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ABSTRACT

HYPERPOLITICIZED POST-POLITICS: THE CASE OF “CIVIC
ATATURKISM”

BAZ, Ozgiir Umut
M.S., The Department of Political Science and Public Administration
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Fahriye OZCOBAN USTUNER

June 2024, 243 pages

This study attempts to re-problematize and answer three interrelated questions by
combining three corresponding sets of literatures. First, it re-problematizes the concept
of Post-Politics. As a concept that has not been defined in precise terms in the past, the
study at hand seeks to give it a proper definition, thereby making it relevant once again
amongst faulty claims that the Post-Political age has ended, and give it a mode of
operationalization that allows for its concrete scrutiny. Second, it re-problematizes the
subjective repoliticization which emerged in recent years. Locating the said
repoliticization, defined as Hyperpoliticization, within the symbolic realm of Post-
Politics, the study seeks to analyze the said change and transformation in the subjective
realm within the matrix of Post-Politics, thus rendering them compatible. Third, it re-
problematizes the phenomenon of Civic Atatlirkism (Civil Atatilirkism) in academic
terms. On a theoretical backdrop of Kemalism, Civic Atatiirkism is contextualized,
developed into a literature and its claims are analyzed in terms of it being the current
mode of Atatilirkism. These three realms are posited in combination in order for them

to be analyzable in terms of each set with regards to the whole combination.
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Hyperpoliticization in the subjective realm and Post-Politics in the symbolic realm is
combined into “Hyperpoliticized Post-Politics”, with its exemplifying phenomenon of
“Hyperpoliticized and Post-Political as Civic Atatiirkism”. A qualitative fieldy study
employing a Laclauian Discourse Analysis is established in order to discuss all of these

1ssues in concrete terms.

Keywords: Post-Politics, Hyperpoliticization, Civic (Civil) Atatiirkism, Kemalism,

Laclauian Discourse Analysis
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HIPERPOLITIK POST-POLITIKA: “SIVIL ATATURKCULUK” ORNEGI

BAZ, Ozgiir Umut
Yiiksek Lisans, Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Yo6netimi Boliimii

Tez Yéneticisi: Dog. Dr. Fahriye OZCOBAN USTUNER

Haziran 2024, 243 sayfa

Bu calisma, birbiriyle iliskili li¢ soruyu yeniden sorunsallastirmay1 ve bunlarin yer
aldigir ¢ literatiiri bir araya getirerek mevzubahis sorular1 yanitlamay1
amaglamaktadir. Yeniden sorunsallastirilan ilk mesele, Post-Politika kavramidir. Bu
caligma, gecmiste acik ve secik bicimde tanimlanmamis olan Post-Politika kavramini
detayl1 bir sekilde tanimlamak, bunu Post-Politika devrinin bittigi iddialarina kars1
yeniden giincel kilmak ve kavrami operasyonalizasyona uygun hale getirerek somut
sekillerde inceleme imkanlar1 yaratmak gayesini giider. Caligsma, ikinci olarak yakin
donemde ortaya ¢ikmis Oznel siyasallasma dinamigini inceler. Hiperpolitizasyon
olarak tanimlanan mevzubabhis siyasallasma, Post-Politika olarak tanimlanan sembolik
boyutun igerisine yerlestirilir ve 6znel baglamda yasanan degisim ve doniistimler Post-
Politik matris gercevesinde incelenir. Bu sayede Hiperpolitizasyon ve Post-Politika
kavramlari, gecmiste iddia edildikleri lizere birbirleriyle uyusmaz olmaktan ¢ikarilip
uyumlu hale getirilir. Bu g¢alisma, ii¢lincli olarak Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik kavramin
akademik bir cerceve igine oturtarak ele alir. Kavram, Kemalizme yonelik yapilan
teorik incelemeler yoluyla baglamina oturtularak, Atatiirk¢iiliigiin giincel modu olarak

degerlendirmeye tabi tutulur. Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliik Literatiirii olarak adlandirilan
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literatiiriin temel argiimanlari, bu literatiirden hareketle kavramin (fenomenin) 6zsel
nitelikleri incelenir. Bu {i¢ soru(n)’un bir arada incelenebilmesi, bunlarin bir bilesim
olarak ele alinmasindan gecer. Oznel boyut hiperpolitizasyon, sembolik boyut Post-
Politika ile tanimlanacak, bu ikisinin bilesimi “Hiperpolitik Post-Politika” olarak
adlandirilacaktir. Bunun 6rnegi ise “Hem hiperpolitik hem de Post-Politik™ olarak
adlandirilan  Sivil Atatiirkciiliik’te  bulunacaktir. Tiim bunlar1 somut sekilde
tartisabilmek adina, Laclaucu Diskur Analizi kullanan nicel bir saha ¢alismasi insa

edilecektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Post-Politika, Hiperpolitizasyon, Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik,

Kemalizm, Laclaucu Diskur Analizi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

“A science’s level of development is determined by the
extent to which it is capable of a crisis in its basic concepts”
(Martin Heidegger, 1927)

“The trouble Turkey has been facing in the recent years in

areas of science, art and politics, is due to the lack of theory”

(Sencer Divitgioglu, 1967)

June 2013 was a cornerstone in Turkey not just due to its obvious political
implications, but due to the fact that it marked a definitive end to a 30-odd year old
tale: The tale that youth in Turkey was “apolitical”!. During and in the aftermath of
Gezi Park Protests, popular discourse, newspapers, magazines and academic journals
were flooded with discussions about the so-called demise of the tale, i.e. the particular
mode of politicization of the youth being “apoliticism” in Turkey?. In its essence, what
this tale of apoliticism proclaimed was not entirely wrong. Beginning with the coup
d’etat of 1980, in an atmosphere of years-long oppression and violence, alongside
growing neoliberalization and marketization of everyday life, and with the seeming
politics of consensus in the 2000s, the tale could be said to be hinting at some sort of
a truth. Nonetheless, rather than discuss whether the fale was true or not, it is important
to consider how Gezi Park Protests were transformative of it. After the protests, the

tale about the apoliticism of the “80s generation” simply faded away.

! The work apolitik has a very peculiar use in Turkish. Its circulation in everyday language is particularly
common in talking about a sense of carelessness, blasé and disenchantment concerning politics. It is
strictly used as an adjective, almost as an extension of subjectivity, a personal trait of some sorts.
Although it sounds unusual in English, “being apolitical” is, interestingly, a quite common way of self-
definition in Turkish.

2 In addition to my archival research, I recall this from personal experience. In the first few days of the
protests, all that the people talked about was how baffled they were in seeing the youth participate in
the protests, from whom they would not expect such an exhibition of political consciousness and
political action.



Having been part of the said generation myself, those born after 1980, as a rule of
thumb, were immediately assumed be apolitical. Tanyag (2015, p. 29) states that the
discourse of ‘the apolitical youth’ had begun to circulate in the 1990s. In time, this
discourse had come to function like a fact. A study done by Konrad Adenauer
Foundation in 1999, Turkish Youth 1998: Silent Majority Highlighted, found that the
youth was distancing itself from politics as much as possible, and its display of
political activity was “very weak” (Konrad Adenauer Foundation [KAF], 1999, p.
117). Moreover, it showed that the youth, back then, was quite disinterested in the
political and economic state of Turkey, with more than 20% of the participants having
refrained from voting in the 1995 elections (KAF, 1999, p. 117). Demet Liikiisli
suggests that all other studies conducted at the time found similar results about the
disinterested attitude in youth towards politics (2009, pp. 145-146). Moreover, she
argues that all generations born before 1980s (and 1990s, and 2000s) agreed upon the
idea that the 1980s youth exhibited an apolitical stance, a careless way of life (2009,
p. 133). What’s more is that even the 1980s youth itself had internalized this idea of
being apolitical and was critical of themselves and their peers for this, she puts forward
(2009, p. 139). Nevertheless, Liikiislii does not agree with the idea that the youth was
actually apolitical. She puts forward two main reasons for this. First, she contends that
while there were apathetic, disinterested and disenchanted qualities in youth towards
politics, this should be attributed to the political system itself and seen as @ mode of
politicization (2009, pp. 161-166). Second, she suggests that the discourse of
apoliticism had its roots in the so-called “myth of Turkish youth”, which dates back to
the 19" century, and argues that the said discourse does not actually mirror reality
(2009, pp. 14-17). Liikiislii suggests that the particular mode of politicization at hand,
which resembles apoliticism, should be understood as a response to neoliberalism, a
self-incurred conformism mounted as a tactic of survival (Liikiislii, 2008, pp. 293-

295).

Gezi Park Protests had such a profound impact on the tale of apoliticism that it shook
up the long-held assumptions, premises and hypotheses about the nature of politics in
Turkey. Tanyas suggests that the protests had “bewildered people (especially in the
popular media) and challenged the discourse of the apolitical youth” (Tanyas, 2015, p.
26). Many began to discuss the mode of politicization of the youth throughout history,



and with reference to the protests. In the media, some confirmed the tale and argued
that with Gezi Park Protests, those who used to be apolitical had politicized, or
“become political” (Giirsel, 2013; Molinas, 2013; Valansi, 2013), while some
contended that the tale was never true to begin with, but only dissipated with the advent
of the protests (Koptas, 2013; Cayir, 2013; Oztan, 2013; Toker, 2013; Kiirk¢ii, 2013;
Aytekin, 2013; Erkmen, 2013). A study conducted during the protests found that more
than 54% of those who attended did not consider themselves apolitical (Bilgi¢ &
Kafkasl, 2013, p. 7). Tanyas, as well, found that those who attended the protests
tended to distance themselves from apoliticism, arguing that they were not apolitical
(Tanyas, 2015, pp. 42-43). These results mark a strong contrast with the previous
studies done about a decade prior, which all showed sky-high numbers and strong

indications of an apolitical attitude (KAF, 1999; Liikiislii, 2008; Liikiislii, 2009).

Rather than a discussion about whether or not the tale was actually true, what’s more
important is how Gezi Park Protests functioned in transforming the mode of
politicization and the various narratives about it. After Gezi Park Protests, the studies
done in the years between 2013 and 2019 showed a rising interest in youth towards
politics and the political affairs of the day. For example, a youth study done in 2016
found that 79,8% of the participants were either very interested or interested in the
political, economic and social conditions in the country (Sosyal Ekonomik ve Kiiltiirel
Arastirmalar Merkezi [SEKAM], 2016, p. 418). Although other studies conducted in
similar years found relatively lower rates of interest than that of the aforementioned
study (Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung Foundation [KASF], 2017; Tiirkiye Genglik
STK’lar1 Platformu [TGSP], 2018), they were still much higher than the corresponding
numbers in the reports written about a decade or two earlier’. Therefore, Gezi Park
Protests could be said to be not only transformative about the tale of apoliticism, but
it could also said to have, itself, amounted to a change in the mode of politicization of
the youth. Various studies conducted in the 2020s all seem to find very high numbers
of interest in politics among the youth. For example, KASF’s 2021 report (p. 23) finds
that 95,1% of the youth follow the national and global affairs, suggesting that young
people

3 Obviously, research methodology plays a big role here in this relative difference, since the results vary
depending on different questions, categorizations and conceptualizations.

