The Ottoman Legacy and
Turkish Politics

MEeTiN HEPER

“The absence of civil society in Tirkey was an
inheritance from the Ottoman Empire,
where political, economic and social power
coalesced in the center”

Continuity rather than change characterizes Turkish political
culture. Ottoman political norms emerged and developed
during the many centuries of the Empire. They persist today,
affecting numerous aspects of contemporary Turkish politics. This
article first presents an overview of the important milestones in
Turkish history, from the foundation of the Ottoman Empire to
the present. Second, it points out several lines of continuity in
the Ottoman and the Republican political cultures. Third, it
examines the impact of the Ottoman legacy on Turkish democracy.
Finally, it addresses the question of why, until recently, continuity
rather than change has characterized Turkish politics.

The Ottoman Empire was founded at the end of the 14th century
and reached its zenith in the 15th century. At the time, it was one
of greatest empires of the world, stretching from the Caucasus to
the Balkans to North Africa. From the second half of the 16th
century until the end of the 19th century, the Empire slowly lost
momentum, during what is now referred to as the Period of Decline.
First, the territorial expansion of the Empire came to an end. Then,
the Empire began to lose territory steadily. During this second
period, the ruling institutions underwent changes as well. Among
other things, the palace, at the apex of which stood the sultan,
showed signs of losing its dominant position in the polity.
Meanwhile, religious institutions and the military gained ground.

. In this second period, the Ottomans remained oblivious to the
intellectual, economic and technological transformations that were
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taking place in Europe. Great efforts were made to revive the
governmental structure of earlier centuries. Mot surprisin ghy, this
strategy did not prevent the Empire from losing further ground,
literally and metaphorically, to its adversaries in Europe. Because
of this decline, from the cnd of the 18th century omward, the
Ottomans tried to reform first their public burcaucracy and then
their military, the Janissary Corps, by emulating their counterparts
in Europe. The Westernizing reformers faced stiff apposition from
the Islamist traditionalists, and they were only partially successful,

With the founding of the Turkish Republic in 1923, the
Westernizing reformers gained contral over the country,
Consequently, in the 1920s and 1930s, the founders of the
Republic instigated a far-reaching cultural transformation to
substitute enlightened reasoning for Islamic dogma. This period
was followed by political transformations in the mid- 1 94(}s with
the introduction of a multi-party democracy. The third imporrant
transformation in Republican Turkey came in the early 19803,
when the import-substitution economy was replaced with an
export-oricnted economy.!

SoMs DIMENSIONS OF THE OrrToMAN PourTical CULTURE

The Ottoman state was formed by warriors who were uppuosed
by eclectic popular culture, heteradox refigious scets and
threatening rival principalities.‘ Under such circumsrances,
keeping the realm together became the goveming institutions’
mast critical concern, leading them Lo emphasize eternal vigilance
against foreign enemics and the maintenance of law and order
within the country:. Tursun Beg, Ottoman statesman and historian
of the late 15th century, reiterated an Ottoman maxint
“Harmony among men living in society is achieved by statecraft.”
It was with this concern in mind that the ruling institution in the
Ottoman Empire was called Askeripe {the military).*
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hmdssoltfr:}]?eratln:re led the Ottomans to concentrate power in the
t];,: Empire?:; otl‘:? Cionsequently, in the early Ottoman centuries

Ical ovganization was marked '
the By arked by personal rule
wire nolilin. .‘:;s a result, laws prepounded by individual sultans
wer c nsi ered permanent.’ As a corollary to this, in th

Soc;étma{}h mpilre, the sultan's will determined a man’s siatus i::
soc C;émide sudtan had the patriarch’s duty of kisha; that is, he

_ ered personally respansible for the welf, £ hi
et are of his
qe[f;;gug:r-ftrind was also present, however, As early as the

_fmm 1111: Su]? L B 14th -:*.v:ntu_r:,f,:r the state began to separate itself
from the sul an. Luring the Grand Vizierate of Kara Halil Pagha
who rule: ?}Ln 1348 t(.: 13'73. the state treasury was sr:paratcdj
from th Ho dt e syltan, . Thjs was follawed by the emcergence of
estaﬁ,]isﬁzde‘-a]ﬁiib trad1t|?1n, which identified the state with

%, not with the reigning ruler.® For i
: \ L POT Instan i
:2: Ejgze ?vf Alliance (Sii:ed-: Ittifaky of 1808, the “state EEE;I:
» Was mentioned as a party o th ,
E 11
cergral govflrnrncm, and local nof::ble); 10 pact between the
espite the emergence of the wdab traditi i
tradition, d [

. : -during the Tanzimas
é;iz;r;iie;od from 1839 to 1876, the mndernizifg upper-level
qursaucrat Ars?;;e:nlg Efe;iunfémhle, personally making all critical

ions. : ¢ LJtn century, Sultan Abdiilham;
£l r’ m
exercised strong personal rule even while setting up modern sch:c:-l['l:

0 train bureaucrats a icery i

rewarded [oyalty rathcrnt?naff;g;.lin s close entaurage. he
Although the Ottomans could not com

frlom the sultan, the state alway

dimension of the Ottoman politica'i

plgtely separate the state
$ constituted an imporrant
culture. In the Ottoman view,
-
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the welfarc of society depended upon the "F'-’C]]-bt?ing_(:lf .tk.“.f s:ia_tc.
Thus, the Ottornans adopted a circular nation of justice according
to which just rule contributed to the public welfare which in “.I-m
provided the statc with the resources necessary to maintain
T _ R
PC[]’_V;E Ottomans were constantly concerned Wltl? Lhe critical
uestion: “How can this state be maintained?” While earlier (;hc
E}cﬁq of the state was the sultan, in th?\e;;_lrly pabrt of tljlilfj;]gt'l:
ent: Tvili tic elite, which was by now almosy
century the civilian bureaucra W Jlow & st
i i tate’s interests, took over m
solely ouided by the notion of the s :
of t]'[isg!:olc,lq I);1 the public bureaucracy, the Office of ]mpurtlant
AfFairs {Mithimme Qidasi) was set up. The name of the t;dﬂﬂ::e::m af
technical term referring to matters closely related to interests o
the state.i? N ‘ L
This preoccupation with the significance and welfare of tntlstatei
led to the emergence of a center-periphery cleavage alon g Lllil m.ri
lines. Those who belonged to the Ruling Institutions—a co EC[I;:-LL
. i alac ivilian bureaucracy and the
term denoting the palace, the civi eaucracy u
mjlitarv—diffcgrcd from the rest of the plﬂpulfltmn in their Lu}ltu ral
orientation. In addition to their familiarity with the adal trac IFtJUhI'l,
the members of this elite group had a good graspfu ]tina
complicated system of customs, behavior and language torming
the “Ottoman way. ™' ) ) e
This Ottoman way included the “Great Culture o'f ﬂic d; t_(;
such as teachings of orthadox Islam and the use of 'dff'd:-ﬁglu tgn
bcrmcawd with Arabic and Persian words 012 di 1[.1[.1: ! w
i “Little Culture” of the people wa
understand neologisms. The tht_ peo
characterized by -fllegiance to various heteradox Ifl{;rﬁ]{. gr?t:p‘:
- i lar.'” From the 19th contury
nd the usc af Turkish vernacu e 1 Hury
|:'Sl)r~.|.w.rardr the cultural distance berween the clite dlld'?:{i]:ﬁ:}:
eople increased as the elitc became increasingly fami ;:L ud
E\:'Eslern culture. Earlier, despite the fact that 1hjc eli C]qlam
commoners subscribed to different versions of their religion. s

ale, * Traditional Society,” p. 43. ) ‘ 19551 P
:: :\:::.‘:::FHLEE: 'J";: .5;::::: Tradition in Turkey (Walkington, UTG Rothen Press, :
44-486.
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had served as a vital link between them. In the 19th century,
many in the elite secularized and increasingly adopted high
Eurapean, frequently French, culture while the people maintained
their Islamic customs and norms, In the process, the eiites came
to see the peneral population as unsophisticated.’® Because of this,
beginning in the 19th tentury, members of the central eljte
perceived themselves as far superior to the people.

During the Period of Decline, which lasted from the second
part of the 16th century to the |9th century, the Janissary Corps
attempted to establish its Supremacy in all branches of the Ruling
Institiitions.'* In the later stages of that peried, the Scribai Corps
ried t0 do the same.® Thys, the self-proclaimed supremacy of
the elites in the 19th century was not without precedent. With
the advent of Westernization, those members of the clite who
came t¢ have knowledge about the West considercd themselves
better able to rule the country than others. They cquated their
newly acquired knowledge with political legitimacy.?' Thus, in the
carly part of the 19(h cencury, the civilian bureaucraric elite—
the 0ld Ouomans—and the modernizing Sultan Mahmud 11
could push the members of the Religious Institution and the
traditional Janissary Corps to the sidelines. In the sccond part of
the century, the Young Ottomans {mostly journalists and mid-
level bureaucrats) neutralized the Old Ottomans, as well a3 the
nan-modernizing Sultan Abdiilaziz, and initiated the First
Constitutional Period, which lasted from 1876 to 1909. For the
Young Ottomans, parliament was not a venue for popular
representation, but a venue for elije debate, where the clash of
enlightened opinions led to the formulation of the best policy.22

The Young Turks, a group that consisted primarily of members
of the bureaucratic and militaty elites, carried on the political
clittsm of the Old and Young Ottomans. The Young Turks
dominated Crtoman politics from 1912 10 19]8. ‘They adopted
the views elaborated by Ahmed Riza, an Ottoman intellectual
and politician. The Young Turks tock Riza's positivist sociology
-‘_‘___'_‘———-_.___-
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+ Inaleik, “The Nature of Traditional Saciety.” p. 53,

Shi‘ﬂ_f. Hiséory of the Cttoman Empire ard Modera Tarkey, Volarse I, pp, 280-B1; Norman
sThowitz, “Fighreenth Century Ottoman Realities,” Studia lamica, 16 (1962] p. &6,
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a source of quasi-revealed authority on sm:ua_]. rel lg?us, r{:;rai
:1513 olitical problems.?® They thought that this nf:vlv n?:;ﬁéemgl
a]oml: provided political legitimacy, finding in th;: siﬁzlzgﬁ; neerin E
aspect of Auguste Comte's sociology in particular t glumatio
i?Ptheir own elitist outlook.? Yet, they still attnbt;t:d Ecliev ﬂi
significance to maintaining the unity ufhthe sltfa::ee wnd believed
that the salvation of society resided in the '.ilr:. ¢ of the suate.
This faith in the importance of the state led t Ec:srcnéhfg e
utopian project of legislating‘ soc1af. change. o im. e e
dominant center, the Young Turks did not see the i P
peripheral structures to members of the p.t’_'r;? :g(mﬁict o the

Another consequence of the center-perip -::ll'y nflict In the
Outoman Empire was that po_l:r_lco-‘cultura Pdr:ofthe Look
precedance over socio-cconomic 1ssues in the agen o the suate.
For instance, the Ottoman elite had no mtcrestzér{n creantilism
and did not even use tariffs w coll_ect revengea on Keepime the
the ruling elite, prace and prosperity dcpcn e[ or {jld ng the
members of each class in their respective Fa_:: g'f - ;_-ap'.{;a]ist
b iy fmmhunf:‘i Crsttl::en:clir;gagzc%goth century, they

-onomy.?” Even during the first dec e : 2 _ . they
f:ere stitl preaccupied with suu:h_scp:,u:u-pcfl|t*.{;‘;il::FEzss[s:;.,:ri.:‘si:;::;i;nr
advantages and disadvantages of empl_oymgf e
Tslamism and Turkism for the salvation uh th
significance of socio-economic issues escaped them.

