed the state of democracy, human rightsthedurdish policy among
negative aspects (Cakmak 2003, p. 78; Ozbudun angkaya 2009, p. 81). In
1995, the European Parliament approved the EU-Juckistoms union after
Ankara promised demacratic reforms with a focushaman rights (Cakmak
2003, p. 80). Following that, the Turkish governiesalition announced in a
strategy paper some necessary constitutional anmmdmHowever, none of
them referred to minorities; on the contrary theat tendicated clearly the
government’s determination to defend the “commolitipal culture” and the

16 See also “Turkish Education System Lacks in Maspects, Report SaysHiirriyet
Daily News and Economic Revieid June 2011.
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unity of the Turkish “state, countgnd natior” (quoted in Poulton 1997, p. 228,
italics added). The definition of the human domedmtinued therefore to be
marked by the strict interpretation of the Lausahreaty and the ethnic diversity
was mentioned “only in the context of the dangersosed for national unity”
(ibid., p. 229). The customs union conditionality thereffailed to produce
change in Turkey’s minority policies. Despite cartamendments to the 1982
Constitution and the Anti-Terrorism Law No. 37113¢ egislation continued to
criminalise “separatist propaganda” (White 1999, 84), which implicitly
criminalised the Kurdish language.

The practice of government, too, continued to iaticthe hold of the
Kemalist elite over the republican establishmerite Ruthorities unabashedly
confiscated through Turkification the traditionalifdish celebration dewroz
in 1995. The event was renamB@vruzand officialised as a holiday of the
Turkish people marking the day when their anced&itdhe mythical lands of
Central Asia, while theNewrozwas defined in the media as a mere spring
celebration in eastern Anatolia (Hirschler 2001,1p4)!" The government’s
self-confidence was shaken however one year latlemfing a car accident in
Susurluk, in which three people lost their livehafing the car was the deputy
chief of the Istanbul police, a parliamentariardieg a powerful Kurdish clan,
and a Turkish nationalist red-listed by Interpol @mtract killer. From that
moment on, and despite painstaking efforts on lhafalhe establishment to
downplay the incident, the public opinion starteddiming aware that a historical
manipulation may have been taking place (Meyer 18@®akci 2009, p. 87;
Toprak 2005, p. 176; Oktem 2011, pp. 102-4). Endoge pressures begun to
take shape and eventually contributed to the velatemise of Kemalist politics
in the 2000s. The EU also increased the exogenagsyre two years later.

Right before the 1997 Luxembourg summit, the Corsimier for external
relations Van den Broek draw European attentiorAmgara’s ‘poor human
rights record’. Luxembourg’s Prime Minister Junkéwp, expressed similar
concerns during the summit and warned that Turl@aydcnot join the other
members in the EU under such conditions (Rumfoi@l2@. 95; Capmak 2003,
p. 81). The official conclusions of the summit diok contain the recognition of
Turkey as candidate to EU membership. Against Ilaiskground, significant
developments for the Kurdish community and Turkegusred two years after
Luxembourg, in 1999.

On the Kurdish side, the PKK’s leader Ocalan waswad. During trial
at the State Security Court between May and Juré9,1Be declared that
democracy and not secession was the solution té&tindish problem, urging
the PKK to give up arms against the state (Yavu20. 16). This demand for

1 The letter “w” does not exist in the Turkish aiblet and is considered a significant
marker of the Kurdish identity. Consequently, thenfoNevroz represented a clear act of
Turkification much resented by the Kurdish commyiit this day.
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a fundamental redefinition of the state along deatidT lines represents
nowadays the leitmotif of pro-Kurdish political daurse in Turkey. In
December 1999, the country was also recognisedaadidate state at the
European Council in Helsinki. The EU officials conied to criticise during
that summit the approach of the Turkish state to Klurdish problem under
1991 Anti-Terrorism Law (Cakmak 2003, pp. 79, 8Epwever, these two
developments inaugurated a gradual decline in naale