3



are very conscious towards human and social values, prioritize contemporary
scientific thought over traditional conservative values, are mostly Atatiirkist-
Kemalist in a political sense, are skeptical of the political landscape, follow
domestic political events closely, follow international affairs, believe in gender
equality and human & animal rights, are sensitive to environment issues, are
low in trust regarding the basic national institutional structures (KASF, 2021,
p. 27).

KASF’s 2023 report indicates similar results as well, with an 85,5% of interest in
current affairs (KASF, 2023, p. 18). Furthermore, in a similar fashion, Istanbul
Ekonomi Arastirma’s 2021 report suggests that “it is hard to say young people are
‘distanced to politics’ or ‘apolitical’” (Istanbul Ekonomi Arastirma [IEA], 2021, p. 9).
In a similar vein, Yasar etal. (2021, pp. 879-880) argue, using the dataset for a research
conducted in 2020, that the assumption that the youth was not interested in politics had
become outdated, and that they were, in fact, displaying a political attitude. However,
there seems to exist a paradox in this virtual interest. While the youth seems to be very
much interested, or engaged, in the current political, economic and social affairs, they
still seem to be very much distanced from political participation. KASF’s 2023 report,
albeit showing high numbers of interest, suggests that the youth “seems to be not very
much politically engaged** (p. 20). Therefore, in some sort of a contradicting fashion,
the report follows that “we can talk about a youth distanced to certain political views,
but a youth who follows the current affairs and will vote in the elections” (p. 20). The
same report finds that 95,2% of the youth are not members of a political party (p. 18),
and a report by Tiirkiye Raporu indicates that 92% of the youth had not, ever, engaged
in any kind of protest (Tiirkiye Raporu, 2023a).

The exact paradox here lies in the following: The youth is engaged in political matters
as never before, in that young people are quite aware of the political conditions, are
conscious of political and social issues, and are eager to make themselves heard;
nevertheless, they still show incredibly low indications of political participation.

Almost all reports univocally suggest that the youth is not apolitical®, but they still

4 The use of the word “engagement” here should not be confused with the conceptualization of
engagement developed in the later parts of the thesis. KASF’s report refers to participation, as developed
below as well.

5 Even though KASF’s 2021 and 2023 reports, respectively, indicate that 18,8% (2021, p. 381) and
17,1% (2023, p. 18) declared themselves apolitical, this seems to be considered unimportant by the

4



struggle to find appropriate concepts to describe their exact form of engagement in
politics®. Furthermore, to add even more complexity to the paradox, even though
young people are argued to be distanced from traditional forms of politics, and to show
a distrust towards traditional political parties, political institutions and political actors
(KASF, 2021; KASF, 2023; iEA, 2021; Ates, 2021; KONDA, 2014; KONDA 2022),
they still seem to be showing incredibly high numbers of turnout. A research
conducted by Tiirkiye Raporu in 2023, covering those between the ages of 18 and 30,
found that 89% of the participants stated that they would “definitely vote” in the 2023
elections (Tiirkiye Raporu, 2023b). In fact, KONDA’s 2024 youth report suggests that
“those between the ages of 18-30 believe that the most effective method for change is
voting” (KONDA, 2024, p. 45). Thus, taking all these into consideration, the matter
of what the exact mode of politicization of the youth is becomes increasingly complex.
The youth seems to have gone through a process of repoliticization after Gezi Park
Protests, but such repoliticization does not seem to reclaim a politics proper, hence
the paradoxical nature of the said repoliticization. It is a very peculiar form of
“repoliticization”, as KONDA’s same report shows that the youth strongly prefers
social media activism over participation in political parties or NGOs (KONDA, 2024,
p- 9). Amidst all this conceptual complexity and seemingly paradoxical characteristics,
what kind of a mode of politicization the youth exhibits, then, is an issue that must be
tackled in a more meticulous theoretical fashion. A proper theoretical discussion will
not only solve the conceptual complexity, but also provide tools in discussing the

phenomena at hand in further dimensions.

The study at hand will, thus, problematize first the seeming “repoliticization”
(hyperpoliticization) of the youth; second, the dominant mode of politics within which

the said “repoliticization” takes place, namely, what I will call the Post-Political

reports, in that both interpret the youth to be politically “involved” in some sense. What’s more is that
both these numbers are much lower, again, than those of the studies done in the past.

® For example, IEA suggests that the youth is not apolitical, but anti-political (2021, pp. 6-7). They
argue that “anti-politics does not mean being distanced to politics, not engaging in politics, or being
apolitical, but is a concept that expresses a distrust towards politics (political actors/institutions)” (p. 6).
KASF (2023) similarly has trouble defining whether the youth is disengaged or disinterested in
engaging in traditional forms of politics, while still arguing that they are not exactly apolitical. Ates
(2021), in a similar fashion, points to a similar dynamic and chooses to call them “depoliticized”, rather
than apolitical. This usage has nothing to do with the usage of depoliticization in this thesis.

5



condition’; and third, the phenomenon of “Civic Atatlirkism”, an example that perfecly
demonstrates both of these dimensions. These three dimensions will be handled with
the combination of three correlating sets of concepts and three correlating literatures.
In order to remain faithful to the synthetic method of explication employed in this
thesis, in the Introduction, the concept of hyperpoliticization will be discussed, and the
relevant introductory themes about Post-Politics and Civic Atatiirkism will be brought
forth. In Chapter 2, a precise definition of Post-Politics, through its spatio-
temporalization into a condition, will be attempted to be made. In Chapter 3, the
discourse on Civic Atatiirkism will be discussed on the backdrop of
Kemalism/Atatiirkism. Chapter 4 will present the results of the field study conducted

for this thesis, and, finally, Chapter 5 will lay down the conclusions.

1.1. The changing mode of subjective politicization: From the apolitical to the

hyperpolitical

The aforementioned complexity, and even the paradoxical nature in the subjective
mode of politicization of the youth, when accompained by discussions about the
hegemonic mode of politics in itself, becomes increasingly more messy. The ending
of the 1990s and the beginning of the 2000s were marked by discussions on Post-
Politics (See Mouffe, 2005a; Ranciére, 1999; Zizek, 2000; Crouch, 2004, Brown,
2006). Moreover, amidst all the arguments about Post-Politics, it was not unusual then
to hear discussions about apoliticism or antipolitics, various kinds of disenchantment
and disinterest regarding individuals’ relationship vis-a-vis politics (See Crouch, 2004,
p. 4; Beck, 1997, p. 57; Mouffe, 1999, p. 745). Mouffe suggests that the consequence
of Post-Politics “has been a growing disaffection with politics and a drastic fall in
participation in elections” (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 63). In fact, Giddens claims in 1998 that
“the party which has grown most over the past few years is one that isn’t part of politics
at all: the ‘non-party of non-voters’” (Giddens, 1998, p. 20). In other words, not only
an attitude of apoliticism coincided with the emergence of the Post-Political condition,
Post-Politics as a dominant political outlook had been associated with apoliticism

regarding its subjects. However, as it has been suggested, the latter does not seem to

7 This will be analyzed in detail in Chapter 2.



be the case anymore, as the youth, in the example explained above, no longer seems
to display a simple apolitical stance. There is, as it has been argued above and shown
by empirical data, a clear dynamic of repoliticization, albeit having paradoxical
characteristics. In addition to this dynamic of repoliticization, which could very well
be argued to be a global phenomenon®, some even claimed that the hegemonic mode
of politics, i.e. Post-Politics, itself had been subjected to change®. “The era of ‘post-
politics’ has clearly ended”, wrote Anton Jager in 2022 (Jager, 2022a, p. 81)!°. With
some claiming that we had virtually exhausted the arguments about a Post-Political
world, for the concept had been of a handful of people’s interest in recent years in the
face of rapid repoliticizations and the emergence of populisms, this was not that
surprising of a claim, and maybe even an overstated one, as others had been claiming
for almost a decade the “end” of the Post-Political condition (See Dean [Jodi], 2014;
Mouffe, 2017). However, what made Jager’s claim so important is that it heralded the
coming of a new age, that of “Hyper-Politics”, in his words. Jéger points to a few
interesting developments in the current political climate, most especially in a realm of
politics that concerns the subjects’ mode of politicization, or the “private sphere”. He

suggests that the old Post-Political era had ended, since what the world was witnessing

8 A youth study conducted at the request of the European Parliament found that 85% of its participants
were constantly discussing politics with their immediate social milieu, while finding only voting and
various methods of activism meaningful in terms of involvement in politics (European Parliament,
2021). In a similar strain, Booth (2023) argues, after a survey conducted in USA by them, that youth is
quite engaged in politics but lack the mechanisms for further involvement. Both studies could be said
to be pointing to a global phenomenon where the youth is engaged in politics, as opposed to a blatant
apoliticism in the past, but do not participate in it.

° For example, Jodi Dean, back in 2014, argued that the Occupy Wall Street protests had challenged
Post-Politics and shown once again the communist horizon, displaying what she deemed a “rupture with
post-politics” (Dean [Jodi], 2014, p. 273). Mouffe, as well, who happens to be one of the original
theoreticians of Post-Politics, claimed in 2017 that what she called the “‘populist moment’ points to a
‘return of the political’ after years of post-politics” (Mouffe, 2017, p. 6). It must be mentioned that
Mouffe talks about the challenges to Post-Politics even in her first book that discusses the term (See
Mouffe, 2005a). Although it is of a quite similar strain, I take Jager’s claim, which is explained above,
to be a bit different. They all converge, albeit being proposed in different climates with regards to
different events, on the grounds that all three concern a repoliticization in the subjective dynamic (Dean
with Occupy, Mouffe with the populist revitalization of the Left -maybe concerning the symbolic more
relative to the others- and Jager with BLM and social media activism); however, they diverge on one
important facet: While Dean and Mouffe point to a “rediscovery” and “return”, respectively, Jager
proposes a “new” mode of politics, i.e. Hyper-Politics. Thus, although Dean and Mouffe are to be
handled in more detail in Chapter 2, I will be treating Jager’s account here with specific attention, due
to its suggestion, with certain corrections and theoretical operations to be developed in the following
pages, of hyperpoliticization.

10 See Jiger, 2022b for similar arguments, in a more academic form.
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now was high turnout levels, massive protests like Black Lives Matter, and the
incredibly strong politicization of the private sphere!! (2022a, pp. 80-81; 2022b).

26

“Today, everything is political’** concludes Jager (2022a, p. 81); nonetheless, he is
quick to warn that this politicization does not resemble that of the 20" century. He
deems this “reentry of politics into society” (2022a, p. 87), or this hybrid form of

politics and anti-politics, Hyper-Politics.