Tue Orroman LEGACY AND THE REPUBLICAN PouiTicaL
CULTURE . !

In the Republican period, the memory [_)Ffthe Sgcl::::::;l fFE(l”
of the Otteman Empire revived and n:mI Ort(;'. e aars of
national unity as well as for faw anq arder. I.r". Deumr yyean
the Republic, the founders were afraid that the cem :gyln e oe
torn apart aleng primordial lines at any moment.

:i f'{:rdﬁa 2"?&@10@' ang Religion in the Turkish Revolution,” p. 201,
s | " Arzbudarn
e s B 209, i f an Econamic Cade,” in Ergen Oz _
: i in, 1 lormarion of an Eca c L Mo York;
4 Serif Mardin, “Turley: Tthr:_allis e saront n Thrhy. (Ne
arl.sd Avdin Ulusan, e]d;m'l;hs ﬁ!ar;c;;?&v:wmy of Inceme

¢ d Meirs, pp. 4937 he Ot
E?.;T;T: [:nr;!cik. “The Dtioman Eennomic M}Ei;nd ;}.:Ecﬁlszit; .;m
in M. A, Cack, ed_, %Tdiﬁzf;lsmc Ecamamic History
University Press, 1970} p. 218,
w I‘\l.:ardir{ “Cencer-Periphery Relations,” p. 177,
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decades as well there has been a constant emphasis on the necd

regarding each issue. This
over-emphasis on harmaony constituted a serious barrier to the

emergence of adversarial politics in Republican Turkey?s

In the Republican period, as in the Ottoman perind, personal
rule characterized politics. In the late 19205 and the 1930s,
despite Prime Minister Ismet Indnij's efforts 1o bureaucratize the
government,® President Atartirk ignored formal procedures and
demanded that cabinet ministers report directly to him,® Early
in his term of office as president, Indnii seized the locug of power
in the state by designating himself as the National Chief (Mifli
s¢f), because he thaughe this was the only way to safeguard
Republican reforms.3? Even during the multi-party period afrer
19453, palitica! leaders continued to have inordinate power.

In the 1950s, Prime Minister Adnan Menderes was virtually
the sole spokesperson for the Democrat Party? Stileyman Demircl
played a similar role when he led the Justice Party from 1965 to
1980 and the True Path Party from 1987 t0 1993 % Other palitical
leaders foilowed suit. Virtually all political leaders in Tirkey
invariably relegated the parties they headed to secondary
pesitions compared to themselves. Thus, it was not possibic o
femove them from their well-entrenched posttions through inera-
party competition unless the icaders were prepared 1o leave office.,
Not surprisingly, the leaders’ personal charactertstics and the way
they conducted themselves in politics attracted more attention
than party platforms. Voters tended to give their votes o leaders
tather than political parties.

Morcover, some leaders, such as Sitleyman Demirel, were father
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me president in 1993,
Figurf:s ' tl.u: Plzlofhlz‘:;Egeeff;ahr{iﬂgf‘;;rsonpa]ly.rcspunsil:.lcl fror
e P}'OJCCE:C re. When he was prime minister, like a trut:]hu tdt;
thepgnplcs%%;chai audience with his subjects, Demire ane
Pt a'Iv; eirvim are in need of anything can :_:_all__t;n m;.om
degf {i(ipoﬂ'mf esxtreme, there were such leledErs“as; Eé?l:;; dnorhv;':m;t1f
. Inénii
pe}rucmaﬂsgc i‘gf‘lizgsct:ﬁ:zlvﬂlee ?Si;‘:?ran interests of the Cou:.i:r);
Eﬁ%:i:id Eifru.{-tl-he strang statc, isolated from ar;i :12:1 ZZSE;ZL lin{o
| is i “strong state ck
tﬁ S%:;igrrlnﬁﬁ T:EE;?;? ,?.il?ic}itivasga state-griented political
e
Phiiosoph:{-"‘ tly has Turkey had political leaders who ;u:t%:ddbr::;
Oﬂl}"rﬂtllfn' r?d responsibly. Larly in the Rtpu?hcmf\ period, he
foremust gt ddian of the state was [smet Inﬁrlu. Pr:rm:‘ _rmr_:;?mt
ft:?c)r;mlo ;;5? ’:cz)lrl 937, president from [938 to L‘Jaffjtir;dpz::%;ﬂ:t ime
' 3 W "man o .
miﬂi“fl’ frml.n'1?falnt?“l"?'ﬁ?);ehfv:c?bfgllowcd in tch for_atsf1(f|?s IoF
not & Pﬂogf sed (hemselves guardians of Repulbhcap. prn?mq}?:
Inol?uazus]:;::f;riqm and civic-cum—cultubral nautonilszzzll;mnthat
o : ili icers began to ¢ Y
PGSt-l_980 p.fél3gdB;tﬁéLlrEirngiiEei98?,%‘rimeMinis_lii_irTur{;g;?
SHPEWISOTE r{::h;:a populism and political patronage. ]%Ekm
023111 f?‘;lgg"malitin government led by Pnrpe M:_mﬁr.rr Pilent
By f the Democratic Left Party, Deputy Prime M‘IFIIS Lz B
Bahvel, tf he Nationalist Action Party and Mt.fsut i rr‘wia s
Bahezli IU Ei liarw was responsible and responsive regardin gd poth
MUthe( EH" inciples and the economy. lJu_rmg hl‘- l::IrL.Sl' ey
Patiatvey P“;;gg a mature Demirel acted in a similar m:u °r
e th mh hcl belonged to the state clite, all of L].m p?;u
0 thﬂu% thai'e heen moderately elitist. By cm:tr'{'lSL'.'illi:d
1_98_0 Ieadiﬁ‘-ﬁ lgttomaﬂ elite of the 19th century, E)tlu s.::;;tmg
.s]mll]ar tlDal-‘t:—ura:au.u:rm;iu: elite from 1945 to 198 (cgms o
e ECUJF iversity staff members, higher civil serv s
mostly o u“aﬁsts) loaked down on the rest of the cou_r:;lr",;: These
ﬁsﬁllﬂaggjil?mok education as the hallmark of the highe
i