Overall, the last years of the twentieth centunjidated the survival of
the state-centric and security-dominated core @fTilwrkish political culture, i.e.
the very complexes on which the Turkish sovereigpjectivity has been built
since the 1920s. Developments after the 1999 Helsinmmit may suggest that
the nationalist self of Turkish sovereignty coul@drs melting. The official
confirmation of Turkey's EU candidacy helped thegibaeing of the
‘Europeanisation’ through democratisation of therdish question. Most
importantly, it raised awareness among the Turkigliticians concerning the
importance of solving peacefully the problems intseast Anatolia. The late
Prime Minister Yilmaz and foreign minister Cem amkshedged the situation
and the fact that the EU membership depended orKprdish reforms,
including the recognition and promotion in the naedf the Kurdish language
(Yavuz 2001, p. 17; Gunter 2007, p. 118). Desgie general mood in the
country being far from Kurdish-friendly after deemdof violence, some
reforms did emerge.

The package of legislative initiatives in 2001, @eabed explicitly by the
EU (Ozbudun and Gengkaya 2001, p. 43), widenedstiope of fundamental
rights and freedoms by amending Article 13 in thengitution. The
criminalisation of the use of languages other tharkish was also eliminated
from Article 26. Article 28 (freedom of expressiom) the 1982 Constitution
was amended to allow for public expression in laggs other than Turkish
(Oran 2004, pp. 95-96; Kadilm 2007, p. 292; Ozbudun 2007, p. 183-84;
Ozbudun and Gencgkaya 2009, p. 35). However, Arfiéleontinues to indicate
at the moment of writing the value that the stdtaches to the ‘unity of the
nation’. Given the profoundly ethnic understandifighe concept of ‘nation’ in
the Turkish society, this inevitably implies thend# of non-Turkish identities.
With another set of amendments in 2002, the barragiio and television
broadcasting in “forbidden” languages and the baneducation in those
languages were lifted (Oran 2004, pp. 98-99; Kgdi@007, p. 292). However,
this is currently limited in practice to privateusétion and a broad state policy
concerning public education in Kurdish has yet te formulated and
implemented. After the 2003 Regular Report of thieopean Commission, the
sixth harmonisation package also contained Law 4&2dly repelling the
prohibition of Kurdish names for newborns datingl#o the 1972 Population
Law (Ozbudun and Gengkaya 2009, pp. 91, 13@eM&009, p. 605 and note 40).
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Following the victory of the Justice and Developm&arty (Turkish
acronym AKP) in the 2002 elections, the governnpeatnised even more steps
toward normalisation. Prime Minister Efgin announced this direction by
becoming the first Turkish official to publicly admnin 2005 that, ‘the state
[had] made mistakes in the past’ about the Kurdishe®® Initially motivated
by the incentive of EU accession, the AKP execupiveposed in 2004 the
amendment of ten pieces of legislation. The mopbrtant for minority politics
was probably Article 90 establishing the precedasfdaternational agreements
ratified by Turkey to domestic legislation (Ozbudand Genckaya 2009,
pp. 66-67). The 1983 Law on Associations was atsnmetely replaced in
2004 with Law No. 5231 in line with the amendmemtttie Article 33 in the
Constitution and liberalising to an unprecedentedjrde the associational
activities {bid, p. 75).

The government’s readiness to operate democrdtome was rewarded
in 2004 by the Union deciding at the Brussels Eeawp Council to open
accession negotiations, which started officially 2005. The Enlargement
Commissioner Rehn (2005, p. 56) congratulated ufke the achievement,
but warned that it would need to transform intdgniaito a ‘fully fledged liberal
democracy respectful of human rights and minotitiddore constitutional
amendments followed. They were accompanied by dogtson of a new Penal
Code and the Code of Criminal Procedure in 2008,ttvo fundamental acts
being expected to produce significant democratanges in the judiciary.