While Anton Jéger is correct in pointing to a recent wave of repoliticization, I believe
he fails to notice that this change is occurring in not the hegemonic mode of politics
itself, but in a dimension that concerns the subjects’ modes of politicization. In other
words, his mistake lies precisely in the fact that he is talking about a reinvigoration in
individuals’ mode of politicization while talking about a shift in the wider framework
of politics. I offer, here, a dualistic model of analysis, one being the subjective

dimension of politicization(s), and the other being the symbolic dimension of politics'?.

! Jiger talks about how social media, TV, and even interpersonal relationships had turned into sites of
political debate.

12 The italics belong to the original author.

13 In my use of the word “symbolic”, 1 am directly referring to Lacan. Lacan distinguished between
three levels in psychosexual development, the Real, the imaginary and the symbolic. The symbolic
refers to the closed —whole and universal totality in Lacanian terms (Lacan, 1991, p. 29)— system of
language that we simply call “reality” —not to be confused with the Lacanian Real, which “is but another
name for ... ‘incompletion’, ... [to which] every subject, regardless of its social and historical conditions,
is liable” (Butler, 2000, p. 12)—. I employ this concept, the symbolic, in order to distinguish between
the subjective dimension of politics, i.e. the mode of politicization displayed by the subject in it, and
the general, wider context of politics that transcends the subject, i.e. what some might call the
“objective” dimension of it. The word “objective” is refrained from, due to its ontological implications.
Stravrakakis suggests that even though Lacan uses the term “objective” and emphasizes the role of the
objective over the subjective (to be understood as the role of the symbolic order in constituting the
subject) his thought is very much anti-objectivist (Stavrakakis, 2002, p. 41). Such a separation between
the symbolic and the subjective, in this thesis, is made in purely Lacanian terms that the subject is
constituted precisely through entrance into the symbolic. In what Lacan terms “the preeminence of the
signifier over the subject” (Lacan, 1988, p. 51), it is denoted that the symbolic precedes the subject and
constitutes it within. Laclau acknowledges this, in that with Lacan, “we can see a movement of thought
with a clear direction: the increasing emancipation of the order of the signifier” (Laclau, 2005, p. 104).
Lacan suggests that there is no extra-discursive reality, a naively natural reality that functions outside
signification, but that reality as we understand it is nothing but the symbolic order itself (Lacan, 1999,
p. 33). Thus, the relationship between the signifier and the signified, in classical Saussurean terms, is
inverted. Zizek explains this inversion in terms of how the nodal point is not a state arrived at the end
of the chain of signification, a state of linguistic “richness”, but that it is a “quilting point” that “enables”
the chain: “The point de capiton [nodal point] is rather the word which, as a word, on the level of the
signifier itself, unites a given field, constitutes its identity” (Zizek, 2008, p. 105). There’s no longer the
Cartesian or Kantian subject in Lacan, but a subject bound by the symbolic. He even goes as far to argue
that the subject is “determined” by the signifier (Lacan, 1998, p. 67), but a relationship of
overdetermination between the subjective and symbolic realms is found to be more fruitful in the case
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The former covers the subjects’ relationship with politics, their interpretation of the
world, and their economies of political action, while the latter concerns the hegemonic
mode of politics within which the subjects take shape. Thus, while Jager is right about
the dynamic of hyperpoliticization in the subjective dimension, his claimed transition
from Post-Politics into Hyper-Politics, one that denotes a shift in the symbolic
dimension of politics, i.e. a change in the hegemonic mode of politics, is faulty. 1
propose a relationship of overdetermination between these dimensions, in the sense of
the symbolic overdetermination of the subjective. This is due to my conceptualization
that the subjective is formed within the symbolic, and is the object of the forces of the
symbolic. Thus, although there is no simple determination of the symbolic over the
subjective (hence the variations in the subjective mode of politicizations), the elements
forming within the subjective have already been determined over and over again

within the symbolic matrix. i.e. overdetermined'®. I mean, by overdetermination, the

of politics and politicizations, since the methodology of this thesis rejects the notion of linear
determination. If the symbolic were to simply determine the subjective, there would be no
transformation in the subjective, and in fact, the perfect parallel between these two dimensions would
mean that such a separation between the two realms would be simply internal, and a separation wouldn’t
be possible to begin with. Even the designation of a subjective realm would be close to impossible.
Laclau means, by overdetermination, (alongside other things) the impossibility of a literality in the
social, in that all elements of the social are subjected to condensation and displacement (Laclau, 2015,
p. 26). See the next footnote for a more detailed handling of overdetermination.

4 My use of the concept of overdetermination is much closer to Freud’s original usage, rather than
Althusser’s or even Laclau’s. Freud defines overdetermination as a factor in the process of the selection
of elements in dream-formation. He puts forward that “each element of the dream-content turns out to
be over-determined, to be represented many times and in many ways in the dream-thoughts” (Freud,
1999, p. 216). Even though “the selection of elements for the dream is not always a primary factor in
forming it” (1999, p. 235), those elements that are selected are, before their entry into the dream,
determined over and over again. Therefore, overdetermination happens not in the formation of the
dream but in the preparation of the “list of elements” that may appear in the dream. The result of such
conception is that the dream-content, although not a factor in dream-formation, are at all times inscribed
by the unconscious. Even though the elements are condensed or displaced, they still bear the imprint of
the unconscious. What I propose with the symbolic overdetermination of the subjective is exactly this:
The elements forming the subjective might differ in time or from one another, but it is the case that the
selected elements have already been determined over and over again by the symbolic. I use, thus, the
concepts of inscription or imprint to denote that. Even though the formation of the subjective is quite
contingent [What Freud deems in terms of the dream-formation as “some power at work in the psyche
as yet unknown to us” (1999, p. 235)], the elements that are available in its formation have been
inscribed by the symbolic, or have the imprint of the symbolic. Freud’s use of the notion has been
interpreted with a focus on condensation or displacement, by both Althusser and Laclau; however, 1
believe Freud points to a notion that occurs in spite of and through displacement and condensation: the
inscription. Althusser, in his use of overdetermination, points to the reciprocal relationship between
“the contradiction” and its “instances”. He suggests that “[relations of production] is radically affected
by [the instances it governs], determining, but also determined in one and the same movement”
(Althusser, 2005, p. 101). Thus, his use emphasizes the dialectical quality in overdetermination, and
even puts forward overdetermination in order to reject the Hegelian rationalism in dialectics. However,
the problem with Althusser’s account, which Laclau criticizes as well, is that the contradiction as one
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inscription of the symbolic into the subjective, or in other words, the symbolic imprint
within the subjective’”. Although the symbolic overdetermines the subjective

dimension of politicization, I contend that the subjective is more susceptible to

of the instances of itself, precedes in quality from its instances. Alhusser focuses on condensation and
displacement exactly to emphasize the character of the privilege of the primary contradiction, in that
for him, the contradiction may appear in condensed and displaced forms, thus preserving its central
character as the primary determinant. He argues that “there is always one principal contradiction and
secondary ones, but they exchange their roles” (Althusser, 2005, p. 211), and the exchanging of the
roles point to condensation and displacement. Therefore, one element among the others is given a pre-
determined character that determines all the others, and is determined by them in turn. Laclau (and
Mouffe) argues that Althusser’s conception does not complete its premise, in that “the relations between
the overdetermined instances and the last instance must be conceived in terms of simple, one-directional
determination by the latter” (Laclau &Mouffe, 1985, p. 99). Althusser’s point, while showing the
reciprocal quality, misses the crux of overdetermination that there is no single “privileged” element that
precedes others, and has the quality of “determining in the last instance”. Laclau explains: “For Freud,
the overdetermining instance depends entirely on a personal history - there is no element that is
overdetermining in and by itself” (Laclau, 2005, p. 236).

15 In the symbolic overdetermination of the subjective, symbolic is not designated as one element among
others, but is proposed as the whole ground of overdetermination that governs the elements. Although
Laclau’s critique with his Freudian use of the notion is quite appealing for using “his definition” of
overdetermination, it is clear, when one inspects closely, that Laclau’s use of the concept is not coherent
throughout his corpus. Laclau means a couple of things when he talks about overdetermination. The
first, and most important, use of overdetermination by Laclau is, unquestionably, pointing to the idea
that there are no “given”/rational/conceptual fixities, but only contingent and malleable ones. This use
could be said to be present in all of his uses. Laclau too, emphasizes the character of condensation and
displacement in his use. He (and Mouffe, regarding this book) points to the character of
overdetermination as denoting a “plurality of meanings” in Freud’s use of the term (Laclau & Mouffe,
1985, p. 97), through condensation and displacement. He gives a “potential” interpretation of Althusser
in providing the symbolic as constitutive of the social: “The symbolic -i.e., overdetermined- character
of social relations therefore implies that they lack an ultimate literality which would reduce them to
necessary moments of an immanent law” (1985, p. 98). This is an attempt to suggest that symbolic is
not a plane that is separate from “reality” (economy in the Marxist sense). “Society and social agents
lack any essence, and their regularities merely consist of the relative and precarious forms of fixation
which accompany the establishment of a certain order” (1985, p. 98). Thus, Laclau, in his first use, is
trying to reject the Marxist base-superstructure separation and the Althusserian “determination in the
last instance”. As mentioned above, he suggests that with such a separation, there is simple
determination and not overdetermination. I must admit that I accept this as a given in my use of the
concept of overdetermination. My Freudian use is precisely to emphasize the imprint of the symbolic
over the subjective. Laclau’s use of overdetermination at different times denotes that an element
(especially identity) has no pre-determined, a priori existence (Laclau, 2005, p. 249); that
overdetermination is the constitutive function of the symbolic, close to Derridean différance, and that
there’s no element that has a privilege of being “outside overdetermination” (Laclau & Mouffe, 2015,
p- 98); that there is no fixed relationship between a signifier and a signified (Laclau, 1996, p. 36); that
overdetermination is the symbolic order itself (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p. 98); that it refers to the non-
literality of the social, i.e. all signification as condensed and displaced (Laclau, 2015, p. 26); and that
some struggles within the chain of equivalence are determining and constitutive of others (Laclau, 2005,
p. 110). Laclau, by his rejection of Althusser and in his referral to Freud, seeks to establish by
overdetermination in such a way that there are no fixed/given/conceptual relations, but that all relations
are unfixed. As explained above, I take that as a given, due to the Laclauian methodology of this thesis
(See more in Chapter 1.5.). However, the exact point I want to establish is the imprint or inscription of
the symbolic within the subjective, as I believe Freud denotes, as explained above. Since in Freud,
overdetermination is not a process by which the dream is formed (i.e. the symbolic “determines” the
subjective), but a process by which certain elements are determined over and over again before they
make their way into the dream (i.e. they are inscribed by the unconscious).
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transformation, to a degree, without breaking with the logic of overdetermination, or
in other words, it can mutate without totally escaping symbolic overdetermination!®,
carrying the symbolic imprint while nonetheless transforming. In fact, there could be
said to be no necessary relationship between Post-Politics and apoliticism to begin
with, but a contingent articulation. These two dimensions of the subjective and the
symbolic could be said to be reciprocal, therefore the contingent transformations in
the subjective, while potentially able to affect the symbolic in quanta, does not
necessarily need to wholly alter the character of the symbolic. In the context of today’s
subjective repoliticization, for example, the subjective transformation does not alter
the symbolic dimension of Post-Politics, since the Post-Political condition is still
present and is conditioning the subjective dimension (“condition” as the symbolic
dimension itself, and “conditioning” as the symbolic imprint in the subjective!”). On
the contrary, I would argue, against Jager’s conception that this repoliticization marks
an end to Post-Politics, that Post-Political qualities are imprinted in this dynamic of
repoliticization, and that this repoliticization takes place perfectly within the matrix of
Post-Politics. The mistake in Jéger’s account, I believe, owes to his faulty account of

Post-Politics. Since, as Biilent Diken states:

Ours is, after all, a post-political society that cannot imagine radical political
change; a ‘one-dimensional’ society, in which politics is emptied out of its
constitutive, transcendent dimension — ‘the political’ — and has become a
routinised game, a form of hyper-politics, with no possibility of changing
the game itself (Diken, 2009, p. 579).