¥R vicw, S il fpdyctin feirden 1S o Ml |CJ]S}
ider's i e Kamran Inan, Sipd Jf 1ot Islanbul:
[ af InsacT .
= Fi 1dley. B 11.

i i ird Turkish
¥ ]l{cper. [{imtrh;ﬂlﬁﬁ-‘h:gﬂunc}r “The Military and Demacracy in the Thir
H Metin Hepe "
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Republic,* Armed Forces and Society, 22 {Summer 1996) pp. £19-4
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cconomic class.® They belittled 1he Democrat parliamentarians

of the 19505, many of whom did not have a college education.
Believing that Republican reforms could not, he

Not unlike their predecessors in the Ottoman Empire, the state
elite in the Republican period was preoccupied with “high politics”
and paid relatively little attention 1o SOCi0-eConomic issues. Duting
the single-party period from 1923 to 1945, the extent and pace
of Westernization daminated the political agenda. From 1945 to

1980, this particular issue conttinued to pe salient.
en “state logic” and “political logic,

U emphasized

Republican values and those whe stressed the “national will.”

The former considerad themselves guardians of secularism and
cuitural nationalism; the later saw themselves ag defenders of
the particularistic intereses of the people. It was difficult to
compromise on the cultyral and politicg| tssues, which led to the
frequent polarization of political life and, on three separate
occasions, ta mr’litary interventians,

In the post-1 980 period, economic and social issucs, on which
compromise couwld be reached more eastly, took precedence over
political and cultura! issues such as Westernization, Islam and

he 1999 general elections,
ionalist Action Party, which
[N a coalition Bovernment,
itical stability, but also displayed
itical prudence and political

differ in their palitical stance, could fo
which not enly contributed o pol
& delicate combination of pol
lesponsiveness.

THE OTToMAN Leg
EMOCRACY

The Ottoman desire for 4 strong state th
polity and society from above left
democracy in Turkey: The so-called Tu
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roimne, | i : ‘hich
alues of the ancien regime, in particular Ot}'oman Islfam, w ;
:l;svperueived as an obstacle to progress. This -revolu;mn :;?;;c}
to transform values without significantly changing ot Fer Ps(emnd
society® In 1930, Atattirk initiated the formation of a secand
B e ol sking through cdvesied debire
i i olicymnakin : .
gf\:rgzrﬂ::hgxatl‘:\tgs: ogposiyng thegRJ:pu_blican secular rt‘-fﬂlrms
rushed ta the new party, Atatlirk was obliged to have the !L:r:tif
clased by the party’s founder, Fethi Okyar. In thlz‘»: same Si% ﬁr&jr
hefore approving the formation of the Demacrat afﬁytﬂwﬂ o ’,
Inonii asked Celal Bayar, the leader of the p:artyl:\ “r c ¥ anir]
would safeguard Republican ;‘eforms,'Bafya; ;a;fgt ey would,
onii g is approval to the party's lou . .
In%‘?\i %le{v;u};ﬂ?caapfoundcrs hopréd Turkey would have a I‘:]T.L-Dn!{:;
democracy, where the long-term interests of the CDn?-mIfr‘Lll‘ty \:.:;.: !
not be sacrificed to narrow poliitica! il’ttl_er.EStS.tE:;St; I;H?{T; puﬁuc
nce of the elitism and uloplanism P
?EE:fig:g from the Ottoman Empire; it also _n:ﬂec[c;i ther (:'il;?:
of the Republic’s own modernizaticn project. The }P {;15{
ultimate goal was to enable Turkey to catch up mtb t.“'. m: 1
The elites thought this would be passible to e:f::ueve y W-T' c]ii-;
new kind of Turk “who would think logically. ™ A r:f\;. bttt( 0 clites
socialized in Republican valucs was o _bc ra1sed.l fn ;1'1;;r;a[itw;.r
elite would help the pcopl; attginIEStHg:zl ifh\::n ci:n T9145 iy
education. Thus, first in n in 1945,
gc])zr?:rg\}i]ng Republican elite partially opened up the rq;;_I nIu:] L: {[;ll 1?:5:::
to foster debate among the "know]edgcabie; Ihr;:ug mte : E?hiic
debate, the political class was to find thcr one hest Wi:;s while
safeguarding the Republican reforms against th'c_:‘Hmas.
had not yet attained a higher level of ‘ratmna.hty. e elire. On
What actually transpired was the bifurcation of the el ]I{'C.tu:l'-
the one side stood the state elite [Atatf:_.r_lg, Inﬁnul, the mtg1 e
D e demmacratie sace and. believed i
ardians of the secular-democra believed i
i:t.ﬁlal democracy. On the other ﬁlde was th?’ poll_xt_m;tll eg::icﬁ
until the early 1970s, the lcadership cadres of political p

At *Turkey's Liberal Revolution.” . )
H ]I{(igiT'HTLEar;at, Tarkey’s Politics: The Transitln te Mutii-
Princeton Uriversity Press, 1959) p. 54.