Such reforms, however, cannot change what is giyneeen as the main
problem, that is, the mentality of the judges. TKemalist perspective
continues to dominate civilian judges in the CrialirCourts with Special
Jurisdiction, even after these have replaced tHagamyifilled State Security
Courts at the express request of the EU (Yinan¢glROMoreover, no such
reforms could be successful in practice if the licini state does not take
effective control of the military. On 1 November(Q&) an explosion shook
Semdinli, in southeast Anatolia and public blame wag on the PKK.
However, another bomb exploded eight days later aé@okstore owned by an
alleged former PKK member. This time, bystandersagead to apprehend the
perpetrators and the media immediately spread éhes of their identity: they
were members of the same clandestine gendarmeiti¢ JUREM) responsible
for innumerable other murders in the past (Grighisia& Ozer 2010, p. 108).
Inevitably, such incidents and also the lack of ssabtial pro-minority
democratic reforms determined the accentuation mifstate PKK violence
(Onar 2007, pp. 284-85; Kavakci 2009, pp. 92-93e@k2011, pp. 141-44).

18 “Erdogan’in Diyarbakir mesaji: Devlet gegté hatalar yapt”” (Erdgan’s Message in
Diyarbakir: The State Has Done Mistakes in the)PRsidikal 13 August 2005.
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After 2005, the European Commission followed clps$lbé developments
in Turkey and issued Progress Reports each yeapit@ethis monitoring,
Turkey has made little progress from the Kemalispired zero-tolerance
policy toward minorities. Put simply, the state tomes to refuse the
recognition of fundamental aspects of minority.lifdhe report in 2006 noted,
for instance, that children could not actually fear mother tongues other than
Turkish in state-run schools (European Commissia®62p. 20). On the other
hand, the prices for private schools teaching indiGl are prohibitive for most
Kurds (Bonner 2005, p. 63) and thus a higher |l@fetducation among the
Kurdish children continues to be a remote targefTinkey.® Fundamental
change did not occur for the next years and obengsimilar to the ones in
2006 were made in the progress report of Novemb@&tO2(European
Commission 2010, p. 33). For instance, a law ord&mmental principles of
elections and the electoral registry in the begigrof 2006 allowed for the use
of Kurdish language in electoral campaigns. Howgtreg law on elections and
political parties criminalises the use of languagéer than Turkish in political
life. Moreover, the 2010 report underlined thatpuds have been issuing
contradictory decisions in court cases against khrgoliticians’ (bid.). From
both reports we learn that Turkey has not yet gsighe Framework Convention
for the Protection of National Minorities. Both alexpress the Commission’s
concerns about the lack of progress in the stageramy education in the mother
tongues of minorities (European Commission 200@0p2010, p. 32).

From the perspective opened by the methodologytaddpere, there are
two much more profound problems that the ProgressoRs fail to address.
Firstly, they do not point at the absence of ele@ag‘Europeanisation” in the
contentof public education, long after Turkey was recegui as a candidate to
EU membership. The current curricula continue tllece the nationalist
rhetoric denying alternatives to the majority disse. A MRGI report from
2009 pointed at the “extremely centralized” edunatsystem, with regional
schools and directorates having no influence olier dontent of instruction
elaborated in Ankara (Kaya 2009, p. 9). The inddpen Turkish media has
signalled recently the persistence of these praf@m circular from the
Ministry of Education urged in 2001 the eliminatioh‘pejorative words’ about
the Roma minority in textbooks (Grigoriadis 2007 4@5). However, it did not
address the fact that other minorities were not tioeed at all, even
pejoratively, in the same materials.

In 2003 and 2005, the state had initiated a seoksducational
campaigns supported by civic society organisatibusjness associations and
the UNICEF and focusing on the Kurdish minority.wéver, as the minister

19 See also “Turkish Education System Lacks in Maspects, Report SaysHirriyet
Daily News and Economic Revieid June 2011.
20 H
Ibid.
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himself declared in 2004, the focus was on soltheyilliteracy problem and
assimilating the minority through Turkish languageurses (Ygen 2009,
pp. 613-14). That was while politicians represemtine Kurdish cause have
repeatedly indicated that education in the motbegue of pupils is crucial for
the social and political emancipation of this mityo(Olson 2008, p. 27). Given
that decades of Turkish educational programmesgiamad solve the problem of
illiteracy, those politicians are right to demahdttKurdish be taught in public
schools for the country to meet the elementary deatic criterion of fair
political competitionipid. pp. 29-30, 35).