16 This relationship may be likened to Saussure’s co-functioning of both the immutability and mutability
of the sign within the same principle (Saussure, 2011, pp. 71-78). Although Saussure’s explanation
might seem contradictory, it is not. Saussure argues that the arbitrary nature of the sign functions both
in terms of its immutability (the relationship between the signifier and the signified is completely
arbitrary, hence there cannot be a -rational- consideration, nor power, upon changing the signifier or the
signified) and its mutability (the relationship between the signifier and the signified is arbitrary, hence
a shift in their relationship, in time, is possible). The arbitrary (and differential) nature of the sign allows
language to function as a totality, being susceptible to potential changes without the power to alter the
totality itself, with the whole totality being altered or evolving over time nonetheless. This is exactly
the relationship I want to emphasize in mutating without escaping overdeterination. Subjective modes
of politicizations may be sites of transformation, without altering the symbolic itself. The symbolic is
able to function through various alterations in its elements. Changes in the symbolic are possible, but
not as common or easy as in the subjective.

17 The difference between condition and conditioning will be explained further in Chapter 2. Whenever
the words condition and conditioning are italicized, the reader must understand that what is referred to
is the Post-Political condition (the symbolic itself) and the Post-Political conditioning of the subjective
(the symbolic imprint itself).
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Therefore, along Diken’s suggestion, it must be acknowledged that Post-Politics is
already a form of Hyper-Politics. Hence, Jéger’s claimed transformation in the
hegemonic mode of politics is actually not a transformation at all, since the two
conceptions at hand, Post-Politics and Hyper-Politics, are perfectly coterminous. What
this “hybrid” is, in Jdger’s words, is nothing but a dyad of repoliticization (or

hyperpoliticization) in the subjective realm, and Post-Politics in the symbolic.

It is true that Post-Politics had come to be associated with a subjective dynamic of
apoliticization, or antipoliticization, but its actual form today is, without a doubt, a
repoliticized one'®. Since this is not a repoliticization that recalls a politics proper!®, T
propose to follow its definition as “hyperpoliticization”. In other words, it is precisely
due to the paradoxical nature of the said repoliticization that I opt to regard it as
“hyperpoliticization”. As Wendy Brown suggests, the prefix of “hyper” in
hyperpoliticization denotes the trivialization of politics, i.e. the perfect paradox of
politicization without politics?’, what Jager calls “furiously stepping on the gas with
an empty tank” (Jager, 2022a, p. 87). This new dynamic in today’s world,
acknowledged as hyperpoliticization, has begun to be discussed upon in recent years.
Wendy Brown, for example, makes such an observation of hyperpoliticization,

suggesting:

Today this hyper-politicization (hence trivialization) of values reaches to
consumption practices, family forms, home decor, gun ownership, school
curriculums, sports preferences and athletes, ecological practices, fashion,
sexual practices, gender presentation, diet and exercise (Brown, 2023, p. 31).

18 Recall here the strong indication of repoliticization in the youth studies stated above.
19 Recall once again the paradox emerging out of the said studies.

20 Baudrillard argues that what characterizes the hyperreal is the loss of the imaginary function that
delineates the real from the imaginary (Baudrillard, 1994, pp. 2-3). In hyperpoliticization, the perfect
paradox of politicization without politics is enabled through the very loss of the imaginary distance
between the political and politics. The over-engagement of the subject with politics is precisely
happening through an operation of the foreclosure of the political. Thus, the trivialization of politics
occurs exactly due to the reason of the loss of the political in engagement with politics. Furthermore, I
would suggest that hyperpoliticization is a subjective mode of repoliticization that is par excellence
Post-Political. In a dominant mode of politics that effectively “forecloses” the political (Zizek, 2000, p.
198), i.e. “the constitutive aspect of antagonism” (Mouffe, 1993, p. 7), the perfect fit for a
repoliticization that obeys the symbolic (a mode of politics where the political is foreclosed) is
hyperpoliticization.

12



Such hyperpoliticization is noticed and remarked upon by others as well (Haider, 2022;
Celikates, 2022; Jager, 2022a; Jager, 2022b), and could be argued to be the central
characteristic of the subjective dimension of politicization today. Although a wave of
repoliticization had been made a topic of discussion in the mid-2010s, due to the
populist revitalization of the Left (Mouffe, 2017; Jones, 2016), these were not
suggesting that what was occuring was a hyperpoliticization. The current wave of
hyperpoliticization and the discussions upon it differ from the various earlier
repoliticizations, in that this dynamic today takes place without any sort of horizon of
transformation in the symbolic (like a populist moment that is claimed to be able to
alter it)>!, with much less focus on alternative political apparati®?, only within the
confines of the individual subject with less emphasis on collectivity, and with an
incredibly strong politicization of the private sphere alongside a narrow horizon of
political action. What defines the character of the prefix of “hyper”, to be simplified
for the purposes of this thesis, is exactly the paradox mentioned above: While an
interest and engagement in politics is incredibly strong, this does not translate into
political participation®. 1 believe a further example shall clarify the aspect of
hyperpoliticization in today’s world, and the need to distinguish between the
subjective and the symbolic dimensions. Asad Haider, discussing Wendy Brown’s

work, suggests that:

Here right-wing populism appears to be a kind of repoliticization, or even
hyperpoliticization. But the antipolitical, or perhaps pseudopolitical reaction of
the Right, despite appearing to be a repoliticization, is in fact complicit with
neoliberal depoliticization. It would be mistaken to see right-wing
authoritarianism, as liberals frequently do, as a hyperpoliticization. This fails
to perceive the complicity between neoliberalism and right-wing
authoritarianism, and thus urges further depoliticization (Haider, 2022, p.
124).

Haider’s seemingly complex analysis points to one important thing, that

hyperpoliticization is actually a form of depoliticization. Nevertheless, his seeming

21 See Mouffe, 2017.

22 The wave of repoliticization in 2010s was translated into a parliamentary struggle with the
establishment of, or use of, political parties and political actors.

2 Or translates only in the form of electoral action.

13



complexity is overshadowed by his mistake in referring to hyperpoliticization in
discussing the subjective dimension of politicization, i.e. the hyperpoliticization of the
Right (subjective), when talking about the symbolic dimension of depoliticization
(symbolic)?*. Therefore, Haider is correct in pointing out that there is a seeming
hyperpoliticization in the subjective level and that the said hyperpoliticization is
complicit with neoliberal depoliticization; however, he is talking about two different
dimensions, in that hyperpoliticization does not occur outside depoliticization, but that
it is a relatively contingent subjective dynamic within it, and it is complicit with it
since it is overdetermined by it, what I propose to call a hyperpoliticized Post-Politics.
In other words, Haider’s mistake lies in the confusion between the two said
dimensions. Relegating the current repoliticization, or hyperpoliticization (subjective),
to depoliticization (symbolic) obscures the fundamental difference between the subject
and the structure, and overlooks the aspect of the repoliticization itself (not only a
theoretical claim, but was shown in empirical studies as well), which
hyperpoliticization denotes. Thus, as shown, not distinguishing between the two

dimensions creates the central problem for both Jéger and Haider.

Robin Celikates (2022), in his recent work, observes the same repoliticization, but
handles it more successfully from the two mentioned above. I must state here that what
I propose and what Celikates designates are quite similar, and that his account is much
less problematic than Jager’s and Haider’s, and the exact difference might be
interpreted simply as a difference in terminology. However, I believe the different
terminology highlights two different qualities of the said repoliticization, and one
could be said to be self-contradictory, while the other is not. Therefore, I would favor
treating his account differently from others. Celikates points to the said dynamic, in
that “we seem to be witnessing a backlash that has taken the form of a massive
repoliticization” (Celikates, 2022, p. 142), and argues that this dynamic is better
understood as a dynamic of pseudopoliticization, since it does not break with the logic
of neoliberal depoliticization (2022, p. 143). He, obviously, without loudly
acknowledging it, makes a separation between the two realms of the subjective and

the symbolic. However, with the designation of the subjective as

24 In Wendy Brown’s analysis, depoliticization is not a subjective dynamic, but a symbolic dimension
of politics, which could be interchangeably used with Post-Politics. More on Chapter 2.
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“pseudopoliticization”, 1i.e. the phenomenon itself being considered a
pseudopoliticization, what he deems a “massive repoliticization” is undermined. The
implicit “falsity” in pseudopoliticization highlights its inability to reclaim a politics
proper, or in other words, its Post-Political imprint; nonetheless, the implicit “over-
excitation” in hyperpoliticization highlights both its inability to reclaim a politics
proper (its symbolic imprint) and its character of subjective repoliticization
(transformation in the subjective). The prefix “pseudo”, while successfully showing
the logic of Post-Politics within the said repoliticization (symbolic imprint), suggests
a “falseness” on the side of the subjective repoliticization, and undermines the
subjective phenomenon itself?. Thus, although Celikates is correct in terms of the
former, his designation of the phenomenon as pseudopoliticization returns back to
undermine his first suggestion that there was a repoliticization. In other words, he
suggests that the phenomenon is already coterminous with depoliticization, thus, there
is no politicization to begin with; nonetheless, the cotermineity is possible only after a
combination (through overdetermination, since the two dimensions at hand are

distinct, i.e. it is the imprint that “combines” both sets).

It is only when the subjective and the symbolic dimensions are separated, and the
subjective is posited in a relationship of overdetermination vis-a-vis the symbolic, that
the repoliticization could be acknowledged as hyperpoliticization, making it able to
function on both ends: There is very much a “real” (re)politicization, but one that is
inscribed by Post-Politics. Therefore, in order to overcome this paradoxical quality of
repoliticization (or hyperpoliticization) and depoliticization (or Post-Politics), we must
separate between the two dimensions of the subjective and the symbolic. Such
separation not only allows us to observe the variety and potential changes in the
subjects’ mode of politicization and their relationship vis-a-vis politics, but also
enables us to discuss these in a wider overview of politics, the paradigmatic framework
within which subjects are made, a dimension which does not easily alter. The
relationship of overdetermination between these two, i.e. the symbolic
overdetermination of the subjective, is made clear with such separation, and the

potentialities of the subjective escape from said overdetermination, i.e.