** Frey, Ch. 3.

b HE%cr. The Sfate Trudition 1w Tarkey, Ch. 3.
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other than the Republican People's Party, and after 1973, those
of the Republican People's Party as weli—which tried to render
the Republican modernization project more palatable to the
masses. The puolitical elite subscribed to popular demaeracy and
placed narrow political interests over the general public interest.
Fur the state elite, the Republic came first and democracy second.
For the political elite, the reverse held truc.

As could be expected, two sides with opposing stands on vital
issues could not artive at a dynamic consensus. Each side believed
in the basic truth of its position and would not congider
compromise. This zero-sum mede of thinking was typical of
Ottoman politics. Following the Demacrat Party’s accession to
power in 1950, the intellectual-bureaucratic elite resisted therm
and attempted to retain political control.

Professor Bahri Savei of Ankara University has made a
distinction between “active dvnamic politics” on one hand and
“politics in its widest sense” on the other. “Active dynamic politics”
refers to activities carried out to capture and maintain political
office. “Politics in its widest sense” means the determination of
public policy through rational analysis, while attempting to
address the preferences of the electorate. Accardin g 1o Professor
Savri, the intetlectuals were responsible for “politics in its widest
sense. ™ The Democrats responded by restticting the academic
autonomy of the universities, They also introduced campulsary
retirement at the government’s discretion after 25 years of service
in the civil bureaucracy

Aftaid that the Democrats would da away with the Republican
ieforms altogether, the military intervened in 1960. The 1961
constitution introduced a “mixed government,” with political
power divided between the elected parliament and non-elecred
bureaucratic agencics, According to this constitution, the newly
(reated National Security Council,” the Constitutional Court,
the Council of State, autonomoys universities and the Turkish
Radio and Television Agency were (¢ act as watchdogs over
Parliament. As a reaction to this effort to circumsceribe their
_-_'__'_'_-____

"ibid,, p 78
oM, pp 1.1,

his Council was made up of the prime minister, minister of defarse, minister af
fortign affairs, minister of interiur, chief of the General Staff, commander of the army,
“ommander of the navy, commander of the air force and general commander of the
ndarmerie, and was chaired by the president of the Republic,
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powers, political leaders gave short shrift ta the 1961 constitution.
The military intervened two more times, in 1971 and in 1980,
With the 1982 constitution, the non-partisan president and the
Mational Security Council were granted additional powers . **
This “rational democracy”™ was a mixed blessing for Turkey.
Although the tug-of-war betwceen politcal leaders and the military-
bureaucratic elite led to three military interventions, none of those
interventions ended up in a long-term authoritarian regime. This
was because the military officers perceived democracy not as a
means (popular representation), but as an end (rarional
policymaking). Thus, the military and its allics found the
politicians and not democracy itsclf to be responsible for the “ills
of the political regime, ™ Consequently, the goal of the military’s
interventions was to re-equilibrate politics by writing a new
constitution or amending the existing one. Then, the officers
returned to their barracks. Significantly, the officers subscribed
ta the Westernization project (another late Ottoman legacy) and
considered democracy to be an integral part of Westernization,
Amazingly, even with the resurgence of Islam and the continuing
“Kurdish problem,” Turkey has not drifted back te an
authoritarian onc-party regime or a long-term military
dictatorship. This is because despite their seriousness, neither
Islam nor the Kurds pesed a realistic threat to Turkey's national
unity and territorial integrity.

This success can be partly atuributed to Turkey's Ottoman
legacy. [slam was not an autenomens force in the Ottoman Empire.
The adab tradition was not only a state-oriented but also a
secularly oriented political philosophy®® The Religious Institution
was dependent upon the sultan, who appointed and dismissed
its members.5! During the Tanzimat Period, a depariment of the
Chief Mufti was created, which was the first step toward the
bureaucratization of religion.” Alongside the religious Canon Law
(Skari’a), secular statues (drf-i sultani) were formulated by the
sultan based on “necessity and reason.” In sum, the version of

“ Heper, The State Tradition tan Tarkey, Che 6,
* Metin Heper, *The ' Strong State’ and Demacracy: The Turkish Casc” in 5.4 Eiserstadt.
ed., "Comparacive and Historical Persperiive.” Demoracy and Medernity (Leiden: B |-
Brill, 1992).

* Findley, p. it
I Shaw, p. 119,
# Lewls, p. 97.
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;ﬂf]?;ri]; Ottomans adopted recognized the ruler's absolute
walsnalslf‘-:ﬁars.: Eibi;:ig p;r_iod, D:Ihc Directorate of Religious Affairs
: i ¢ fnme Ministry and supoervi igi
life of the Titrks, who were subjectedyto intcr‘?se ;::S;glzlz]ztﬁlégilggg
secular values in school and at various public ceremonies
Cc'mscquentl_y, in the 19905, those wha voted for reli ious!
orfented parties out of religious considerations and not as agmtes}:
vote constituted only about 7 percent of the vote: not mnf:* th
L percent of these considered a state based on Islam 1o ;n
desirable.® This is not surprising. It is true that a 1999 nationwid:
survey found that a majority of “Tuzkish citizens practiced their
religion regularly: 91 percent fasted during the month of Ramadan
and 46 percent prayed five times a day, as require by the Qur'an
Howcever, according to the same survey, Turks did not desire 2
state based on Islam. For instance, only 1.4 percent thaught tf:: ¢
adultcr;,r should be punished according 10 the Shars'q. d *
m':‘;:é%rtl;{;otmnathe r}llliurdiiahlissuc." ethnicity was an alien concept
ns. Lheanly line af dem; ion ; j&
of the Crtoman Empire 'e\{'is between ;{r‘i‘lﬂs;:;"; ‘:rt':; f:l%:i;;'[sﬁ;]}ﬂl.s
Jews and Christians, considered * Peaple of the Book"mJ;b'
Ottoman_s, were protected, granted cultural rights and allowed
to organize within their own miller svstems. As Muslims, Kurd
constituted part of the backbone of Otroman society and oli ;
They often even climbed to the highest echelons of fovernl:ne:'fty.
na};gi ;i’.e.gubli.c adflmpted €ivic nationalism as a waygto structure
Mentity: those who professed oy
considered “lurks. For the fnugders af t]:? ?{I;g:t?liglil:;a'}iiﬁe
:srtr:?.: was tI'FF:f:_I secular counterpart of the Ottoman ?*»'Iusllisl:ln1
nmunity, € term “Turkish” did net denote ethnicit
;“-tt;‘c]?iréh;fdtc; :?ta_turk, "Turk” was a nominal term, subsuming ajrl
e ngE].j;gmf groups thqt considered themselves to be
a0 urkey. tatu_rk explained that he had used the word
r cause “at the time it was the most well-known term, 5

