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			Introduction

			It’s difficult to comprehend the complicated socio-political events of the Middle East. In the last few years, protests have rocked the Muslim world from North Africa to Central Asia. Local conflicts in Libya and Syria have become full blown global wars while Israel and Palestine continue their seemingly endless struggle. Low level disputes across the Gulf region threaten to shake up the global economy. And the West continues to make inroads into places, as always.

			At the center of it all is Turkey: once the region’s biggest empire, then its “model” democracy—and always the bridge between the Middle East and Europe. As uneasy alliances have shifted and battles have threatened its borders, Turkey has remained one of the region’s most vibrant economies and a melting pot of traditional wisdom and Western reforms—a volatile mix that has often times boiled over. Since the introduction of multi-party democracy after WWII, Turkish society has proven that it possesses a dynamic internal force for change and a strong will for more democratic reforms. At the same time, it has also shown a strong resistance when the “state-center” imposes top-down secularist modernity as reforms upon the “social-center.”  

			In 2008, the country was shaken by two watershed moments—the Ergenekon trials which (seemingly) shook out the military-bureaucratic “state-center” and the ruling AK Party’s narrow survival in a constitutional court case. Since then, the country has undergone a dramatic political reorganization. In 2011, the AKP led by the then Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan secured a record 50% of the vote in parliamentary elections. Upon victory, the Prime Minister declared that his party had gone through their apprenticeship stages to reach “mastery.”

			What was supposed to be the AKP’s “mastery” phase has instead been marked by unprecedented turmoil—some of it from within, and plenty from without. As the Arab Spring protests in places like Syria and Libya spiraled into global conflicts, Turkey experienced its own unrest. The Gezi Park Protests of 2013 shook the foundations of the country’s political order, leading to the groundbreaking corruption charges launched against the oligarchic cadre at the helm of the Erdoğan government and the government’s subsequent strikes against journalists, free speech, and the rule of law—in an attempt to cover up the massive government corruption. 

			In this collection of essays, Ali Bulaç eruditely addresses issues as diverse as Turkey’s relationship with the global powers, the Kurdish issue, and the Turkish State’s roots in the Ottoman Empire. Bulaç leverages a wealth of knowledge to dissect Turkey’s vital role in the ongoing conflicts in Syria, Iraq, and Israel, and he uses his position as a government outsider to examine Turkey’s internal dynamics from a fresh perspective. In his honest, direct analysis, he boldly challenges the status quo, such as Turkey’s one-way relationship to the West, the supposed “end” of military-bureaucratic tutelage, the AK Party’s image as a “religious” party, and the transformation of former Islamists into Muslims’ monster.

			The essays, originally published in Today’s Zaman—Turkey’s no1 English language daily and close sibling to Zaman, Turkey’s largest daily and one of the papers most impacted by the Erdoğan administration’s crackdowns on free speech—cover the years from 2008 until the present moment, charting Turkey’s changing role within the larger Muslim and global communities as developments, both expected and surprising, have altered perceptions about the country.

			Starting with a comprehensive analysis of the historical account of the social-center’s uphill battle for democracy against the interventionist politics of the state-center, this collection of essays provides a deep insight into the most important developments of the last decade. Its focus begins on the internal dynamics within Turkey, from the democratization efforts the AKP initially undertook, to the landmark Ergenekon trials, up through the tumultuous events of the recent years which have been characterized by the reversal of democratic progress and curtailment of human rights and freedom. It sheds light on the bigger picture beyond the current AKP-Hizmet row, tracing the telltale signs of how the old state-center restores itself through the ruling party, thus explaining the reasons for the once-reform government undoing hard-fought reforms and its insatiable desire for power, carried out through witch hunts and policies of polarization. 

			In its later chapters, the book takes a close—and oftentimes critical—look at Turkey’s relationships with the US, Europe, Israel, and the Gulf States. In addition, it expands its view to take the pulse of the wider Middle Eastern region as it tries to stake a claim for its own identity after centuries of Western interventions. It tackles some of the most relevant issues of our time, such as the Israel-Palestine conflict, the Arab Spring, and the war in Syria, from a perspective too often overlooked in the West—the perspective of an ardent Islamist, a defender of human rights and peace, and a proponent of dialogue and engagement. At times critical and at others hopeful, the essays both identify the root causes of the Middle East’s and Turkey’s seemingly intractable problems and offers common-sense, faith-inspired solutions to them. 

			Just as they identify problems, these essays also pose questions. Where can the West and the Islamic world find common ground on human rights? Why has Turkey struggled mightily to reconcile its perception as a model democracy to the reality on the ground? How could the situation in Syria have been solved before it devolved into full blown war? And above all, the book asks: how will the Muslim world, of which Turkey is a vital part, confront the ambivalent West which adopts a policy of double standard?

			It is hoped that this book will encourage conversations and further reading. Instead of blindly assuming that Western concepts of nation-state, class-based society, materialist economy, secular-oriented reforms, and modernity are the only options to the Middle East’s conflicts, these essays emphasize the fact that there are internal dynamics and a plethora of homegrown ideas to which one can and should have recourse in solving all major problems in the region—and that what has led to the present conflicts has been a radical break away from the traditional values and modes of thought. 

			In short, with his unprecedented insight and profound intellect, Ali Bulaç has given in these essays an ideal introduction to the socio-cultural and political canvas of both Turkey and the Middle East.

		

	
		
			Chapter 1 
Turkish Modernization Project

			The Roots of Tension1 

			It is possible to argue that what distinguishes the Turkish modernization project from other similar endeavors is based on three major elements: “Westernization,” “state-centrism,” and “secularization.” 

			The social repercussions of Turkish Westernization were an imposition of modernization or reformation attempts by state elites without considering the cultural internalization of its core values by the peripheral actors and the subsequent tension associated with this move. This is most likely the primary reason for the tension that has existed between the society and the state throughout the last two centuries. This tension still exists with its own dynamics in a number of fields, including in the political, cultural, and social spheres. 

			Institutions which the Ottoman State had created and which had functioned properly for a long time became ineffective (especially in the late Ottoman period); they proved to be inadequate vis-à-vis new developments and the needs of the age. Undoubtedly, there was a need for dramatic reformation. With the exception of the scholastic class, which supported maintaining traditions because of its historical role within the state, all other actors agreed change was necessary. 

			It could be said that both the state and the society were aware of this need for reform; we would not be struggling with the current tensions if a broad consensus had been achieved to acknowledge the primary reasons for this need, based on sound dialogue between the state and the society. However, because the Ottoman rulers and administrators tended to regard subjects as members of a class to be ruled rather than active actors who should be consulted about the implementation of social practices and general politics, they did not consider maintaining dialogue with civil powers and actors. Ottoman statesmen simply held that the subjects were impotent; they had to yield to the state authority and nothing else. 