25 To emphasize it one more time, the empirical studies do show an apparent repoliticization in the
subjective realm, i.e. the phenomenon.
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underdetermination (a state of subjectivity where the symbolic conditioning
dysfunctions, or is not present in radical cases), are rendered more crisp. Moreover,
this separation also allows us to observe the possible shifts in the symbolic more
correctly as well, unlike Jéger. A shift in the symbolic would require a radical break

that covers more than the realm of subjective politicizations.

Thus, in conclusion, I believe, rather than apoliticism, the current mode of
politicization of the youth closely resembles hyperpoliticization in which the founding
characteristics of Post-Politics is inscribed, or in another word preferred above, is
imprinted. However, the issue of hyperpoliticization alone does not do justice to
discuss the change in the subjective mode of politicization of the youth in Turkey,
since there is another (!) crucial endemic strand present in it: The rise of Atatiirkism

among the youth. This, I argue, needs special attention.

1.2. Civilian celebrations of the republic and Atatiirkism: From 1998 to 2023

Ziilft Livaneli, a columnist for the newspaper Sabah, back then, wrote in the aftermath
of the celebrations for the 75" anniversary of the republic: “Millions walk... The love
for Atatilirk growing tremendously... And this is all happening with the will and effort
of the people themselves. No one imposes anything upon them” (Livaneli, 1998a).
Moreover, he would go on, a few days later, to call it a “civilian parade” that occurred
without the intervention of the state (Livaneli, 1998c). In a similar fashion, a couple
of days after one of the celebrations for the 75" year of the republic, Siikran Soner, a
columnist for the newspaper Cumhuriyet, wrote: “Whatever anyone may say, the
public attended the celebrations... The people, without any directions from political
actors... voluntarily took their place in the celebrations” (Soner, 1998, p. 13). In fact,
there were many, in the media, who championed the civilian outlook of the ceremonies
and parades, and how people “spontaneously” took to the streets to celebrate the 75%
anniversary (Ozkok, 1998; Sazak, 1998; Selcuk, 1998a; Selcuk, 1998b; Asin, 1998;
Toker, 1998; Bila, 1998; Alpman, 1998; Birgit, 1998; Ulagay 1998; Ertem, 1998;
Usumi, 1998; Tanilli, 1998; Ates, 1998; Sayar, 1998; Oral, 1998; Ulug, 1998a; Ulug,
1998b, Ulug, 1998c; Livaneli, 1998b; Atakli, 1998a; Atakli, 1998b; Atakli, 1998c;
Mengi, 1998; Dogru, 1998; Tamer, 1998a; Tamer, 1998b).
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Interestingly enough, 25 years later, after the 100" year celebrations of the republic,
the same newspaper Cumhuriyet was published with a declaration that stated: “The
people protected the republic” (Cumhuriyet, 2023, p. 1), talking about how the
centennial was celebrated by civilians, in a civilian fashion despite the claimed lack of
official celebrations (2023, p. 1). Nuray Mert asserted that with the 100" year
celebrations, “more lively, more intimate, civilian parades replaced the old, formal
celebrations” (Mert, 2023). In fact, Rahmi Turan would state that it was the people
who properly celebrated the centennial, as opposed to the passive attitude of the state
(Turan, 2023). There were many, in the media, similar to those in the 75" year
celebrations, who lauded the civilian celebrations of the centennial (Meydan, 2023;
Kalkandelen, 2023; Oral, 2023; Tiirmen, 2023; Dogan, 2023; Dorsay, 2023; Kepenek,
2023; Tilig, 2023; Giiltekin, 2023; Saglar, 2023; Baykam, 2023; Bayraktar, 2023; Al¢t,
2023; Sahin, 2023; Giinay, 2023). Both the 75" year and the 100™ year celebrations

26 of the celebrations. The

were met with an astonishment about the “civilianization
questions follow immediately: Why the insistence on civilianization 25 years apart,
and how many times are the parades going to be civilianized? Is there a difference

between the subject and object of civilianization in these two virtually same dynamics?

When looked from afar, it is interesting to see how in both celebrations, there exists
an incredibly similar emphasis on civilian participation, and it is odd that the
celebrations, virtually, became civilianized twice, first in 1998, and then in 2023. Esra
Ozyiirek argues that the 75" year celebrations were a milestone, in that it was the first
time that non-governmental organizations coordinated it, rather than an official
celebration organized by the state (Ozyiirek, 2006, p. 125). However, she points out
that the said NGOs were assigned by the state, and given funds to organize various
ceremonies (Ozyiirek, 2006, pp. 134-140). Nonetheless, she fails to notice that there
were more than one organization for the 75™ year celebrations, some of them organized
by various NGOs (Cumhuriyet, 1998, p. 6), some organized by local municipalities
(Hiirriyet, 1998), and some by the state actors themselves (Milliyet, 1998, p. 17). Thus,

even though she acknowledges that the civilian parades and organizations were done

26 [ prefer the word “civilianization” to denote sivillesme, in order to distinguish it from civilization,
medeniyet.
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in coordination with the state and along the lines of official ideology (Ozyiirek, 2006,

p. 126), the result is missing the interwoven structure of the celebrations.

Although both celebrations claim a “civilianization”, when inspected closely, it is
visible that the same signifier is articulated in two different ways. The “civilianization”
of the former rests on the fact that there was civil participation in addition to the usual
official celebrations. ilhan Selcuk (1998a) and Raif Ertem (1998), especially,
underline this point by emphasizing how the army and the civilians were “hand-in-
hand” in the celebrations. The columnists of the day all suggest that what the
celebrations showed was a solidarity between the civilians and the military. Organized
in the backdrop of the 28 February coup, the claimed civilianization could be argued
to be due to the fact that the military resorted to the much-needed popular support for

its intervention into civilian politics. In fact, Ozyiirek suggests that:

Secularist groups and the government working in close collaboration with the
army expressed the hope that an active celebration of the seventy-fifth
anniversary would raise the people’s consciousness as citizens of the Turkish
Republic, connect people to Republican ideals, and show to Islamists that
people supported the secular ideology of their free will (Ozyiirek, 2006, p.
134).
In the 100" year celebrations, however, no longer was a picture of a solidarity between
civilians and the state present. The signifier “civilian” was used, now, precisely in such
a way as to generate a distance away from the state, in complete contrast to the former.
The “civilian” character of the celebrations was, now, contraposited against an
“inactive” state. While in the former, the signifier civilian was articulated as “hand-in-

hand” with the state; in the latter, the signifier civilian was to imply a “single-

handedness” by the people, relative to the state.

Correspondingly, in both celebrations, there was a strong emphasis on the “growing
love for Atatiirk” and the rise of Atatiirkism. For example, Orhan Birgit, in 1998,
claimed that in the 75" year celebrations, “we witnessed, once again, how Atatiirk, 60
years after his death, still lives in the hearts and thoughts of millions” (Birgit, 1998).
Again, there were many who emphasized such a phenomenon at the time (Sazak, 1998;
Ertem, 1998; Usumi, 1998; Soner, 1998; Ates, 1998; Oral, 1998; Atakli, 1998a;
Livaneli, 1998a; Livaneli, 1998b; Mengi, 1998). Quite similarly, such a phenomenon
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was mentioned in the 100" year celebrations as well. About a week after the
celebrations, in the day of Mustafa Kemal?’“s death, Ziilfii Livaneli (2023), once again,
wrote “the love for Atatiirk [nowadays] is growing ever stronger than before, spreading
among the people, the youth... I can say with ease that I’ve never seen any period in
Turkey with love for Atatiirk growing this much”. This was put forward by many who
wrote about the celebrations (Dorsay, 2023; Baykam, 2023; Oral, 2023; Saglar, 2023;
Turan, 2023).

Therefore, in both celebrations, quite similar to the “twice-claimed” character of
civilianization, Atatiirkism is argued to be on the rise twice. There is, nonetheless, a
difference between the forms of those that concern the natures of both of them. In the
100™ year celebrations, one interesting claim about the “new” wave of Atatiirkism
immediately steals the show: The “civilianization” of Atatiirkism itself. This
“civilianization” is different from that of the 25 years prior, because in the former,
what was claimed to be civilianized was the parades themselves, with civilians
attending the celebrations hand-in-hand with miliary personnel. However, in the 100
year celebrations, what had become civilianized, as it is put forward, was the subjective
mode of politicization of the people. In other words, it was not only the celebrations,
that was claimed to be civilianized; but the very mode of Atatiirkism itself, goes the
argument. In the 75" year celebrations, although there was a strong emphasis on the
resurgence of the image of Atatlirk and Atatiirkism, the only claim of civilianization
is about the celebrations themselves. However, in the celebrations for the 100™
anniversary of the republic, not only were the parades, as in the past, claimed to be
civilianized, but it was Atatiirkism, in addition to the parades, that was claimed to be
taking a more civilian form. Thus, it is understood that both “rises” of Atatiirkisms are
different from each other as well, since one of them concerns a whole civilianization
of the political outlook itself. In fact, there were those in the media who discussed such
a civilianization of Atatiirkism with regard to the 100" year celebrations (Sabuncu,
2023; Cetin, 2023a; Cetin, 2023b). What would civilianization mean in terms of a
subjective mode of politicization, and why would it become civilianized, are questions

that must be answered.

271 will be calling Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, Mustafa Kemal when it is referred to the real person, and
Atatiirk when it is evaluated strictly as a signifier.
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1.3. New Atatiirkism as a “Civic” one

The emergence of a “new” wave of Atatiirkism had been of some debate in Turkey in
the past few years. The amount of the academic work on this sociological phenomenon
is relatively low, due to its novel character. There are only a handful of academic
materials that mention such phenomenon (Oztiirk, 2017; Oztiirk & Karakus Oztiirk,
2019; Tekinirk, 2022). However, in popular media, the rumors of a reemergence of
Atatiirkism has been present for some time. Having started as early as 2016, the
debates on a new wave of Atatilirkism has been making appearances every now and
then in the media (Oztiirk, 2016; Firat, 2017; Aktoprak, 2017; Esen, 2021b; Esen,
2021¢c; Medyascope, 2019; Medyascope, 2022; Aslan, 2022)*®. This new wave,
although not entirely a youth phenomenon, is claimed to be most popular among the
youth in Turkey?®. Such an observation is strengthened by recent studies which heavily
claim that there is, in fact, such a rise of Atatiirkism in Turkey, especially among young
people (TGSP, 2020; KASF, 2021; KASF, 2023; KONDA, 2024). The results mark a
stark contrast between those of the youth studies done in the past. For example, KAF’s
1999 study, mentioned above, found that only 5.5% of its participants, aged 15-27,
defined themselves as “Kemalist/secularist” (KAF, 1999, p. 82), and SEKAM’s 2016
study similarly found that other ways of self-definition, like Muslim and progressive,
had overshadowed Atatiirkism, even though Atatiirkism was found to be a relatively
higher choice of self-definition (2016, pp. 85-86). Similarly, TGSP’s 2018 report
found that nationalism overtook Atatiirkism, even though both are high in numbers*°
(TGSP, 2018, p. 11). Thus, earlier studies show that there was not such a strong
identification with Atatiirkism in the past. However, when we fastforward to the 2020s,
there is a stark difference in the results about Atatiirkism. TGSP, in 2020, found that

Atatiirkism was the primary way of self-definition for the youth, with %23,5 of the

28 | believe discussions in the popular media are important for this matter, since such a sociological
phenomenon is usually discussed in the media before it makes its way into academic material.
Therefore, I will be cautiously using those discussions in print or online media to refer to the roots of
such a sociological phenomenon.