-—_—

R Metin He o j
: per, “lslam, Palily and Society in Turkey: i
ﬁfﬂ::ﬁ ]okmc}!] 35 {Sununer 1981} p:f 355.ur ¥ A Middie
L eprr, “lslam and Demecracy in T : iliat "
J:r‘fag‘d'f.: f}m e aam oy ]99L‘;}|;P-u;iziﬁ.5':[‘0wnrd a Reconciliation?
“ ::;.ﬁ:)kr -:;czmp:le. N;k:a. Istanbul, [5-22 anuary 2000
- quoted in Atatick 'in Yesdies Yo i Bileilers, i
tstana Chadae 1560, oy i8E Yorttaglit Bilgilers, compiled by Nuran Tezcan
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Later, Turkish citizens of Kurdish arigin made their choice with
their feet. Many of them re-settled in the more prosperous weslern
and northwestern parts of Turkew They toak their place in all
walks of life alongside other Turkish citizens. They occupicd Lhe
highest political offices of the Republic. When the Kurdish
rebellions erupted in Turkey, the govermment perceived them ay
religiously incited incidents, triggered by the secularist and
centralizing policies of the Republic and caused by reladve
underdevelopment. The government believed that more
education and sociocconomic development was the solution.

Not all Kurds have supported the post-1984 armed strugyle of
the Kurdish Worker's Party (PKIC) against the government, which
is one of the reasons why this struggle has been successfully
contained since 1998 without an adverse impact on multi-party
politics. Residents of the heavily Kurdish southeastern Tirkey,
when asked in a 1998 survey conducted by the Family Study
Group of the Prime Ministry, “What would you have done to
solve the problems of the region if you were the prime minister,”
divided the answers in the following way: while 5.6 percent of the
respondents said they would introduce education in Kardish and
0.6 percent indicated they would excrcisc democracy fully, 5.1
percent mentioned better education, 7.1 percent mentioned
unemployment, 7.2 percent answered putting an end to the terror
and a full 0.2 pereent said mote investment in the region.™ A
1999 nationwide survey has found that only 1.4 percent of
Turkish citizens identified themselves as Kurds.*

WHy ConTINUITY RATHER THAN CHANGE?

One hasic question that remains is why demecracy in Turkey
has still not become satisfactorily entrenched. Put another way,
why does Turkey still have a mixed government? Why do some
influential members of the intelligentsia in general, and of the
officer corps, in particular, continue to subscribe to the concept
of rational democracy? If, in fact, neither the resurgence of [slam
nor the division of Turkey along ethnic lines is plausible, why 13

Bacft S

5 The fulk results of the poll were reported in Mitliyer, Istanbul, 25 January 2000, e
o

percent af the respondents religious education had priotity, 2.6 pereent suggested

projects and 1.t percent did not respond. ent
W Assessments of the percentage of Turkish citizens af Kurdish descent vary hetwed

12.0 to 20.0 percent.
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Fhe IIF‘lllltar}' S0 sensitive to these two issues, and why does it see
-llfjfke;; the ultimate guarantor of a secular and demacratic

The answer to the last query secms abvious: the state elite still
does not trust the political elite. The state elite thinks that some
in the political elite place political party or even personal interests
abave the long-term interests of the nation, Indeed, until recently,
m:l}tar}r officers, similar to the leading statesmen a’F the Ottoma:;;
peried and the single-party years of the Repurblic, placed mul:h
more emphasis an the needs of the state as 3 whoie rather than
on the needs of individuazl groups. For instance, a Fi'lC‘tiOH in the
funta that orchﬁ'stratcd the 1960 intervention toyed with the idea
af not TELUININg power to civilians quickly and instead carrvin
put t_hc_ structural reforms the country needed.”™ e
. This situation has changed in the post-1980 period. The military
increasingly accepts the tegitimacy of particutaristic interests angi
is lesy dllsturbed by civilian pelitics. Futhermore, the officer corps
has realized that military intervention is not a curc for poIiticii
|J‘!s.lgu For same time, the military has oppused seizing power
directly Nevertheless, if in the military’s opinion the vital imﬁ:mets
of the cauntry are at stake, it could intervene, according to
provisions in the 1982 constitution and the hylaws of the mili%ar
that entrust the officer corps with the duty of defendin lthf:r
country against internal as well as external enemies. In 18996
when tl:u: military began to perceive political Islam as a scriou;
threat, it recommended through the National Security Council
})f;al the povernment take certain measures, When the Welfare
mr;g;;ﬁtlﬁt:hpdth Pa'rty coalition government showed refuctance
npinim?h bogefhme‘_lsures, 'the mnhltary began o mobilize public
e ¥ briefing journalists, busmessmen,universit}' presidents
f ;gh-level bureaucrats. Under such quasi-democratic pressure
th? coahtiqn government was obliged to resign ¢ ’ ’
1hesp§]1§[ 12.:1]::395;“;[; lgcu:f‘;ymc::-rgverly rjn-::[inn:nd to interfere in
in Turkey whe bt oo 2nd members ofthcmw!hgcntsm
the m_l_y o en critical of the military now believe that