The central authorities in Ankara initiated in 200%rogramme revising
considerably the curriculum. Thus, the new textlsoo&ntained less emphasis
on notions central for Kemalist nationalism, sushtte unity of the nation and
the security of the indivisible state, focusing mon individual rights. The new
textbooks also did not contain explicit represeotet of foreign people and
countries as enemies of Turkey and its people (K20@9, pp. 368-69). However,
the sections allocated to individual rights focusamnsumer rights, while the
general language continues to illustrate ‘the ugihey discourses’ that made
the ideological essence in previous social scietedbooks ipid., p. 370).

Thus, sixth and seventh grade books still conthin map of Central
Asian Republics titled ‘Turkish World’ (n.b. not ¢fkic’) and stories of the
motherland Central Asia maintaining a public seofsine Turanic ‘ethnoscape’
of extreme nationalism. They also contain mythitaties of origins that were
central in the Turkish History Thesis, and of thditaxistic character of the
nation (bid.; see also Cayir 2009, pp. 46-47). Moreover,theease in the PKK’s
attacks on Turkish military after 2005 produced thsurgence of nationalist
discourse in public life. Criticism of the libersdition of education soon emerged
even in court cases, which led to the re-politibisaof education in line with
Kemalist principles in 2007 and 2008 (Cayir 20Q9,49-41; Kanci 2009, p. 371).

Within this context, reference has been constantige to the 1973 Basic
Education Law No. 1739. The official webpage of tharkish National
Education Ministry (Turkish acronym TMEB) indicatesits section 1.1.3 the
centrality of Kemalist principles among the mairjeatives of education under
the law. No reference is made to the multicultimainan life in Turkey! The
law underlines, in fact, that the objective of ealian in Turkey is to raise
citizens ‘committed to the principles and reformé Atatirk and to the
nationalism of Atatirk as expressed in the Cortstitt (quoted in Cayir 2009,
p. 43). And the Preamble of the 1982 Constitutiant, yet changed, continues
to indicate that all Turkish citizens are united dyational culture and follow
the moral values ahillietcilik (nationalism).

2L “Tirk Milli E gitim Sistemi” (The Turkish National Education Sysie Turkiye Milli
Egitim Bakanlgi (The Turkish Ministry of Education), available at:
http://mww.meb.gov.tr/duyurular/duyurular2006/takiegitim_sistemi.html, accessed 10 August 2011.
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Moreover, the possibility of legal changes in tliei@tional system is
fundamentally hindered by Article 42, still presémthe amended form today,
stipulating that, “no language other than Turkisialsbe taught as a mother
tongue to Turkish citizens at any institutionsrafriing or education® As long
as this article remains in the country’s fundamieiata, no public instruction in
minorities’ languages would ever be possible inkéyr That is also why the
country has not yet signed the Framework Convertdfahe Council of Europe.
The MRGI report of 2009 also indicated that, in therkish practice of
education, there continues a sustained campaignngirat ensuring the
application of the Basic Education Law. Article il that act prohibits the
teaching and expression in schools of ideologi@sparitical opinions contrary
to Atatirk’s nationalism. Teachers interviewed I tauthors of the report
stated that inspectors from the Ministry of Edumatinsist on these aspects in
their visits to schools (Kaya 2009, p. 26). My owguiries among high-school
teachers in Izmir confirm the existence and thepeaaf such inspections.