			The Republican elites who assumed office and administrative control from the Ottoman dynasty also adhered to this basic approach to society. They resorted to authoritarian, radical, and rigid policies to make society undergo a thorough transformation to attain Western standards. 

			At the beginning, the primary objective of reformation was the attainment of a contemporary level of civilization. But when reformation was defined as Westernization and the latter was interpreted as secularization, which excludes religion, it came to be perceived as outside the realm of what would be beneficial for the government and society as a whole. 

			Like the Islamic world, people living in Turkey believed that material and institutional reforms were needed. No one praised poverty, illiteracy, and weakness. But when the reformation process was imposed by the state as an agent of secularization and Westernization, Muslims felt threatened by this approach, which sought to undermine their beliefs that connected them to the universe and to life; subsequently, Muslims detached themselves from this world and became alienated from the political regime and the state in an attempt to preserve their existence in the world and in history. 

			This detachment from the world and the state did not bother the pro-Western power elites; on the contrary, they were pleased with it simply because they found the rationale to forcefully implement the radical secularist modernization project in the absence of public consent. 

			Is Modernism Limited to Reforms Alone?2 

			Due to the fact that the architects of the change sold to us, since the 19th century, as “modernization” are Westerners, they have determined the criteria and models of this change. Our intellectuals, scientists, and ruling elite have settled for simply translating this modernism, the framework of which was drawn up in certain Western capitals. They chose to become the consumers of modernism. We should accept that we have not made any contributions to the development of modern processes other than with our God-given natural resources, raw materials, and our status of being a mere market. The “Turkish heroes” exalted in the last two centuries have been found praiseworthy on account of their success in establishing the Western modernism in Turkey. 

			Universities, educational institutions, curricula, state institutions, and the media operate to serve the modernization policy. The degree to which we have understood and internalized the Western mindset, approached the Western institutions, and of course the extent to which we have become disconnected from the traditional understanding and institutions that belong to our own past are considered the criteria for our ability to change and participate in modern life. This process is unquestionable; even attempting to take a critical approach to it, let alone opposing it, is enough to have your most fundamental rights and freedoms limited, and to be branded as a “bigot,” “obsolete,” or a “religious extremist.” 

			But in reality there are questions to which no complete answers have yet been provided: Are Islamic societies really unwilling to change? Are they so perfectly content with their current conditions? Are they taking a critical approach to modernity because they want to repeat the history and already lived experiences just as before, because everything in their past was “extraordinarily good and perfect”? We have to answer these questions very prudently. 

			The change that occurs in the world of creation is realized when a desire and force emerge, manifesting themselves in the form of a demand. Social change depends on the same laws. When a desire and a will appear in the internal dynamics of a society, they turn into power and the change occurs. Therefore, what is essential is the manifestation of a desire and a will. A society that wants change will manifest this through a will. This is the indispensable condition for change. 

			Considering we take this to be an accurate conclusion, we can state this: As the project of change that came from the West (modernism or modernization) is outwardly mechanical and peremptory, it is cut off from internal dynamics. And perhaps for this reason, society has viewed the processes of change dubiously and acted reluctantly toward participation in the development and improvement of policies imposed by the state, because initially, the Ottoman ruling elite, namely the palace, had participated in modern life since the time of Sultan Mahmud II (reigned 1808-1839). When making this decision, they did not feel the need to consult with their people. Because of this, Turkish modernization is authoritarian by nature—closed to democratic discussion and civil participation. 

			The second parameter of Turkish modernization is that it defines itself as non-religious. Since the 19th century, it has been claimed, through right or wrong analogies between Islam and Christianity and Islamic and European history, that the religion in this land has been an “obstacle” preventing us from developing. According to this claim, since Europe achieved its development by “getting out of religion,” even by adopting a stance against religion, as seen in the example of France, our modernization should also have been formulated in a non-religious fashion and even by assuming a stance against Islam. If it is “not possible to take religion completely out of the cultural and social bounds”—which is another formula—then let’s make reforms in the religion and “protestantize” Islam. Those who purported this idea had a basis: Max Weber’s thesis that the Protestant ethics constituted the spirit of capitalism and motivated development and progress in Europe. But Weber’s thesis was wrong from its foundation, because Protestantism formed after capitalism; in other words, it was not Protestantism that created capitalism, but capitalism that gave birth to Protestantism. 

			Formalism and Mimicry3 

			Turkish modernization is a movement based on copying, mimicking, and translation, and has taken Europe as such a lodestar that it has come to regard participation in modern life as “Westernization.” For this reason, the proponents of this movement tended to attach great importance to form and apparel. For instance, the reforms introduced during the reign of (the late Ottoman period) Sultan Mahmud II included replacing the traditional Ottoman military marching band of Mehterhane with the polyphonic Mızıka-i Hümayun, Persian with the French language, the traditional army apparel with French army uniforms, and adopting the Western style in male and female clothing. Later on, allowing alcoholic drinks to be consumed at official ceremonies and the headscarf issue also have their roots in these reforms. 

			In a nutshell, the three parameters of Turkish modernization can be defined as the “state’s preference,” formulation of “the secular,” and “Westernization.” This is one of the most important reasons why the Muslim community tends to view modernity and “development programs” associated with modernity with skepticism. 

			There is also another, more profound reason: the incompatibility of the fundamental philosophical assumptions of modernity as posited by the power elites with the Islamic world’s conception of existence, life, humanity, and its cultural codes. In this framework, modernity—a product of the Enlightenment—is based on three basic assumptions: (a) individualism, (b) secularization and (c) the nation-state. What do these three foundational parameters of modernity mean? 

			It should be noted that these three parameters are problematic with respect to ancient sacred traditions, divine religions, and Islamic perspective. Religions teach man how to worship God and submit to divine will. On the other hand, “individualism” rejects not only monarchs and masters as the symbols of absolutist rule, but also all forms of authority over man, including God’s intervention with nature, history, and life. Individualism does not mean having a “personality” in the simple and desired manner or using one’s reason against the captivating temptations of feelings or learning how to be self-responsible, which is the primary goal of every Muslim. Being an “individual” implies being autonomous, free and independent vis-à-vis God—and Muslims have failed to find a way to find a compromise between this implication and their faith. 

			When you tend to see “secularization” as “laicism” in the simplest manner, everyone agrees to the need to protect everyone’s freedom of religion and personal freedom. The public sphere or state and administration should not be under the control or influence of the clergy or the church in their organization. Everyone’s freedom of religion and conscience should be protected and at the same time, there should be no pressure on the religious life of individuals. In other words, democracy should be protected against absolutism, and secularism against theocracy. Muslims have no problem with respect to these points. 