2 See Karabag, 2022.
30 The high numbers in SEKAM’s 2016 and TGSP’s 2018 reports could be said to be due to a difference,
once again, in research methodology. The seemingly “high” results, when considered alongside the fact

that there were even higher ones than Atatiirkism/Kemalism in both, do not affect the claim that
Atatiirkism was not the primary category of self-identification in the past.

20



participants defining themselves as Atatiirkist (TGSP, 2020, p. 18). KASF’s 2021 and
2023 studies, as well, found that, respectively, 20,5% (2021, p. 25) and 37,6% (2023,
p. 18) of the participants, aged 18-25, defined themselves as either
“Atatiirkist/Kemalist” or “Atatiirkist”, once again being the primary way of self-
definition. KONDA’s most recent study done in 2024 shows an even starker result:
44% of the youth were found to be defining themselves as Atatiirkist (KONDA, 2024,
p. 57). Furthermore, a recent report by Tiirkiye Raporu (2022) found that 91% of
people in Turkey define Mustafa Kemal as either a savior or a revolutionary, thus

strenthening the arguments about a recent revitalization of Atatiirkism.

With virtually almost the half of the youth being Atatiirkists, this wave of Atatiirkism
is different than the previous waves, in that, in comparison to the various “rise”’s of
Atatiirkism in the past, this one is argued to be a wholly civilianized one. Although
there were (pseudo)”’civilianization” attempts in Kemalism in the past (See Erdogan,
2001; Erdogan, 2021), this one is claimed to be different and “even more civilian”
from those as well (Aktoprak, 2017, p. 47; Medyascope, 2019; Medyascope, 2022), at
times even rejecting the so-called “civilian” Neo-Kemalism in defining itself. In fact,
there are many, in the media, who suggest that this wave exhibits a more civilian form
of Atatiirkism (Esen, 2021a; Dagi, 2021; Mahgupyan, 2021; Medyascope, 2021a;
Yasl, 2023; Gole, 2023; Dag1, 2024; Oztiirk, 2024). It was claimed to be such a strong
dynamic of civilianization that Armagan Oztiirk had coined the term “Civic
Atatiirkism™! to define this wave back in 2016 (Oztiirk, 2016). Therefore, while the
previous waves were claimed to be civilianizing attempts in Atatlirkism/Kemalism,
this one is designated as a civilianization of Atatiirkism?®2. In addition, what is the most

striking difference between the two claims of “civilianizations” is that in the older

31 The translation of Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik as “Civic Atatiirkism” belongs to Armagan Oztiirk, one of the
pioneers of the concept. Although I would personally opt to translate it differently, and go even as far
to suggest that it is a “mistranslation”, the word Civic entails different dimensions than a simple
civilianization. Thus, when treated specifically as a signifier, the word Civic opens up interesting
possibilities. It denotes not a civilianization in Atatlirkism, but a civilianization, a.k.a. the perfect Civic-
ization, of Atatiirkism. In other words, it is not the case that the claim goes Atatiirkists are civilianizing,
but that Atatiirkism has itself become civilian. Thus, the signifier “Civic” is found to be creating
unexpected paths in terms of the discussion of Civic Atatiirkism. Moreover, I stand by this decision in
order to create a coherent discussion on it in academic terms. Although it may denote various things, I
will be taking Civic simply as “civilianized”, in my discussion.

32 See the argument about the current mode of Atatiirkism, in Chapter 3.3.
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“civilianization” in 1998, such dynamic was an extension of Atatilirkism. In other
words, the former “civilianization” functioned in perfect harmony with the existing
mode*® of Atatiirkism, with civilianization being posited as an extension of it, a quality
of it. There was not a comparison and contrast between the so-called “newer forms”
and “older forms” of it. However, with Civic Atatiirkism, it is claimed that the older
mode of Atatiirkism has been replaced by a wholly new, Civic one. It is the claim of
Civic Atatiirkism, which will be explained in further detail in Chapter 3.3., that it is
the new mode of Atatiirkism, with strict oppositions on various fronts vis-a-vis its older

modes.

The concept of “Civic Atatiirkism™* has been gaining more and more attention today.
However, it has not been set as an object of academic scrutiny as of yet. My intention,
throughout this thesis, will be to inspect the term “Civic Atatiirkism” in the backdrop
of the subjective mode of repoliticization, or hyperpoliticization, of the youth in
Turkey, alongside a discussion of Post-Politics within which the said
hyperpoliticization takes place. The designation of Civic Atatiirkism as an object of
scrutiny in terms of hyperpoliticized Post-Politics is due to two factors: First, the youth
displaying both hyperpoliticized and Atatiirkist modes of politicization (as established
in the youth studies discussed above), and second, Civic Atatiirkism as a phenomenon
having emerged within the Post-Political condition. Moreover, it was observed that
some of the main claims of the discourse on Civic Atatiirkism® had associated it, in
an unacknowledged way, with Post-Political qualities. These empirical data, personal
observations and theoretical considerations (alongside the consideration of all
determinants established above) led me to the understanding that Civic Atatlirkism
could possibly be exemplifying the subjective characteristics of hyperpoliticized Post-

Politics.

33 See Chapter 3 for the distinguishment between modes and appearances of Atatiirkism. Shortly, mode
refers to a spatial-temporal configuration of Atatiirkism, while appearance refers to a non-spatial and
non-temporal variation of Atatiirkism.

34 1 will be capitalizing the first letter of the word “Civic” throughout the thesis in order to distinguish
it from various other attempts of civilianization in Atatlirkism/Kemalism. Moreover, the special
treatment of the signifier Civic in the thesis could be put forward as another reason for it. See Chapter
3.3.3. for the constitution of the signifier Civic around six arguments, or the six central characteristics
“quilted by” the signifier Civic.

35 See Chapter 3.3.2.
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1.4. Research Questions and Research Design

Although it is hard to disentwine the intertwined nature of the questions around which
this thesis was formed, within this historical background and overview of the main
theoretical and conceptual framework, the central questions of this thesis could be put
forward as: 1) What are the subjective and symbolic dimensions of, respectively,
hyperpoliticization and Post-Politics? 2) Is a hyperpoliticized Post-Politics possible?
3) How does Civic Atatiirkism relate to hyperpoliticized Post-Politics? 4) What is the
history behind Civic Atatiirkism and what are the main components of it? 5) What

enables the articulation of Atatiirkism as Civic? 6) Is Civic Atatiirkism truly “Civic”?

In this regard, I will be building my research in two parts. First, I will be analyzing the
theory and the history of the concept of Post-Politics. In doing so, in order to give the
concept its much-needed precision, I will be separating the subjective and the symbolic
dimensions of it. In the subjective dimension, I will be analyzing the various modes of
politicizations that occured within Post-Politics. It is one of the main contentions of
this thesis that Post-Politics need not necessarily mean apoliticization in its subjective
dimension, as it is usually assumed to be. In contrast, what this thesis will put forward
is precisely the idea that within a Post-Political context, various modes of
politicizations are possible. Any wave of repoliticization or hyperpoliticization does
not necessarily entail the “end” of the Post-Political context, as suggested by Jager and
others®. The central necessities of Post-Politics may be present even in a
hyperpoliticized subjectivity, and Post-Politics could possibly survive, in its all-
encompassing framework, the various changes in its subjective dimension of
politicizations, which happens to be hyperpoliticization in this case, as will be shown.
In Chapter 2, Literature Review/Post-Politics, I will be laying down the difference
between the said dimensions of Post-Politics, and will be establishing a coherent
account of its symbolic dimension. In doing so, I will be attempting to achieve the
broadest and most precise definition of Post-Politics. This definition will allow me to
build the field study of this thesis, through enabling the operationalization of the

concepts of Post-Politics and hyperpoliticization (in terms of research tools), and allow

36 See Dean [Jodi], 2014; Mouffe, 2018.

23



me to create ways for detecting the character of overdetermination of Post-Politics

within a hyperpoliticized subject.

Second, I will be analyzing the recently-emerged mode of politicization called Civic
Atatiirkism. I will be offering a history and a detailed outlook of Civic Atatiirkism,
against the backdrop of Kemalism/Atatiirkism, the fundamental characteristics of
which is seen to be enabling the articulation of it as a Civic one, as will be shown, and
other (pseudo)civilianization attempts in the Atatiirkist/Kemalist ideology. In my
analysis, I will be distinguishing between the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism and the
discourse on Civic Atatiirkism. The former will be treated as the actual, concrete
subjective mode of politicization, i.e. as the phenomenon; on the other hand, the latter
will be treated as the corpus of works written on Civic Atatiirkism, i.e. as the theoria.
Although it is a fairly new phenomenon, recent research has shown that Atatiirkism,
its civilianized form, is on the rise, especially among the youth (KASF, 2021; KASF,
2023; TGSP, 2020; Tiirkiye Raporu, 2022), as established above. I will be treating the
signifier “Civic” as exactly the defining quality of the current mode of Atatiirkism, or
in other words, current mode of Atatiirkism, as it is argued in the literature®’. The
designation of Civic Atatiirkism as the current mode of Atatiirkism, which is
established in the Civic Atatiirkism Literature, I argue, allows the researcher to treat
all current Atatiirkisms as Civic. This allowed me to approach the interviewees in a
specific way as to observe in what ways they displayed the claims of Civic Atatiirkism,

and in what ways they did not.

In order to analyze how hyperpoliticization, Post-Politics and Civic Atatiirkism relate,
I established a field study comprised of 15 participants, and endeavored to observe the
qualities of each in terms of the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism. In my study, I devised
my sample based on the two reports written respectively in 2021 and 2023 by KASF,
which both show a rise of Atatiirkism among the youth (KASF, 2021; KASF, 2023).
These reports cover a field study, the target population of which consists of young
people between the ages of 18 and 25. In the report, the rationale in restricting the age
as such is explained in terms of the age group belonging to Generation Z, who are

argued to be born into a period of transition marked by globalization and internet.

37 See Chapter 3.3 for Civic Atatiirkism Literature and the “current mode of Atatiirkism”.
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Moreover, it is suggested that they show similar political, ethical and occupational

patterns (KASF, 2021, pp. 42-44).