Social science textbooks have started mentioniegmhltilingualism of
the Turkish society. However, this is presenteddaneral as a “problem”, solved
through the unitary conception of the state, ant aw evidence of cultural
richness to be cultivated and protected (Cayir 2p0918). One can notice a
sudden richness of publications on minority culsuire Turkey throughout the
2000s (Kadiglu 2007, pp. 293-94) as also evidenced in thedghkdiphy employed
here. The legenda®zgiir Guindenhas also returned recently to the newsstands
in the beginning of April 2011. Nevertheless, tinditigal establishment continues
to control the legal means for preserving the afjcKemalist discourse of
national sovereignty and its inherent anti-minorsyance. The 2009 MRGI
report evidenced in this sense that, “no law oat§dt practice promotes the
cultures of minorities” (Kaya 2009, p. 26); coursesschools simply do not
address comprehensively the issue of minoritieds Tdould not even be
possible under a provision in the 1973 Basic Edocataw still stating that
textbooks should “protect, develop, and teach tthemtic national morality
and culture without corruption within the universalilture”, in line with
Atatirk’s nationalism (quoted in Kaya 2009, p. 50).

Thus, interpreted from perspectives proposed mdigsertation, there is
little hope for the Turkish sovereign subjectivity ease its tight control of the
public conscience. Thastorical presencef the nation continues to be insisted
upon in terms suggesting the homogeneity of paliticulture around the
principles of nationalism enunciated almost ningarrs ago. Constructed as it is on
the legal foundation of the 1923 Treaty of Lausafien 2004), (flactualised as
physical objective presenda both legislation and the educational systeis.attnically
defined sovereign self continues to dominate adkpalities of political life.

2 Turkish Constitution (1982), available at: httpww.byegm.gov.tr/content.aspx?s=tcotrot,
accessed 11 August 2011.
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It is extremely disturbing in this context to diseo, and this represents
the second failure of the Progress Reports, tlaEiropean Commission has
recently renounced mentioning the Lausanne Treatyheonly legal basis for
Turkey’ minority policy. It is also significant thd urkey’s historical refusal to
recognise internally the cultural richness of itsrtan domain continues to be
based entirely on an international agreement. Theé&knowledged that in the
first three progress reports between 2005 and 28@&ting with the 2009
report, however, this detail has been missing ftbm main text as the 2010
report mentioned the Treaty only in a footnotecamnection with child rights
(European Commission 2010, p. 28). This seemsrifrog one more time, that
the international regime of human rights, like Eig itself, are creations of the
nation-states and perpetuate the limits of thdlective political imagination.

Certain individual people have been much more amoas than
institutions. This was illustrated in the case gbuted writer and Nobel Prize
winner Orhan Pamuk. He was prosecuted, along witeroprominent
intellectuals and politicians, over Article 301 time new Penal Code (Gunter
2007, p. 119; Cgkun 2010, p. 59-62). The respective article cririgea public
speeches “insulting Turkishness”, which allowedeatan law firm to accuse
Pamuk in 2005 for acknowledging in an interview thecalled Armenian
“genocide” by Ottoman armed forces. For this readom also became a
preferred target of thalusalcilar, a still undefined neo-nationalist group that
includes high-ranking Kemalists from all stratatbé establishment and has
opposed liberalisation policies (Uslu 2008, p. 93)e High Court of Appeal
ruled that “all Turkish citizens could sue Pamuik’’a gross violation of basic
principles of law according to which only persofffeeted by a crime could file
legal complaint (Cgkun 2010, p. 59). The court’s decision reflectezhdly the
neo-nationalist spirit in Turkey and can be con®deinstigation for “all
Turkish citizens” to follow this path. Turkish-Arm&n journalist Hrant Dink
was also prosecuted in 2005 for insulting Turkisisnand, like in the case of
Pamuk and others he also faced the mobs’ assaukgle the court building
who were chanting nationalist slogans. All thesepte were eventually
acquitted except for the ethnically non-Turkish PDwho was convicted to
prison term and eventually was assassinated in Bp@7s17-year old nationalist
during daylight on an Istanbul street (Grigoria&i€zer 2010, pp. 108, 110;
Oktem 2011, p. 147). Loyalty to Kemalism has befenoclaimed to lay behind
such acts and many others for which there will néeeenough editorial space.