			Secularism as indoctrinated by the Enlightenment seeks to remove religion from the minds, life, social relations and institutions of individuals, isolate beings from the sacred, and reject the idea of the unseen world or life after death—the Hereafter—by suggesting that everything belongs to the “here and now.” 

			This form of secularism functions as an ideological formation that prevents the people from participating in modern life. There are groups who want to impose this view, as they believe that the participation of the people in the modernization process—by making contributions and getting a great share in the national income—threatens their privileges. The principle of “statism,” implemented in Turkey since 1929, provides for collecting resources from the nation and transferring them to wealthy groups. As the ordinary people become richer and get more involved in the modernization process, the privileges of the administrative center will be weakened and the ordinary people will get a chance to develop their own lifestyles. This runs against the second function expected from “statism.” According to the power elites who seek to impose an authoritarian form of modernization on society, the rich groups supported and funded by the state will be the driving force of development and at the same time, they will be the pioneers of modern lifestyles. This is because modernization is Westernization, decided by the state, and requires secular forms. The sui generis forms of modernization developed by the power elites—i.e., centripetal forces—are not acceptable. 

			Is Non-Western Modernization Possible?4 

			Many researchers agree that Islamist movements, which have been making inroads into Turkey’s cultural and intellectual arenas since 1856, have “assumed a modern and modernizing mission.” These movements can hardly be said to be “Western” or “Westernizing.” 

			The authenticity of the difference between “modern” and “Western” is a big question, but according to the concept adopted by these Islamist movements at the very beginning, the Muslim world had to modernize and become part of the contemporary age. Otherwise, it would be pushed aside, left behind, and destroyed. At that time, Muslims (the Ottomans) were facing defeats in wars and losing land and they feared they might have to leave Anatolia and return to the depths of Asia. They feared the tragic experience of Andalusian Muslims might be repeated. Perhaps it was this fear that urged Ziya Pasha to write a history of Andalusia at the time. 

			A century after the emergence of the first Islamist movements, certain concepts and relationships among them started to become clear. For instance, objections were raised against modernism as a form of Westernization. The set of existing religious values, part of the Muslim world’s historical traditions, and its real search and capacity for harmony, paved the way for many Islamists to believe that modernism can be reproduced in any human or cultural crucible using the appropriate forms and methods. In this context, famous sociologist Peter Berger argues, “Religions are not against modernity, but against secularization.” For him, Europe has never been as religious as it is now. Other religions, too, can become more widespread and more social thanks to modernity. This means: in the West, modernity necessarily engaged in tension and clashes with religion, but this religion was a specifically institutionalized religion, i.e., the church and its dogmas, as well as the hegemony of the Christian clergy over the state apparatus. Nevertheless, the development of modernity ensured the democratization of religion. Communication, education, and greater mobility afforded by modernity ensured greater socialization of religion. It follows, then, that religions do not clash with modernity, but with secularization. In the final analysis, secularization has evolved into a sort of nihilism. A world dominated by nihilism needs religion as much as and even more than it needs modernization. 

			According to Islamist movements, one of three major factors that prevented the development of modernity and society’s modernization during both the late Ottoman and Republican eras was that modernity had been imposed on the public through imperative, top-down, state-formulated policies. Secondly, modernity was defined as Westernization and this set the guidelines for modernization. This was modernism as an ideological concept which didn’t play well with the traditional culture of the society. However, modernity is not an ideology, but a human condition; so it must be defined in this manner and it must respond to this condition. 

			This human condition cannot be ignored, but is Westernization the only way to internalize it? Those who advocate the thesis of non-Western modernization attach a great deal of importance to this question. For them, non-Western modernity should be possible, at least on a theoretical basis. 

			The third factor is that, perhaps in connection with the other two factors, modernity has emerged as a non-religion, i.e., a secular process under the profound influence of 19th century positivism. This has come to be translated as laicism in Turkish politics, and unlike its implementation in Europe or in other Muslim countries, this laicism has created significant problems in Turkey’s specific historical and political circumstances.

			Turkey: A Unique Example5 

			Ernest Gellner says that Turkey is a unique example in both the Islamic world and in non-Western societies of a country that belatedly joined the process of modernization.

			Turkey is unique because its Islamism did not totally surrender to modernity. Turkey is also unique because of its secularism, which has been alive since the first quarter of the 20th century. According to Gellner, these two cases make Turkey a country with a double-layered reality.

			Gellner also views Islam’s attitude, compared to other religions, of standing against the modern world as a miracle in itself. Turkey is the most notable and remarkable example of this within the Islamic world. There are some factors that led to Gellner making such an assessment on Turkey. First, let us consider the attitude and response to modernity by the other major religions.

			Independent of the ongoing dispute over Palestinian lands, Judaism has been subjected to some sort of a liberal change and transformation in the US. If you ask Meryem Cemile, who converted to Islam from Judaism, modernity has radically changed Judaism; she argues that the transformation was so huge that they abandoned their original religious premises and arguments. This can be explained by migration to the US. The history of the Jews is a history of migration, exodus and Diaspora—but their migration to the heart of the modern world is different. The initial observable result of this is the tendency among the subscribers of this religion to practice some vague liberal interpretations of their faith in their daily lives.

			Muslims also migrated to the West, particularly to western European countries. But unlike Jewish migrants, they placed greater emphasis on their religious identity and traditional habits; they developed autonomous spheres in certain centers of the modern world, spheres that are against integration. However, everybody upheld that Turkish people who moved from the rural areas of Anatolia to Europe as laborers would leave their traditional customs and ties and go through a major process of transformation, of melting themselves into modern life.

			The outcome is obvious for Christianity, which had encountered modernity head on. A British history professor in comparative religion, Robert Charles Zaehner, best explains this. He explains that Christianity threw something out of the boat in the face of a demand by modernity. Later on, there was nothing left to throw out of the boat because Christianity had nothing left.

			A quick look at the geography where Islam was dominant historically reveals that this land was at some point under colonial rule. Only Turkey, Iran, and Afghanistan did not experience this. Is it possible that this is one of the reasons for the transformation of tension into a crisis in these three countries in reference to modernity (i.e., the Islamic revolution in Iran, the Taliban’s role in Afghanistan and the secularism debate in Turkey)? Even so, why is Turkey a unique case in this area and in non-Western societies because of its own understanding of religion and secularism?

			In addition to Turkey, South Africa, India, and Mexico have provisions on secularisms in their constitutions. However, the issues of religion, state and secularism have features and characters that go beyond the constitutional definition and framework. The primary factor that blocks the making of a new civic Constitution in Turkey is the definition of the constitutional provisions on secularism as irrevocable and unchangeable.