Ilitary is not driven by power. For instance, such leading

-___""-—-—___.___

i
Walter F Weiker, Th
Jval 3 . e Tarklsh Recofutlon, I1950.1 : i L5
0 F;t!hmgton. DC. Bronkings it o ;;53} RE1: Asperts of Military Foliticy
" “l-'ElET [:nd Gitney, pp. 615942 .
Metin in Gii y
£Pr and Avlin Giiney, “The Ml idati
ot d Ay 33 wlilitary and the Consolidat T :
urkish Case,” Armed Forces and Sectety, 24 (Spring 2000} pp. ;;;_:?-DEMDCF“}'-
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journalists as Ertugrul Ozksk, Hasan Cemal and Ali Sirmen now
think that politicians rather than military officers should be
blamed for the prablems democracy still faces in Turkey. They
agree with the military that with some exceptions such as the
post-April 1999 Democratic Left Party-Nationalist Action Party-
Motherland Party coalition government, party interests, and
possibly persenal gain, play a significant rolc in the current
political system,

Why has this been the case? Abave, 1 suggested thal rational
democracy was a mixed blessing for [urkey. While rational
democracy played a critical role in preventing a long-term hiatus
in multi-party politics, it has also prevented political parties from
arriving at a conscnsus through conflict. The state logic that
emphasized the gencral interest and the political loglc that stressed
the particularistic interests can not easily be reconciled.

I have already discussed at length why the state elite has
traditionally placed such a streng emphasis on the general interest
by indicating the Ottoman antecedents of this approach and its
causcs in the Republican period. [ have also pointed out that one
reason why the political elite has increasingly placed undue
emphasis on particularistic interests was their attempt to capture
power from the state elite i toto and, in the process, challenge
everything that the state elite stood for. This leaves ane question
to complete the picture: Why has the political elite placed nearly
all its emphasis on the particularistic interests and tried to capture
all power instead of sharing power with the statc elite?

[ would tike 1o suggest that this was because the transition to
democracy in lurkey was effected by the state elite, not by civil
society. The absence of civil society in Turkey was an inheritance
from the Ottaman Empire, where political, economic and social
power coalesced in the center. Within the upper strata, status
and wealth were attached to offices, and not (o lineages o1

families.s? Bureaucratic position, thus, had the greatest weight in
determining policy®* As noted, the elite justified its appropriation
of poltcymaking based on its presumed cultural preeminence and
superior knowledge.

As bureaucratic power was the path to wealth in the Ottoman
Empire, the emergence of an entrepreneurial middle class was

@ Bryliewiez, pp. 103, 107.
2 Mardin, “ldeclagy and Religion in the Turkish Revolution,” p. 202,
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;:f:ilstec_[ﬁTh;Ot:toman notables preferred tax-farming to
lmnsfog. ey also ll]ega.l]_y obtained control of state lands and
o rbmed them into private preperty:® In brief, they amassed
:;fste yda!i:usm‘_g OT USurping state powers.® Their interests were
not n?le y eFﬁcne_nt and effective government that upheld the
rule of ;‘:: bas thfo Interests of an entreprencurial middle class
uld ha een. qu mstance, Suitan Selim 1II's initial cffores
to Introduce Westernizing reforms did not fing su
the bureaucratic elites ¢ Pport among
.rrthe lt:!g_s]t_:nipg of central control generally jed to lacal
|I-. P iEmns: i ;tydm the Ottoman Empire.® The Ottoman notable
as been aptly described as an “onpre is ki ;
ssor of his kin when h
the mantle of the state, one he c lost it
» one of the appressed when h it.”

- ma : : e lost it.”s
T(;]:: st.itc of gffs]:rs reinforced the already noted suspicion olftthe
center toward the periphery. When th i
elegate pomers 1 (LCTIE 1 the center was obliged 1o

periphery (as in the case of the tax-farm;
- ! : \ ax-farmin
gf;e:ngx tl; rt::j:-ps:dercd 1t & stopgap measure. The center did no%
INE recognition to corporate bodies-

pessible, it deprived members i e & ":Vf_'tene‘-'ﬂr

posslble, it I of the petiphery of the privileges of

C;l;hﬁ ccnrt)er‘ could adopt such a cavaljer attitude toward the

Eu 51 ery because of the periphery’s dependence on the center,

rﬂ;ﬁoc;rsm;?}:‘, J—.hﬂ members of the periphery sought vertical

€ center on an individual basis; they di

, ' _ ; Id not try

;:iéiexiop s}frlous hmlz_untai relationg among thems{ivcs.” Loca:rl

mﬂ:zfj o‘w_ug bt that obtalping special privileges from the state was

o esirable and feasible than resorting to joint action with
Lfrl;dmerr;]bers of the periphery toward the center, 2

Ee er t ;:{sie cireumstances, the middle classes in the Otroman

pire could not establish their independence from the center

—_ —
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even when they produced for the weorld market in the 19th
century?’’ What passed as the Ottoman “bourgeoisie” was in fact
a segmented sub-class, comprised of minority merchants and
Muslim traders with bureaucratic backgrounds. These twa
components of the “bourgeoisie” were bogged down in a religious-
cum-ethnic conflict between themselves and, as such, could not
present a united front against the central authority. Because of
this, people with different economic occupations appeared as
undifferentiated individuals.”™ They could not devetop an
independent sct of values, or culture, as a substitute for the center’s
adal tradition. The Ottoman vebellions were primarilty attemprs
to obtain concessions from the state, not ideologically guided
movements. And, the periphery could not consolidate even its
modest victories precisely because the benefits it managed at times
to obtain were always de facts, not de jure.” The center remained
reluctant to grant legitimacy for the periphery to exercise
authority.