lllustrating more the force of this current, evér tgovernment had to
dissolve a commission it had established to doarekeon minority rights after
the content of their report became public togettith the book by Baskin Oran
employed here (Kadgu 2007, note 16; Ghun 2010, p. 61). The pressure
from Kemalist elites was higher than the powerhaf government itself and the
EU representatives could not do much in this cdriteyond expressing official
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positions. The head of the European Commissionesgptation in Ankara,
Hans Jorg Kretscher, asked publicly in 2006 that frurkish authorities
recognise the Kurdish minority and its identity lasing different from the
Turkish identity. He also expressed support forribgon of Turkiyeli (of/from
Turkey) as more appropriate than the notionTdfk for defining Turkish
citizenry (Gunter 2007, p. 121). The formulatidiirkiyeli had been proposed
by Baskin Oran in the governmental commission roeeti above as a term
helping the de-ethnicisation of citizenship (2004,126; see also Grigoriadis
2007, pp. 430-31; Kadgtu 2007, p. 293). In a typical reaction of the Kéista
elite, the former chief of the General Staff Blyiikagave a public rebuke to
Kretscher’s call by asserting that, “[s]Juch applecare an insult to the Turkey
of Kemal Atatirk” (Gunter 2007, p. 121). One caertlunderstand why the
ulusalcilar, clearly fearing the country’s Europeanisation amith this the
vanishing of Kemalism (Grigoriadis & Ozer 2010)wsim Biyiikanit ‘the ideal
leader for a post-Erg@n Turkey’ (Uslu 2008, p. 93).

Yet another case under Article 301 was opened eaganst the
European MP Joost Lagendijk, chairman of the TwkByJoint Parliamentary
Commission. Lagendijk had criticised in 2005 thée rof the Turkish armed
forces in the country’'s southeast. The Great Umibdurists in Turkey — the
same organisation that had accused Pamuk and iote#ectuals and is also
suspected of ties with the nationalist terrorigtamisationErgenekonSarib@a
2008; Grigoriadis & Ozer 2010; Oktem 2011, p. Hfiled a legal complaint against
Lagendijk with reference to Article 361 These developments show clearly the
persistence among the Turkish bureaucratic elitddtge military of a Kemalist core
that, as long as it maintains control of the impatation level in policy-making,
will not allow for positive evolutions in the majty-minority relations.

Some reforms continued. The state TV and radiodwaster launched a
Kurdish-language channel TRIES in 2009 (Y&en 2009, p. 615). The YOK
also allowed universities to establish departmdatsthe study of Kurdish
language and literature. The first such departns¢ggtted functioning in the
eastern province of Muin 20112 Moreover, a high court in the eastern
province of Hakkari granted in July 2011 to a defamt, for the first time in the
history of the Turkish Republic, the right to forlate his defence in Kurdish.
The general orientation of elites connected to pdvaavever gives little hope
for fundamental changes in the Turkish politicadtune concerning specifically
the recognition of the minority’s right to equalitjth the majority.

The Kemalist establishment still resists fundamenthanges as
illustrated by the legislators-bureaucrats conftieer the implementation of

2 «“Charges More than Fiction When It Comes to TCK 3Mrriyet Daily News and

Economic Review23 July 2006.
24 “kurdish Language Classes Start atsMiparslan University”Zaman 16 April 2011.
% “Court OKs Defense in KurdishHirriyet Daily News and Economic Revjel@ July 2011.
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amendments to the 1982 Constitution (Kgtud2007, p. 292). The current text
does not suggest the unequivocal recognition obritias as linguistically and
culturally differentfrom the Turkish nominal majority. The trauma affeg the
Kurdish and Turkish identities after decades oflenb relations cannot be
healed easily in a society where the moral valdgsemalist nationalism still
reign from the very preamble and other articlestted constitution. Those
provisions imply inevitably the ethnicisation ofetlpolitical and the sovereign
position of the nominal majority. Within the contef this legal (f)actualisation
of the Turkish imagined community asbjective presencgeit is simply
impossible to accommodate legislation meeting Kalrdexpectations, still
considered “maximalist” (Ozbudun and Genckaya 2Q1925). This would
presuppose general forgetfulness of the decadgsHistory of a Turkish
sovereign subjectivity “self-instituted” (Odysse2&10, p. 21) precisely through
the denial of any ethnic other throughout its hurdamain.