			İsmet İnönü, who after Mustafa Kemal Atatürk became Turkey’s strongest and most powerful leader, said in 1942: “By 1950, religion will be no longer a matter of debate in this country.” A long time has passed since then. Turkey is still discussing the issues of religion, state and secularism. 

			State–Religion Relations6 

			The relationship between state and religion is one of the most important discussions carried out on the grounds of laicism in Turkey. Those who are familiar with political and social life in Turkey assume that the country always has a secret agenda.

			This is one of the major problems that this country needs to resolve. Like many others, this problem may only be resolved through a method that we can call the “politics of negotiation.” However, as far as laicism is concerned, democratic participation or politics of negotiation is simply set aside. Moreover, this issue comes to the forefront in times of military coup, anti-democratic intervention, or the eruption of tensions. Unless the issue of laicism is clarified, it will take a long time for Turkey to become a real democratic state. 

			The most visible characteristic of Turkish laicism is that it still remains undefined. There is no generally accepted definition for this term in the Constitution or other relevant legislation. This is one of the issues that we need to focus on. If something is undefined, it is used by anybody from their perspective. However, because of inequality between the strength and power of the relevant actors, the privileged circles will have the right to impose their own definition. If there is no generally acceptable definition, the terms may become subject to exploitation and abuse. 

			From this perspective, we may argue that laicism does not have a legal, philosophical, or cultural framework in Turkey. Because of this problem, the term laicism is assessed as a functional value subject to change depending on the circumstances and conditions. In other words, laicism may take different forms and definitions depending on varying assumptions, the new initiatives intervening the on-going process, and the positions of those pursuing them, especially the state elites’ particular interests and advantages. 

			Secondly, laicism does not assume a concrete and historical model as a reference point in Turkey. This refers to a lack of criterion. Ernest Gellner relates this to Turkish modernization, adding that this is a unique case and example. It should be noted that this is an important point. 

			Foreign scholars working on Turkish-style laicism fail to make a comparison between this version and secularism as followed in European countries by considering the historical grounds and the cultural and religious dichotomy during its emergence in the continent. They do not run a critical approach vis-à-vis the existing state-religion relations. What they are mostly doing is defining the state position as a value that should be inherently proper by neglecting many democratic values. 

			A number of scholars attempting to explain the crisis stemming from the application of laicism and social tension caused by this crisis view this as some sort of disharmony problem. They hold that the state’s attitude has been proper since the beginning. They believe that the Muslim people fail to adapt to conditions created by the secular order. In short, the subject itself is troublesome and problematic, and this problem points to a pathological case. If a patient who needs treatment is taken to you, you make your own assessment based on your knowledge and expertise; in such a case, you do not have to hear his complaints. This is the basic point of departure held by the intellectual despotism relying on 19th century philosophy. Constitutionally, laicism is not a matter of discussion or negotiation; it is a foundation of the legal hierarchy that cannot be amended. The fact that it still remains undefined facilitates the job of the effective actors in the system to use the term in accordance with their wishes and needs. This is the primary reason for the controversy over the term. 

			This makes European institutions indifferent to the complaints and violations of rights of the people eager to observe their religious duties freely; in such cases, these institutions adopt a double-standard approach. In consideration of this indifference and lack of a generally acceptable definition, the state elite and holders of power claim a right to intervene in religion and religious precepts. 

			Demand for Good Governance7 

			The influential actors of Turkish modernization have been the “military-civilian bureaucracy,” “the class with big capital”—which actually flourished with state support—and “the class of intellectuals,”—which replaced the Ottoman class of scholars (ulama). These actors serve to forcefully change the people and further monitor the process of change. They hold that people cannot be trusted because of their cultural references and for historical reasons; people can only be enlightened, and what the people are supposed to do is comply with what they are instructed to do. Despite universal precursors of democracy, the initiative that the people are allowed to enjoy in politics, administration, and even in their individual domain is limited to the project framework determined by power elites who devise plans to ensure social transformation in reliance on the state apparatus. 

			However, as recent history has shown, this project was not successful. At the current stage, it is obvious that we have to undergo a thorough reform process. The problem is that the military-civilian bureaucracy, the state-backed capital class, and intellectuals still rely on their old-fashioned methods, further excluding public opinion in the creation of this new project. They still hold that regardless of developments in the world, the probable project should remain state-oriented and rely on secularizing principles. Their understanding of secularization also requires protection of their privileges. For this reason, while secularism is supposed to guarantee freedom of religion and conscience, their version creates tension between the state and the people. 

			It is not plausible to seek a legitimate base by making references to an alleged threat of backwardness; such an approach simply ignores the visible impact of a multiparty democracy and enhanced standards of human rights on the domestic legal order, as well as a reduced role of the state in the economic sphere following the failure of communism. It is now obvious that no one in this country wishes to take Turkey backward; all in this country simply want Turkey to overcome its serious problems, which include illiteracy and poverty. They also hold that the proposed project by the elites creates problems for this country and undermines its image in the international arena. 

			All who are defined by the law as “equal citizens” are entitled to be involved in politics with equal opportunities and without having to compromise their identities. They are entitled to a share in the economy, trade, education, and health; this demand is now being voiced more loudly by the masses. Religion is one of the most important factors that affect political and social life in Turkey; this is also the case in the entire Middle East region. The rights of people to freely perform their religious duties and to freely express their beliefs (as long as they do not infringe upon others’ freedoms) are fundamental rights. 

			All of these are legitimate demands and requests. Repression of social demands via coercion will resolve nothing, and will only exacerbate the current problems; this will eventually weaken the social and political unity in the country, further threatening social peace and harmony. Years ago, Bediüzzaman Said Nursi noted that people may not be forced to comply with certain rules and instructed people to observe the bans and strict rules; he said that our age required mutual dialogue to deal with the problems. This is what civilized men and women should do. 

			Those who have been relying on a policy of coercion should review what they have done; what have they resolved? They should also consider the repercussions of coercive policies. Good governance makes people enjoy life; it does not make life unbearable for them. 

			Can the Turkish Model Be a Source of Inspiration?8 

			Unlike the commonly held view, the modernization that Turkey experienced and the democratic model it is based on does not rely on a sui generis doctrine where Islam is reconciled with secularism.

			The argument that Islam has been reconciled with secularism in the processes where democratic institutions operate in Turkey should be questioned because religious people and groups in Turkey have not acquired the rights granting them full autonomy in the social and public realm and to live according to their beliefs in their civilian life. 

			Even though this seems a little theoretical, it has come to the fore as a source of tension between religious communities and the political administration. The eagerness of the political administration to restrict these communities and groups in recent times is relevant to politics, democratic theory, and political sociology rather than a power struggle between two different poles. 