A weak periphery that lacked legitimacy could not be the
moving force for liberal political change. Given the lack of
organized and effective pressure from the periphery, certain
elements of the center played the role of reformers.™ Consequently:
political change in the Ottoman Empire was not based on 4 theory
of natural rights of man but on the practical necessity of hoiding
the state together.” [t is not surprising that even the most "liberal”
member of the Commission Lhat prepared the draft of the
Ottoman 1876 constitution did not suggest the establishment of
a republic or any substantial diminution in the sovereign rights
of the sultan.” The Imperial Rescript of Gilhane that initiated
the Tanzimat Period enunciated such goals as the protection of
life. property and honor of ail subject peoples of the Empire, but
not the natural rights of man.™ The rationale behind the Rescript

"t Ali Kazancigil, “The Ottoman-Turkish State and Kemalism,” in Ali Kazarcigil and
Ergun Ozbudun, eds., Atatirk: Fonnder of Medern Seare (London: C. Hurse, 1981) p. 43
™ Farma Mige Gagek, Rise of the Bourgeoisiz, Demise of Empire: Qtteman Westermzation ndd
Sactal Change {New York: Oxford University Press, £996) pp. 134, 139-40,

™ Heper, “Center and Periphery in the Ottoman Empire,” p. 89.

™ Davisan, Reform in the Otloman Empire, p. 4.

7 Inalcik, “The Nature of Traditional Socicty.” p. 37,

™ Stanfarg ], Shaw and Gzel Kural Shaw, History of the Grtoman Empire armd Tirkish
Republic, Volume }: Reform, Revolution, and the Republic— The Rise of Modern Tirkey, [808-
19735 {Cambridge: Cambridge Univessity Press, 1977) p. 175,

™ ibid., p. 81,
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was ctl? appease the Grear Powers that wanted to act as the
gR;;ar .mnj.ﬂf thfe non-Muslims in the Ottoman Empire; the
k ks:r:l?ut 1: !:d not introduce basic rights and liberties for their own
sake. P trh E(r:)mom..the Rescnpt guaranteed the life and property
ter },m Fe tteman-modernizing bureavcratic elite against the
suftan.™ For similar reasons, the 1876 Otoman experiment with
constitutional monarchy could not produce a truly constitutional
government 8 o
1mltnct!-n: R?puhlic_ar} period as well, the impetus for reform did
bmu;hr:ncabr;ml civil ]so-::letly. Almost single handedlv, Acatiirk
ut a cuitural revolution, Inani - dﬂ f
revolution and Turgut Gzal " The state and
ol ‘al an economic one. The state -
| ar _ . . and
puhtijcal eh;e.s acted independently of the weak civil society groups
to accomplish these revolutions.®2 In recent decades, Ankara hzs
even locked dou;n upon the views offered on the state of the
economy by teading interest groups.t
o Th_at C}\']l society did not become politically effective was a mixed
essfng or Turklnsh demucracy. On the one hand, in such erucial
arn‘-fais as secularism (a_.cme gui nom af democracy) a r:uftur;l
revolution could be carried out without societal protest. A gradual
;raacr;:i]tlgr} to electorzl democracy (critical for the prevention of g
e afcsom;:il;r:*::é)sc_r»};ho GhF!]fmSEd the Republican reforms) could
‘ s . € ¥ t0 a market-eriented eco
. . nomy
EL?}:E‘L?TM fﬁr ralling back the frontiers of the state and c!eariniz
mu]d( gc cl:-:l ilt_{:tdavtj:.'pém%nt Ef a politically effective civil society)
iated, o tuirkey was able to deal wi
1 : with whatever
chaIIEnges' political Islam and the Kurdish separatist movement
posed for Turkish democracy, i
doggagle I?ther harla-;é, rational dcmucracy Was 4t times tog
- ror several decades, state logie could :
. e. ve r St Ji uld not be tempered
lol;hd]ijf'?‘htlral Ioghu.f. let alone civil society. The state elite Fo£1d it
Icult to shift wo adversarial politics, and i
(0 shift from L _ p 5, and it was also unahble
phasis on the long-term inte
o : rests of the
Tunity to recognizing the need to reconcile the state, group
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and individual interests. For this reason, socictal imperatives could
niot have their moderating effect on pelitical maneuvering. At the
same time, the political elite was too preoccupied with their own
struggle against the state elite, as well as with intra-political elite
conflict, to pay attention to the needs of saciety. Politics had
priority over policy, and personal loyalty over merit. The state
and political elite could adopt polar views and cause political
instability that was inimical o society’s need for harmony and
predictability

Congequently, it has taken ‘lurkish democracy a long time o
trec itself from its Ottoman shackles, It is possible to arguc that
the favorable turn of events particularly in the post-April 1999
general elections period has been due to two basic factors. The
first factor was the ability of such political leaders as Demirel and
Ecevit to develop into wmature and prudent statesmen. These
leaders seemed to have learned from Turkey's trials and
tribulations in the 19608 and 1970s. At that time, Turkish politics
was overly fragmented and polarized, a situation that gave rise
to regular political crises. That such leaders as Demirel and Ecevit
always nurtured lofty goals for Turkey played a crucial role in its
development. The second factor was Turkey's wish to become a
full member of the EU and, conscquently, its efforts to upgrade
its democracy to the level of the EU members, The recent
designation of Turkey as a candidate for full membevship in the
European Union provided new impetus for Turkey 1o democratize
further. Thus, although the Owoman legacy continues to influence
Turkey's political culture and practice, the overall direction is
toward greater democracy and enhanced responsiveness of the
government to the wishes and demands of the population at large,
not only the ruling elites. &
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