By Way of Conclusion: the Future of the Kemalist Seereignty

During the last months of 2010 and the first of 20increasingly
coherent messages emerged in the public media fr@mew pro-Kurdish
Peace and Democracy Party (Turkish acronym BDR)ngespecially for the
decentralisation of administration (Gungér 2010heTparty also openly
supports a draft-model of “democratic autonomy”amhed by the Democratic
Society Congress (Turkish acronym DTK), a self-desdl “local organisation
of Kurds in eastern TurkeySéfak 2010). The Kurdish “democratic autonomy”
initiative has effectively begun in February 201ithwhe establishment of fifty
vilage communes, twenty-one neighbourhood couneited four district
councils in the Southeast province of Diyarbakihe3e include justice
commissions run by local Kurdish people (Bozkurt 20

As a reaction to the dominant nationalist discouthe leaders of the
BDP have also advanced more concrete demands fr@state: ‘native tongue
education, the release of political prisoners, dgatit autonomy and the dropping
of the electoral threshold. This suggests clearly the gradual emergence of a
coherent Kurdish response to the perpetuationeoKémalist-inspired minority
policies. The end of March and beginning of Apfil2 saw the consumption
of yet another significant event in this context.B®P leader petitioned the
Education Directorate in Diyarbakir to abolish therning oath starting with
the words, “I am a Turk”, which his child has taite every day in schodl.
Only one day later, on 1 April, the court that ekaed the petition dismissed it

2 «A Dangerous Step...'Sabah 24 March 2011.
27 “BDP Leader Files Petition on Morning Oath withriish Education Officials"Hiirriyet
Daily News and Economic Revie8d March 2011.
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with no explanation. These events suggest the emeeg of particular

awareness among the political representatives efkilrdish minority about

specific elements identified here as actually poiay the objective presence of
the national sovereignty, which concomitantly amtherently excludes the
minorities (Panayi 2000, p. 215).

To these developments must be added an unprecddsatement from
the leader of the legendary CHP, Kemali¢dargslu, in February 2011. He
advanced the idea that a general amnesty, an gpwidhe Kurdish population
and a new constitution could contribute to the raimation of inter-ethnic
relations?® The ruling party reacted in March 2011 with messafjom the
President and the Prime Minister to the Kurdishpteaelebrating th&lewruz
The President’s discourse on the occasion is ealpecelevant within the
context of this argument as it contained the mesghagt the entire nation
‘should celebrate Newruz peacefully. Our nation is aware of the value of
living as a whole, with peace and tranquility. Bi#fnces and diversities are our
biggest asseté® It was for the first time since Ozal's term inio# that a high
official acknowledged the cultural diversity of ham life in Turkey. This
electoral game of declarations, pleasant to Kurdials, continued with the
CHP leader calling for a constitutional definitiohcitizenship no longer based
on religion, language, or ethnic origth.

The victory of the AKP in the elections of June 20the third one since
2002, offered this party enough power to form tbgegnment by itself but not
enough to change altogether the 1982 Constitudiogyen to call for a referendum.
Consequently, a new fundamental law will probabéy ddopted during this
AKP term but only if all parties collaborate to dgsand vote it in Parliament
(Aybet & Baskan 2011). Prime Minister Erdan stated immediately after the
official announcement of the elections results thatew Constitution and the
“Kurdish issue” will be government’'s top prioritiekle also promised that the
new fundamental law would be the result of brodthboration and consultation
with all political parties, academic circles andilcsociety organisation.