			It is inherently difficult for social elements and groups whose spheres of service and expertise are different to have a working division of labor and to work together smoothly. The division of labor or motivation for offering services turns into a competition or a mortal conflict in the modern sense, and a race of benevolence in an Islamic framework. Secularized politics does not recognize a criterion above it; its ultimate goal is pure success. For this reason, competition constitutes its dynamism. Muslims, on the other hand, are obligated to vie in benevolence regardless of their sectarian or ideological affiliations. Ethical legitimacy is the primary element that motivates the political and social movement of Muslims; this has to correspond to social good. 

			From the perspective of Turkey’s modern history, we could argue that social Islam, whose sphere of service and activity is to support society in ethical and material terms, has been alienated from political movements whose goal is political utility—which we could call political Islam—due to improper modernization policies. Our sociopolitical issues include the removal of this state of alienation and the establishment of solidarity, and a division of labor by keeping each on their natural track and course. Sometimes, it is observed that the social is blended with the political and that there are political attempts to put pressure on the social. However, in a world where democracies are emerging as working processes, similar issues and tensions are observed everywhere between political society and civil society. The issue is relevant to the nature of the modern mode of political and social organization and this is a problem everywhere. We could resolve this problem by following the developments in the modern world carefully with reference to our religious references and historic experiences. We have to do this because, as usual, religion determines the civilian sphere of Muslim society. This demonstrates that while it has emerged in a secular character in the West, civil society bears a religious character in the Muslim world and it is a sphere regulated and protected by the religion vis-à-vis the state. In the Ottoman model, public law protected the state while Sharia law protected society vis-à-vis the state. 

			We cannot risk wasting two major developments in our near history: the overlap between external pressures and the encouragement of a process of change and domestic demands for social change—I am not referring to the EU or US projects; I am referring to the course of regional and global events—and the emergence of a religious and social Islam in connection with a political move in the relevant fields over the last decade. If we are able to address the problems and the tensions that could be removed by past experiences without hurting this historic connection, it could be possible for us to develop a model in the new era that could serve as a source of inspiration for the Muslim world. 

			The Turkish Model: Breaking the Spirit of Authoritarianism9  

			If you ask me what the “Turkish model” is, my answer will be “the experience Turkish society has gained in its attempt to civilianize or tame the authoritarian political regime.”

			A great number of local and foreign observers tell us that the Turkish model is a “compromise between Islam and secularism.” There clearly has not been an experience of such a compromise. Our ruling elites have come to perceive secularism not as the state’s attitude towards religions and beliefs but as the ideology of an authoritarian practice.

			In the Middle East regimes are autocratic, monarchic, or dictatorial. It goes without saying that Turkey, with its single-party regime between 1923 and 1950, was not a democracy. Under pressure from the outside world, Turkey made the transition to the multiparty democratic system, but what made this democratic regime survive two violent and three bloodless military interventions was people’s prudence, patience, and, in a general sense, self-preservation. The part the political parties that sprung from the National View (Milli Görüş) movement and the Islamist intellectuals played in this cannot be denied. Thus, the vast majority of Islamists here lent support to the Islamic revolution in Iran, but we did not ignore the fact that this method would be ineffective in Turkey. Our heritage of political culture and our experiences in the 20th century urged us to pursue other methods. And we sought other means, and, eventually, we arrived at the current workable and meaningful result. Even our “most radical” Islamic movements and groups refrain from violence, terror, or armed struggle.

			There are a number of reasons why the political regimes in the Middle East need be overthrown through armed conflict. This should be discussed separately. However, today we see that such attempts are not effective or cost too many lives and at the price of great destruction as in the case of Syria or Libya.

			The Turkish model has two parameters:

			•	the social development of the political regime and the Islamically motivated and legitimate change in social culture. 

			•	granting diverse religious, sectarian and ethnic groups the right of representation and expression along with the main body of Muslims without denying their existence or assimilating them. This can only be done today by firmly established political parties. 

			The West invaded Muslim countries under the pretext of introducing democracy and freedoms to those countries and with the hidden agenda of plundering their resources. Turkey cannot and should not impose its own model or a self-styled leadership on the region.

			Of course, we have great responsibilities toward the region. But just as Iran’s attempt to export its revolution and sectarian beliefs to other countries is met with disapproval, our efforts to promote our model or a Turkey-centered strategy will be disliked as well. The region should be rebuilt with participation from all sides.

			For Turkey to actively cooperate with other countries in the region and play an active role, it should do the following:

			It should solve the ongoing Kurdish issue and make Kurds the principal actors of a grand strategy to this end. It should mobilize all Kurds living in the region, but first it should settle its own Kurdish issue. 

			Our economy is not yet fully protected against sudden shocks. We are able to handle our current account deficit and foreign loans, but everything may be turned upside down if the flow of money is disrupted. In addition, we are seriously troubled with how to ensure an equitable distribution of income. 

			Turkey is dependent on foreign countries for defense and weapons technology. We need to develop our own weapons technology, at least in some fields, like Iran. How can Turkey, a NATO member and part of the Western alliance, attempt to play a leadership role in the region, making decisions independently? Someone should analyze this matter and provide a logical explanation for this. Let us discuss which intellectual, political, or moral values we will take to the region. What material do we have other than the bad copies of the West’s established values as marketed in Turkish TV series? 

			Concerning the prime minister’s visit to Tunisia and Egypt, The Wall Street Journal reported that Prime Minister Erdoğan’s chief adviser, İbrahim Kalın, said, “We have always made clear that we do not have imperial intentions, but there are demands from Arabs to this end.” I don’t think Kalın made such a remark, but some people (both within and without the government) may really be nurturing such motives. Some people are trying to push us into adventure by triggering these motives. We must be alert!

			Sui Generis “Model of Secularism”!10 

			Can Turkey’s authoritarian secularism, enshrined in its Constitution since 1937, be a model for Middle Eastern countries? This has been one of the most frequently asked questions recently.

			A couple of problematic points should be brought to the fore in any discussion on secularism in Turkey. Some describe secularism as “undefined.” I agree with this description. This is one of the points that we must deal with. If something is undefined, then everyone can use it arbitrarily, trying to redefine it according to their subjective perspectives. Yet, as not all groups have equal powers or status, those who are more powerful can make their definition a generally accepted one. If a definition cannot be agreed on by everyone, then it is prone to being abused. 