While the study at hand does not consider Civic Atatiirkism to be a necessarily youth
phenomenon, as the rise of the same mode of politicization could be observed cross-
generationally?3, it is seen that such a mode is most prominently observed among the
youth, which is shown in both the empirical research in the field (KASF, 2021; KASF,
2023; TGSP, 2020; KONDA, 2024), and in the written and verbal discussions, enough
to be called a proper literature, on Civic Atatiirkism*®. Therefore, since it is put forward
by both empirical studies and the relevant literature that (Civic) Atatlirkism*® is a mode
of politicization seen prominently in young people, the research sample of this study
will be limited to those between the ages of 18-25, or what is called Generation Z by
others. I believe this decision to specifically study the youth will yield more accurate
results due to the assumption that the mode of politicization will be more “sterile” in
the youth, “unsullied”, in a sense, by the more complex articulations of various
political signifiers into Atatiirkism which could possibly occur in an older person. In
other words, it is expected that a more concentrated form of Civic Atatiirkism, with
lesser manifold articulations, will be observed in the youth; in contrast to the possibly
more complex and more stratified forms, which might overlap with different historical
stages, i.e. different modes, of Atatiirkism/Kemalism and different political attitudes,
which could be expected to be observed in different generations. Thus, the sample of
this study is created on two purposive criteria: Describing oneself as an Atatiirkist, and

being in the age group between 18-25.

The field study is designed as a qualitative one, employing semi-structured in-depth
interviews. It is constructed around two fundamental questions: What is Civic

Atatiirkism, and what kind of a mode of politicization does it depict? In my study, |

38 A study done by KONDA in 2022 observes that 39% of all those above the age of 15 define
themselves as Atatiirkist (retrieved from KONDA, 2024, p. 57).

39 For arguments that focus on the youth character of Civic Atatiirkism, see Karabag, 2022.
40 The empirical studies do not make specific remarks on the “civicness” of Atatiirkism. They only
describe Atatiirkism as a common, rising mode of politicization in the age group generally between 18-

25 or 15-30. However, in the general framework of the studies, some kind of “civilianization” of the
Atatiirkist subjects is possible to be seen, in their answers to other different questions.
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wanted, first, to understand the basic qualities of “Civic Atatlirkism”, and tried to see
whether that particular mode of Atatiirkism could actually be said to be Civic
(civilianized) or not, as it is claimed to be in the literature. Second, I wanted to
understand the particular mode of politicization the interviewees exhibited. Analyzing
this mode of politicization in terms of two dimensions, the subjective dimension of
(hyper)politicization and the symbolic dimension of Post-Politics, I wanted to see
whether the said subjective mode is a hyperpolitical one, and the symbolic
overdetermination (or imprint) is of a Post-Political one, and whether it is possible for
these two seemingly paradoxical qualities to function together, coterminously
(cotermineity in terms of the combination of both sets)*'. Therefore, I devised three
determinants of analysis regarding the mode of politicization, in other words, I
operationalized hyperpoliticized Post-Politics in three determinants: “Political
analysis” (What kinds of characteristics their discourse has, in what various dualities
and binaries they rest upon, what kind of a terminology is used etc.), “political
organization” (How they understand political motivation, politicial participation and
collective action), and finally, “radical imagination” (What kind of a logic their
interpretation of politics revolves around, and their understanding of what is “radical”).
These all constitute the traces of how (Post-Political) hyperpoliticization is made able
to be operationalized in such a study. Furthermore, the analyses concerning Post-

Political overdetermination revolve around such determinants as well.

In terms of “Civic Atatlirkism”, my questions revolved around (1) how they defined
Atatiirkism, (2) how they described Mustafa Kemal, (3) with what other political ideas
or forms they related Atatiirkism, and with what they contrasted it, (4) who they
thought was an Atatiirkist, (5) and what kind of a relationship Atatiirkism had in terms

41T refer to the “Post-Political overdetermination of hyperpoliticization” in order to point to the idea
that Post-Politics itself would be observed not only through individuals, but more properly in the
constitution of political, social, economic etc. relations, i.e. discourse in the Laclauian sense, “not ...
something that is essentialy restricted to the arenas of speech and writing, but any complex of elements
in which relations play the constitutive role” (Laclau, 2005, p. 68). Thus, an analysis of Post-Politics
itself would require more than an analysis restricted to individuals. It would require the analysis of all
social and political relations. However, analyzing its inscription into the subjective would allow the
researcher to trace not Post-Politics itself, but the Post-Political overdetermination or inscription present
in hyperpoliticization, only within certain mechanisms of analysis. What I call “Substitutions” serves, I
would assert, exactly to reveal that Post-Political inscription present in hyperpoliticization. In other
words, [ will be analyzing not Post-Politics itself, but the imprint of Post-Politics within hyperpoliticized
subjects.
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of politics. Furthermore, regarding hyperpoliticization and Post-Politics, my questions
were built upon (1) how they politically described themselves, (2) how they defined
politics, (3) their modes of politicization and engagement with politics, (4) their
understanding of political action and political participation, (5) their understanding of
political change, (6) their ideas and practice about organization and collective action,
(7) their understanding of antagonism and consensus, and finally, (8) their expectations
from politics and their personal future, taking into account the three aforementioned
determinants. Although certain central questions appeared in each interview, the semi-
structured nature of the interviews allowed me to engage with the interviewees in

varying emphases on different questions, depending on their answers.

I will present my discourse analyses in a more complex fashion than designated above,
under three headings. This is due to my observation that the various discursive
mechanisms employed by the interviewees relied on different linguistic formations.
First, I will be analyzing the subjective modes of politicizations of the interviewees
under “Articulations”. In this part, the simple articulations present in the interviewees’
discourse, under various nodal points, will be put under scrutiny. In this part will be
shown all characteristics that are central to the participants: Their particular mode of
Atatiirkism and its various articulations, the hyperpoliticized character of their
subjectivity, and the Post-Political imprint present in that hyperpoliticization.
Nevertheless, since all three rely on different linguistic matrices, additional analyses
have to be made in order to show other characteristics pertaining to them, which could
not be analyzed through simple articulations. Second, I will analyze the various semi-
complex binaries/dualities/oppositions established in the interviewees’ discourse
under “Entanglements”. These are more complex than simple articulations, in that the
dialectical fashion in which the “entangled” signifiers are posited against each other is
more complex than the former, and more revealing of certain facets of the discourse
of Civic Atatilirkism. In other words, instead of a single nodal point and its chain of
signification, the signifiers in this part will be observed to be strictly quilting and to be
quilted by their (contingently related but strongly entangled) opposites. Third, I will
analyze the logic of overdetermination of the symbolic dimension of Post-Politics
present in the dynamic of hyperpoliticization, and show how hyperpoliticization in the

universe of Post-Politics is possible, and how the Post-Political is inscribed in

27



hyperpoliticization in “Substitutions”. In this part, the very functioning of Post-Politics
within hyperpoliticization will be made explicit through analyses on how the political

is substituted with (displaced) other categories in the discourse of the interviewees.
1.5. Theoretical Framework and Methodology

In this thesis, I will be employing Laclauian Discourse Analysis*? in order to analyze
the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism. In describing my methodology as “Laclauian”, I am
referring to certain characteristics of it that are peculiar. Even though the particular
mode of discourse analysis [ will be using in this thesis is made up of various elements
of discourse analysis, I believe Laclauian Discourse Analysis, with its rich
methodological tools in its encompassing of the tenets of Saussurean linguistics,
Derridean deconstruction and Lacanian psychoanalysis®, is the one that most
generally explains it; and moreover, serves as the perfect tool for such a task. More
than that, however, it is due to my strict allegiance to Laclau’s political ontology that
such a preference is made; therefore, this is not simply a calculated decision made on
the grounds that it is just a rich methodological tool which explains my object
adequately, but it is a natural conclusion of having a Laclauian political outlook in
general. Since Laclauian Discourse Analysis could be summarized to be built around
the triad of Saussure, Derrida and Lacan (with more other influences, from Freud and
Althusser to Gramsci and Foucault), it is quite tricky to lay down a full description of
it. Moreover, since “Laclau and Mouffe’s texts aim at theory development, they do not
include so many practical tools for textually oriented discourse analysis” (Jorgensen
& Phillips, 2002, p. 24), it is quite hard to explain with specifics the exact
methodological system to be used. Nonetheless, I shall explain its inheritance from the
aforementioned triad (regarding language) and Laclau’s basic conceptual tools that I

will be operationalizing in this thesis in order to present a preliminary understanding

42 Although this theory was first established by both Laclau and Mouffe in their book Hegemony and
Socialist Strategy, written in 1985, it was further developed and explained in Laclau’s own corpus.
Mouffe does not so much develop the theory further, but employs it in her work. Therefore, I chose to
denote it as “Laclauian discourse theory” in this thesis.

43 This thesis employs Lacanian psychoanalysis in terms of a methodological tool of discursive analysis,
rather than a method of treatment. Moreover, it is understood to be a tool for social/political analysis,
rather than an individual one. As Somay explains, psychoanalysis is “a methodological/epistemological
tool of looking at/observing phenomena, a theory (theoria, Anschauung), rather than a ‘science’, a
discipline of individual psychology or a method of healing” (Somay, 2014, p. 3).
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of the theoretical basis of Laclauian Discourse Analysis. In other words, this will not
be an attempt to capture the entirety of Laclau’s political, epistemological and
methodological theory in its already-impossible-to-capture nature; this will, rather, be
an attempt to introduce to the reader the fundamental understanding of politics and
language in Laclau’s theory, alongside some central concepts that I will be employing

throughout the thesis.

The most important facet of Laclau’s discourse analysis is his peculiar definition of
discourse. At the outset, it must be established that Laclau & Mouffe’s theory of
discourse is built directly against, or as an alternative to, the concept of ideology in
Marxist literature, and was the fruit of “an attempt to overcome the paradoxes of
Althusserian theory of ideology” (Celik, 2009, p. 221). Hence, against such grain,
Laclau’s discourse theory puts forward that there are no fixed, pre-discursive
relationships (against the Marxist distinguishment between ideology and reality), no
extra-discursive elements (against the Marxist understanding of economy), and no
essentially prioritized entities (against the Marxist conceptualization of the essential
agency of the proletariat), but only contingent relationships that are established

through articulatory practices.

In part, their deconstruction of the distinction between science and ideology
is predicated on a questioning of a sharp split between thought (in its various
representational guises) and reality, and by the elaboration of their concept of
discourse, which embraces ideational, linguistic and non-linguistic forms
(Howarth, 2015, p. 7).