Within this context, negative and positive develepis continue to
coexist. On one hand, it is worrying that the BoRtoues to refuse to take the
seats it has won in the Parliament in protest¢owat decision that banned one
of its members to join the parliament for collabdmna with the PKK. On the
other hand, | have received with satisfaction theoaincement made by Deputy

2 «CHP's Kurdish Workshop Gets Lukewarm Responsktjrriyet Daily News and

Economic Review24 February 2011.

2 «Tyrkish President and Prime Minister Release Newlessages™Hiirriyet Daily News
and Economic Reviev20 March 2011.

30 «Definition of Turkish Citizenship Should Change, Ei$ays” Hiirriyet Daily News and
Economic Revieyd1 May 2011; “Why is Turkey’s June 12 Vote Impot?”,Sabah 7 June 2011.

31 “We Are a Government of 74 Million"Sabah 13 June 2011; “Constitution, Kurdish
Issue Top Gov't ProgramHrriyet Daily News and Economic ReviegvJuly 2011.
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Prime Minister Bozda that the government would consult with the Venice
Commission of the Council of Europe in drafting @enstitution® If this is
done indeed, there are important chances that ¢éingakst hold of human life in
Turkey becomes history, since the Venice Commishis become one of the
most important consultative bodies on minority éssu

Whether autonomy for the Kurdish community will benstitutionally
granted, as the BDP insists for, is part of theenurpolitical games around the
new charter. | personally do not believe such atwaue would be possible
within the context of the contemporary politicaltate in Turkey. The advent
of AKP and especially what this party has done apknow does not yet
indicate fundamental alterations in the make ofdtate. Despite the optimism
of some scholars in this sense (Oktem 2011, pp-8935and the recent
strengthening of the Erdan government’s position vis-a-vis the militarye th
mainstream political culture needs much time tangka Kemalist elites from the
military and the judiciary continue to obstruct fh®cess of democratisation and
security complexes continue to persist among bb# rulers and the ruled
(Aydin 2003; Diez 2005; Uslu 2008; Grigoriadis & &z 2010). In
Karaosmanglu’'s conclusion to his thorough research on theané2008, p. 135),
minorities under the Turkish sovereignty still “oah be conceived independently
from a nationalist discourse that posits intermatlglayers ready to use every
means available to damage the unity of the Tunkétion.”

This is, indeed, the bitter truth about Turkish deracy. As long as the
dominant political culture and political identityf ahis nation remains
subordinated to the principles of its foundatidrere is practically no chance
for a politically stable state to continue develapon the southern shores of the
Black Sea. The Europeanisation of this country, ohéhe central dreams of
Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, may then find ironically time post-Atatiirk Kemalism
the most serious hurdle. The understanding of dleeety in this state ideology
makes impossible the imagining by Turks of a Euappeow in which the
Turkish state acknowledges the multiethnic and icwltural make of human
life in its society. And that will always mean, iatas always meant, the fierce
response of a Kurdish community ready for innumleralacrifices in order to
assert its presence in the time of the world.

An Europeanised Turkey should mean not only a bogreconomy and
a fairly democratic political system on the surfatteshould also mean a
profoundly reformed education system and legishatioat cease to produce
exclusively the historical and objective presentéie nation. Eventually, this
will only mean the political maturation of this auty toward recognising and
enjoying its valuable cultural mosaic, which hasvaed more than eight
decades of sustained negation. Around 47 diffeetimic communities were

32 “Turkey to Consult Venice Commission in MakingW€harter”,Zaman 1 August 2011.
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still living in the country in the 1990s (Criss 9. 25) and 12.5 per cent of
the population considered Kurdish their mother tengn the 2000s (Carktu

& Kalaycioglu 2007, p. 23). This suggests not only the failafghe Turkish
sovereignty in its historical attempt at homogergsits human domain, but the
condemnation to failure of all imaginable attemgatsilencing what is naturally
expressive and attempting to survive objectively historically in time.
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