			From this perspective, it is clear that in Turkey, secularism does not have a framework that is defined by philosophical, cultural or legal perspectives. This allows secularism to be treated as a functional value that changes depending on the situation and conditions. In other words, secularism can be defined differently depending on the conjecture, the initiatives involved, the elites who are concerned about their own advantages, positions, and status, and the bureaucratic forces that control the center. When then-Parliament Speaker Bülent Arınç said in 2006 that secularism should be defined, this led to outrage. An undefined concept can be stuffed with anything one desires and it can be easily abused. 

			The second important point is that in Turkey, secularism does not rest on any concrete or historical model. This implies a loss of criteria. Ernest Gellner associates this with Turkish modernization, describing it as a “unique example.” How can a unique form of secularism be a model for other countries? 

			Foreign scholars who study Turkey’s secularism practices carefully avoid drawing comparisons between secularism as it emerged in Europe, with its historical background and cultural and religious dilemmas, and the Turkish form of secularism. They do not criticize the current relations between religion and the state—in particular, with respect to how they are implemented in the West. What they do, instead, is accept the state’s position as the correct value by ignoring many democratic values. This is what politicians and jurists in the West and Turkey categorically do as they study secularism. Of course, there have recently been considerable changes in the perceptions of secularism. For instance, there is a major difference in the viewpoints of today and those of 50 years ago. However, these changes have not yet influenced the official view on secularism. 

			Many scholars and researchers who try of explain the deep crisis that emerged along with secularism and the social tension that feeds on it see this as a sort of incompatibility. For them, the reason for the deep crisis and social tension is Muslim subjects’ failure to adapt to secularism and their pathological mindset. Accordingly, the state has always adopted the correct and ideal attitude, while Muslim people have failed to adapt to secularism. In short, the subject is problematic and this indicates a pathological case. If a patient that needs treatment is referred to a physician, the physician will take no notice of his ranting and administer the medicine which he believes the patient needs. Thus, the patient cannot democratically raise objections to the exact science of medicine. This is the departing point of intellectual despotism that rests on positivism and the 19th century philosophy. Constitutionally, secularism is both a disputed matter and is enshrined in the Constitution as an unchangeable article. Actually, no one intends to change it, but the problem is what should be its definition on which everyone reaches a consensus. 

			Due to this, European institutions tend to turn a deaf ear to the human rights violations Muslim groups in Turkey suffer, and they automatically adopt double standards. The current conceptual framework allows the state and the ruling elites to meddle with religion, its philosophy, ontological visions, and sacred references. 

			Ultra-Secularism vs. Democratic Secularism11 

			Secularism is one of the controversial issues that may potentially create tension in Turkey. This tension is most times misinterpreted by the outside world—particularly the West and Europe. Those who use secularism as a political tool within the domestic political landscape refer to segments of society eager to perform their religious duties in compliance with the laws as a “threat” to the secular regime. Foreign actors unfamiliar with Turkey’s domestic structure get convinced by this simple propaganda and subsequently come to the conclusion that religious people disrespect the lifestyles of others and are involved in conspiracies to introduce a new system that would take the country to the level of medieval Europe. They even stress that the religion itself is the primary reason for remaining underdeveloped; it should be noted that this is not the case. 

			I sincerely believe that people who take their religion seriously have no problem with secularism vis-à-vis the issues of the protection of freedom of religious belief and conscience for all. Nor do religious people have a problem with the prohibition of the introduction of a system based on religion that would make a group of clerics privileged and dominant over the rest of the society and forcing members of other religions or faiths to adopt their own beliefs; in their actions and constructive behavior, religious people do not feel any obligation to hide their original ideas and beliefs and seek the best time to execute their conspiracies. There is no sign that they will have any troubles at all with secularism in the future. 

			Islamic history clearly shows that Muslims have paid utmost attention—even in times of their dominance—to the preservation of religious freedoms of non-Muslims. Currently, non-Muslims freely observe their religious beliefs and duties in predominantly Muslim countries. In present-day Turkey, there is some pressure on their particular liberties —i.e., the failure to reopen a seminary on Heybeliada Island off the coast of Istanbul and restrictions on foundations of non-Muslims, but these problems stem from secular circles rather than pious people. 

			The view that a positivist and materialist world and lifestyle is intended in secular design and that anything with a religious dimension is inherently bad and should be declared harmful is a philosophical approach that has nothing to do with secularism. This approach turns the lives of Muslims and members of other religions into hell in Turkey. 

			For a long time now, those who limit secularism to a perspective of materialism and positivism and seek to strip daily life of the influences of Islam have been known as supporters of real modernity and a modern lifestyle. For this reason, they have undeservedly received the greatest attention and support. However, events throughout Turkey’s EU bid showed that this was actually a legend. EU authorities and some intellectuals have realized this. European Commission President José Manuel Barroso’s frequent reference to democratic secularism is one indicator of this new tendency. 

			No doubt secularism is a byproduct of the experience of European history. Of course, Europe has not given up on the secularism it exported to the world; however, it stresses that the secularism as observed in Turkey, considered an important partner for the future of Europe, is not democratic. According to EU Enlargement Commissioner Olli Rehn, the ongoing tension will be effectively handled only if a truly democratic secularism is adopted. The EU holds that large religious masses do not pose any threat to the secular character of the country. In this case, there is no option other than making attempts to make the ultra-secularists adopt a democratic republic and secularism. The EU is obviously not fond of religious people and secularists for no reason. In the final analysis, it views Turkey as a dynamic actor that will play an active role in the global world and for this reason pays attention to the probable role of the religious segment of Turkish society. Certain ultra-secularists who view modernity as nudity and obscenity and freedom to have alcoholic beverages at a restaurant in a fairly conservative small Anatolian town are not what the Europeans, who seek real secularists, intend. The EU is simply asking Turkey to undergo dramatic reforms for the sake of maximizing its own interests. 

			The Democratization of Secularism12 

			The negative effects of the absence of a “church against the state” in the Muslim world and the gravitation of the state toward a rhetoric that religion is against it is much deeper than assumed. (This issue has been the leading critical obstacle in Turkey’s EU bid since the mid-1990s.) If the end result of Turkish modernization is reaching a “level of contemporary civilization,” which according to Mustafa Kemal Atatürk it is, then the secularism viewpoint in question makes the contemporary civilization ideal invalid and makes the crucial institutions of contemporary civilization almost ineffective. 

			When we say contemporary civilization today, we don’t mean industrial development, soccer stadiums, big airports, sea ports, highways, and expressways. We mean human rights, freedom of conscience and religion, the protection of individual rights and freedom, minority rights, recognizing differences, pluralistic democracy, participation, the influence the governed have on the decision process, and the rule of law. But the state’s evaluation of secularism within this conceptual framework causes a huge chasm between these ideals and the state. 

			The state’s adoption of an anti-religion stance is the result of its exalting a particular ideology. “Laicism” is a concept that expresses the Turkish elites’ understanding of secularism. 

			The first person to express this was Şükrü Kaya, who served as interior minister in 1937. Malatya Deputy İsmet İnönü and his three friends made a legislative proposal to incorporate laicism into the constitution. Speaking on behalf of the government when the bill was being discussed in Parliament, Kaya said: 

			“This country has suffered great harm because the consciences of seers and irresponsible people were effective and because they were involved in state and national affairs. Since we were determinists in history and since we are materialists in practice now, we must (take an action and) prepare our own laws. With the kind of freedom and secularism we plan, we want to ensure that religion is not effective and in charge in state affairs. This is our framework and limit for laicism. We want religion to stay in the consciences and houses of worship. We don’t want it to interfere in material life and worldly affairs, and we will not allow it to.” 

			In 1937 the Ministry of Interior spoke about being “determinist” and “materialist.” He was trying to impose determinism and materialism on the people and “laicism” on the state. 

			Without any doubt, this is an anachronistic view, at least from the perspective of the current valid viewpoint. It is a very striking situation for a state which has assumed responsibility of public affairs to identify as determinist, positivist, and materialist, and to adopt an anti-religion stance because of an understanding of modernization it formulated due to, perhaps, historical reasons. This situation is one of the main causes of tension experienced during the 20th century and it continues today. 

			Of course this situation also led to the intervention in and definition of religion. One of the leading causes of religion and Islam becoming politicized is the state’s interference in religion and attempt to decide what people should believe in and how they should live their lives. On the one hand, the state tried to teach citizens the kind of religion they should believe; on the other, it tried to remove religion from individual, social, and public life because of its ideological modernization mission. 

			This fact gave the state an “eternal” authoritarian and totalitarian-strained attribute that was in conflict with religion and religious people. It was said that this concept could “last for a thousand years” if necessary. It is for this reason that the problem today is not a problem between religion and the state. Religious people do not have any objection to “secularism where the state is fair to all religions.” The state is supposed to protect the freedom of religion and conscience through laws by adopting a neutral stance. It must treat beliefs and sects equally; it must prevent one religion or sect from oppressing other religions or religious groups. But it must not inhibit any religion from being visible in the public sphere nor inhibit it from coexisting in line with the “unity in plurality” principle. Religious people in Turkey desire secularism within this kind of framework. Just like the state, secularism needs to be democratized as well. 

			Transcending Modernity13 

			The Muslim world has revised its socio-political system in order to help overcome problems inherited from the recent past and has opened relatively more liberal spaces for Muslims.

			However, this should lead us to make a critical, selective, and conscious decision on what we should take from the outside world, because failing to do so could cause a radical change in our essential goals without us even being aware of it. 

			Even if the participation of Muslims—against whom there has been a strenuous effort over the past century to exclude not only from the political sphere, but also from the social and public space—in current institutional structures (the economy, politics, education, culture, arts, and so on) is “beneficial,” failing to ask how, how much, and why we should participate could lead to great damage that could be hard to compensate for in the future. Therefore, we should always be conscious of the issue. When we say, “let’s focus on material life (disregarding the spiritual and otherworldly dimensions),” we may unknowingly “take part in the system (of the ‘modern’ world) and become a piece—with the identity and image of Islam—of the given world.” 

			There are two drawbacks to the issue. The first is the belief in a separate and autonomous phenomenon that can exist independently from the Muslim world and community while dealing with the problems in the nation state and downgrading Islam only to a nation-state’s geographic, economic, and political issues. The other drawback is secularizing, materializing, and nationalizing Islam as a result of the former wrongful conviction. This situation could force us to adopt one of two attitudes in the face of the modern world, which can be seen as either our rival or our goal. These two unhealthy attitudes are known as “conflictive Islam” and “compatible Islam.” These two concepts are different from the “radical Islam” and “moderate Islam” dilemma that the media have recently been emphasizing. “Conflicting Islam” and “compatible Islam” look different, but are essentially the same. Both perceive the given world—in other words, modernity—as the whole of correct and mandatory values that need to be acquired and can be partially modified to fit Islamic principles. 

			The only difference between “Iran’s radical Islamists,” who are committed to challenging the West in the areas of military, technology, economics, science, and politics, and Malaysia’s “conciliatory Islamists,” who argue that one can become a military, technological, economic, scientific, and political power by becoming a sub-component of the great world system, is the form and methods they use. There is no difference between them in nature. 

			But the main problem facing mankind, including Muslims, is the problem of “overcoming the modern world,” which is based on concentrating power in those fields mentioned above. A religion, especially if this religion is Islam, should not be expected to define itself according to its rival or to look like it and use its means and methods. Instead, it should be expected to point to the horizons of a new world using its own unique goals and authentic means and methods. Christianity suffered great pains in its first 300 years. But then it emulated its oppressor, the Roman Empire, and evolved into a Romanized church. Islam should not go through the same tragic experience. Therefore, it is a top priority for Muslims who develop good-intentioned but naïve ideas about the modern world to crystallize their goals and plans. 

			In this respect I think they need to make clear suggestions on the following topics: 

			1. 	The humanization and liberation of people after witnessing the death of the individual 

			2. 	Determining the genuine meaning and purpose of life, which has lost meaning and purpose through the process of secularization 

			3. 	Ending the conflict between people and nature, and people and life 

			4. 	Recommending a new model of organization and a new art of living together peacefully with other people who are losing the desire as well as the experience and skills to do so. 

			What needs to be overcome is modernity and its basic assumptions, such as individualism, secularization, and the nation-state. This is possible by turning to that which transcends modernity, not by emulating and repeating the modern world. 

			Muslims, whether they adhere to “conflicting Islam” or “compatible Islam,” cannot create the individual in the name of Islam. They cannot attempt to regulate worldly life by disregarding the spiritual and otherworldly dimensions of religion and the divine love, and they cannot ignore the reality of the global Muslim community and deal solely with the problems that occur within their national borders. 
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			Chapter 2 
Relations between the Center 
and the Periphery

			The Periphery’s Attempts to Integrate with the Center14 

			To better understand the basic codes of politics in Turkey, we can use the concepts of the “center” and the “periphery.”

			Turkey adopted a multiparty system in 1946; before this, elections were held according to the anti-democratic principle of “open ballot, secret counting”! In the 1950 elections, the Democrat Party (DP) won 53.3 percent of the vote and 416 seats in Parliament, while the Republican People’s Party (CHP) won 39.9 percent of the vote and 69 seats in Parliament. The DP’s votes did not come solely from a homogenous section of society, but rather included the votes of Sunnis, Alevis, Turks, Kurds, villagers, townsmen, devoutly-religious people, slightly religious people, and practicing Muslims as well as those who are “culturally” Muslim. All these groups came together under the DP’s banner. 

			In 1954, the DP increased its votes, winning a total of 505 seats in Parliament while the CHP won only 31 seats in Parliament. In the 1957 elections, the DP won 424 seats in Parliament while the CHP won 178 seats. In 1960, a coup d’état was staged on May 27. 

			The post-coup elections held in 1961 were very interesting because the CHP won 173 seats in Parliament and became the interim ruling party. In the 1965 elections, the Justice Party (AP), the DP’s successor, won 53 percent of the vote and 240 seats in Parliament while the CHP won 134 seats. In the 1969 elections, the AP won 256 seats, and the CHP won 143 seats. 

			The Republican People’s Party (CHP) became the majority party for the first time in the multiparty system in the 1973 elections, winning 33 percent of the vote and 185 seats in Parliament. This was the Bülent Ecevit period. There were three important factors that made Ecevit and the CHP the leading party: 

			a) 	The removal of the second president of the Republic of Turkey, İsmet İnönü, from the political scene. This was fairly important because it not only marked İnönü losing his party’s leadership race to Ecevit, but was also the removal of a single-party system icon. 

			b) 	The CHP’s opposition of the March military memorandum, with Ecevit calling it “an attack against myself and democracy.” These words showed Ecevit was against military intervention in politics. 

			c) 	The impression during this period that Ecevit was a man of the “people,” earning him the nickname “Karaoğlan” after a heroic cartoon character of a soldier. 

			The periphery, or the centrifugal powers that came together in the 1950, 1954, 1965, and 1969 elections, gathered around Ecevit in 1973. They then gathered around Turgut Özal in 1983. The biggest reason for this was the push by Kenan Evren, the powerful general who plotted the Sept. 12, 1980 coup, to elect another general, Turgut Sunalp, in the elections. But to Evren’s dismay the public voted for Özal, bringing his Motherland Party (ANAP) into ruling power. 

			The 1995 elections are another political process that should be analyzed within this frame. The Welfare Party (RP), led by Necmettin Erbakan, whose political parties have been dissolved several times by the military, won 21.8 percent of the vote and became the leading party. Then finally, the same periphery forces brought Recep Tayyip Erdoğan’s Justice and Development Party (AK Party) into power on Nov. 3, 2002 and again on July 22, 2007. 

			In short, during every period, the periphery makes a democratic attack on the state center, and they bring into power whoever the military and bureaucracy oppose. This is the real story of politics in Turkey. Surely during this period, the central power does not just stand idly by, but stages operations to set back the periphery. In this model, which we can describe as the “Turkey Model,” there is a tide between the central and the centrifugal powers, or more precisely, there is a tide between the “bureaucratic center” and the “societal center.” 

			The problem is the same across the Muslim world. Muslim populations are increasing in major cities. Literacy rates are increasing, and better relations are being formed between the East and West owing to communication, transportation, education, the economy, trade, and tourism. Technology and globalization make this inevitable. 

			If you ask anyone, from Morocco to Indonesia, what the one thing they want is, their response will be “political representation, democratic participation, freedom of religion and conscience, freedom of speech, the right to association, the rule of law, better health care and more education, and city services.” Large crowds have innocent and legitimate demands. The problem, however, is the military-civil bureaucracy, the huge capital of people that have made full use of the state resources to become rich, and higher education institutions, all of which guard this ideology—in other words the state center isn’t meeting these demands. 

			The Codes of Turkish Politics15 

			Parties in Turkey, whether they are right or left wing, differ from the parties in the West which have emerged out of the criteria of social class. They conduct politics taking into consideration political identities which have arisen from the class structure. There is a certain pathology inherent in this. 

			The second important issue is that when parties conduct politics with an identity based on class criteria in a society that does not have classes they end up belonging to the center or the state. These parties may appear to be conducting politics for the people; however, these parties, in reality, can’t help but conduct politics on behalf of the state. 

			In Turkey, the center and the core of the center is made up of the following factors: the military, civilian bureaucracy, the judiciary, super rich people holding a majority of the capital, and academia and intellectuals. These five elements, which combined create the core of Turkey’s center, are almost like an atomic nucleus. The center, however, is made up of centrifugal forces and showcases the desire to conduct politics based on religion. 

			Although unspoken, in Turkey and the Islamic world, only Islamist movements and parties conduct politics based on values. The others, let us take the nationalists as an example, conduct politics based on race, ethnicity, class, clan, and family. There is a paradoxical situation taking place here; politics based on values encompass all classes and ensures that all owners of rights, including the rich, are given their rights. It is based on justice and principle. For example, according to Marxist theory, the bourgeoisie never improve; they commit suicide. There is a suicide of class in Marxism. According to the Islamic perspective, everyone can attain value. And the highest value in politics is justice. 

			There is another issue as well: Neither the Ottomans nor the Islamic world experienced the Industrial Revolution, which took place in 1750. Therefore, there is no bourgeoisie class. When there is no bourgeoisie, there exists no corresponding politics or thoughts from liberal politics. There was also no feudalism in our history, either. The “sipahi-reaya” relationship, being the relationship between the military representative of the governor—in charge of cultivating the land and training soldiers—with the people, was never the same as the relations between “sires and serfdom.” In the end, because there was no industrial revolution, there was no working class. Certainly there was a demographic that worked; however, they didn’t carry an awareness of themselves as proletarian or an awareness of class structure. They did not experience a conflict based on class. They don’t look at the world from a historic, materialist perspective. A working person is a Muslim and a workman. In a 1968 study in Turkey, workers were asked the question “Which one of the following defines you?” and workers answered with the following definitions in this order: “Muslim,” “their hometown,” “Turkish,” and finally “workers.” 

			This tells us that there is a different situation from that of the West. So in a place where there is no working class, or awareness of a proletariat, there can be no socialist or communist party—and even if they did exist, they cannot represent a given class. Similarly, because there is no class of industrialists, liberals, or bourgeoisie, there is no meaning in a conservative, liberal or nationalist party, because there is no equivalent of these political identities in society. 

			One of the factors which has become entrenched within the state and exists within the nucleus is the big capital. The wealthy, who make up 20 percent of the population, take 46 percent of the national income. While 60 percent of the population takes 50 percent of the national income, the remaining 20 percent of the population takes 4 percent of the income. Therefore, 80 percent of the population is disadvantaged (while those who live a privileged life make up 20 percent of the population); however, this disadvantage is not limited to finance alone; receiving 46 percent of the national income also translates to entertainment, housing, and living a humane life. Now if parties based on class and politics cannot represent this disadvantaged crowd, surely “values” will. 
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