Howarth notes that Laclau & Mouffe “reject a purely linguistic or cognitive approach
to discourse analysis by defining discourse as an articulatory practice that constitutes
social relations and formations, and thus constructs their meaning” (Howarth, 2015, p.
5). Influenced by the Foucauldian definition of discourse, Laclau’s conceptualization
does not take discourse to be a speech act, nor a practice regarding utterances, nor one
about linguistic expressions. Rather, Laclau asserts that discourse is “not ... something
that is essentialy restricted to the arenas of speech and writing, but any complex of
elements in which relations play the constitutive role” (Laclau, 2005, p. 68). Those

relations, in Laclau’s discourse theory, are defined as articulations. Articulation is not
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an “utterance”**

in Laclauian Discourse Analysis, but “establishing a relation among
elements such that their identity is modified” (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p. 105).
Therefore, insofar as discourse is understood to be “structured totality” made up of
articulations (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p. 105), Laclauian Discourse Theory rejects the
distinguishment between discursive and non-discursive practices. Since “discourse is
the primary terrain of the constitution of objectivity as such” (Laclau, 2005, p. 68),
what enables the “objective existence” of an element, a practice, a subject etc. is
articulation. This means that everything is understood to be discursive. Discursivity,
thus, “signifies the fact that identities (objects, subjects, technologies, problems and
so on) inevitably appear relationally, for example, only in relation to something else
do social identities take on meaning” (Andersen, 2003, p. 50). In fact, Laclau suggests

that with such an approach, discourse “transcends the distinction between the

linguistic and the extra-linguistic” (Laclau, 2015, p. 28). As Howarth explains,

discourse is articulatory in that it links together contingent elements —
linguistic and non-linguistic, natural and social — into relational systems, in
which the identity of the elements is modified as a result of the articulatory
practice. A key condition of this approach is that all such elements are
contingent and unfixed, so that their meaning and identity is only partially fixed
by articulatory practices. The outcomes of such practices are incomplete
systems of meaning and practice (Howarth, 2015, p. 5).

Laclau & Mouffe define discourse as a “structured totality resulting from the
articulatory practice” (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p. 105), which is constituted by “an
ensemble of differential positions™ (1985, p. 106). The understanding of discourse in

terms of “differential positions” comes directly from Saussurean linguistics.

Historically, it was argued that there was a natural correspondance between a word
(signifier) and a thing (referent). What a word meant, or pointed to, was thought to be
the thing itself. Saussure, introducing his concept of the linguistic sign, rejected such
an understanding and rather established a relationship between a word
(sound/signifier) and a representation (concept/signified). He suggested by this that

he was to “retain the word sign [signe] to designate the whole and to replace concept

4 Stuart Hall states that the double-meaning of the concept of articulation is peculiar to British. It both
means to “utter” something, and to establish a link between two things, in the example of the usage of
an “articulated lorry” (a truck that is connected to a load) (Grossberg, 1986, p. 53).
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and sound-image respectively by signified [signifiée] and signifier [signifiant]”
(Saussure, 2011, p. 67). In other words, Saussure approached the word as a sign, and
argued that it was made up of two parts: the signified and the signifier, i.e. “a concept
and a sound-image” (2011, p. 66). With such an understanding of the sign, Saussure
defined language in terms of, above others, two crucial characteristics: the
arbitrariness of the relationship between the signifier and the signified, and language
being a purely differential system of signs. He suggested that “the bond between the
signifier and the signified is arbitrary” (p. 67), where there was no necessary
relationship between a word and its representation. In other words, there was no
relationship between the word d-o-g and the concept of a dog (as the concept of a dog
could have been uttered by the sound c-a-f as well, had the system been built as such).
What established the bond between the word d-o0-g and the concept of a dog was an
arbitrary linkage, which nonetheless rested on a system. Saussure asserted: “In
language there are only differences without positive terms” (p. 120). This
understanding of language in terms of a pure differentiality established that signs were
only meaningful vis-a-vis their difference from other signs. Laclau calls this
differentiality the logic of difference, where it is assumed that the elements within a
“closed” complex are in a relationship difference and nothing else (See Laclau, 2005,
p. 78). “Rooted in the structural linguistics inspired by Saussure, ... Laclau and Mouffe
conceptualize discourses in terms of systems of difference, in which the identity of an
individuated element is defined ... by reference to the other components of the

structure” (Howarth, 2015, p. 5).

While Saussure contended that what was privileged in this relationship between the
signifier and the signified was the signified, it was Lacan, who inspired the post-
structuralist turn of Laclau & Mouffe, that transferred the privilege to the signifier.
Although Laclau notes that it was Freud who first “loosened” the relationship between
the signifier and the signified, “this tendency is radicalized by Lacanian theory in what
is called the logic of the signifier, i.e. the permanent slide of the signified under the
signifier (the latter becoming the stable element)” (Laclau, 2015, p. 26). The signifier,
thus, in Lacanian psychoanalysis is not a random point where what actually matters is
the signified, or it is not some point of surplus born out of the richness of the chain of

signification, but rather is the stable point that enables signification in the first place.
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In other words, Lacan, with his “sliding of the signified under the signifier” (Lacan,
1989, p. 117), asserted that “signifiers influence that which they signify” (Andersen,
2003, p. 54). Instead of simply representing, the signifier quilts the chain of
signification, where the meaning of a signifier is deferred to other signifiers, rather
than an arbitrarily-but-strongly-established-link between the signifier and the
signified. In other words, instead of the signifieds “obtaining a name” for their already-
established-identity, “the identity and unity of the object result from the very operation

of naming®*

(Laclau, 2005, p. 104). Lacan, therefore, reverts the relationship between
the signifier and the signified with his “preeminence of the signifier over the subject”
(Lacan, 1988, p. 51), where the signifier is observed to be constructing the signified,

instead of simply representing it.

In Saussurean linguistics, characteristic of structuralist approaches in general,
language is designated as a closed totality, a fixed system. However, in Laclauian
theory, discourse cannot subject itself to a total fixity. “Meaning can never be
ultimately fixed and this opens up the way for constant social struggles about
definitions of society and identity, with resulting social effects” (Jorgensen & Phillips,
2002, p. 24). Albeit strongly stating the impossibility of such closure, Laclau
acknowledges that there must be “some kind of closure”, in order for the system to
function. In other words, there must be an excluding limit to the system, in order for it
to be able to “close” as a totality (Laclau, 1996, pp. 37-38). This is due to his
understanding that a system of differences (where prevails a logic of difference), in
order for each difference to be constituted vis-a-vis the others, needs a closing point
where the whole differentiality is established. This, for Laclau, seems like a logical
requirement, for a system that does not have a qualitatively distinct difference from the
heap of differences within it, a final point where all differences are established as a
totality, there would be no system at all. In that case, there would only be an infinite
sequence of differences where the infinity does not stop, hence, the totality could not
establish itself as a totality in the first place. Saussure assumes such a point of closure;
however, “in contrast to the Saussurian tradition whereby structure covered all signs

in a permanent closure, discourse, for Laclau and Mouffe, can never be total in the

45 The italicization belongs to me.
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Saussurian sense” (Jorgensen & Phillips, 2002, p. 29). In Laclauian discourse theory,
totality, fixation and unity are all always momentary and malleable. Laclau (2005, p.
70). calls this momentary closure “both impossible and necessary”, for there would be
no signification without it. What constitutes these partial fixities in a discourse are the
nodal points (Laclau & Moufte, 1985, p. 112). The unity of the discourse, which is the
result of contingent articulatory practices, is thus established through the central

position of the nodal points.

The practice of articulation, therefore, consists in the construction of nodal
points which partially fix meaning, and the partial character of this fixation
proceeds from the openness of the social, a result, in its turn, of the constant
overflowing of every discourse to the infinitude of the field of discursivity
(Laclau & Mouftfe, 1985, p. 113).

In line with the logic of the signifier, rather than the nodal point being the conclusory
point of signification, it is the “anchoring” point that enables signification in the first
place. Therefore, nodal point is not a surplus of signification, but it is the lack, the
halting point, the founding stop itself that allows it. In other words, it is what excludes
other possibilities in the field of discursivity, in order for meaning to be possible, in
order to cancel the possibility of infinite signification. Zizek states that “the point de
capiton [nodal point] is rather the word which, as a word, on the level of the signifier
itself, unites a given field, constitutes its identity” (Zizek, 2008, p. 105). For example,
in Chapter 4.2.1., it will be observed that Anitkabir is not a sign that “represents”
Atatiirk’s already-existing sacred personality, but that it is precisely the anchoring
point that “allows” the sacralization itself to be constructed. With the injection of
Anitkabir, the interviewees are seen to be in a tendency of sacralization; nevertheless,
as soon as Anitkabir disappears, such sacralization leaves its place to a more “realistic”
tendency, one which contradictingly denounces the previously expressed sacralization.
Thus, the “sacredness” does not lie outside the signifier of Anitkabir, does not precede
it, but that the signifier, or nodal point, of Anitkabir itself allows the sacredness to be
constituted. The polysemic character of sacredness is, thus, momentarily fixed around

the signifier of Anitkabir.

So far, the differential character, or the logic of difference, that described a discourse

as a totality seemed conclusory. Nonetheless, Laclau defines the “momentary closing
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of the totality” not in a linear fashion where the excluding boundary simply renders
the system possible. In contrast, the very closing of the discourse against an excluding
boundary results in the discourse itself being transformed as well, where another /ogic

comes to define the relationships between its elements.

Each signifier constitutes a sign by attaching itself to a particular signified,
inscribing itself as a difference within the signifying process. But if what we
are trying to signify is not a difference but, on the contrary, a radical exclusion
which is the ground and condition of all differences, in that case, no production
of one more difference can do the trick. As, however, all the means of
representation are differential in nature, it is only if the differential nature of
the signifying units is subverted, only if the signifiers empty themselves of their
attachment to particular signifieds and assume the role of representing the pure
being of the system - or, rather, the system as pure Being - that such a
signification is possible (Laclau, 1996, p. 39).
What operates in this positioning of the discourse as “pure Being”, is a logic of
equivalence. This equivalential logic is one that which cancels out all differences
within the system, and enables its existence as a whole. This is not a teleological point
in Laclauian discourse theory, where each discourse goes through the the sequential
logics of difference and ends up in equivalence. This, rather, is a constant tension that
marks the functioning of all discourses. In that sense, all discourses go back and forth
between these two logics. As Laclau explains, “equivalence is precisely what subverts
difference, so that all identity is constructed within this tension between the differential
and the equivalential logics” (Laclau, 2005, p. 70). When there is a system of
differential elements, there prevails a logic of difference (a wall that is painted with a
bunch of different colors); however, at the point the system is momentarily closed,
there prevails a logic of equivalence (the same wall posited next to an unpainted wall,
where the system of differences within it are cancelled out and the antagonism is
reduced to “being painted” and “being unpainted”)*®. At the point of the closure of a
discourse, “the realm of discursive differences, becomes homogenized into a chain of

equivalence vis-a-vis a purely negative outside” (Critchley & Marchart, 2004, p. 4).

This is an impossible but a necessary tension, as Laclau explains:

Impossible, because the tension between equivalence and difference is
ultimately insurmountable; necessary, because without some kind of closure,

46 This “painted wall” example is given once again and detailed further in Chapter 3.
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however precarious it might be, there would be no signification and no

identity (Laclau, 2005, p. 70).
In this his momentarily closed, impossible totality where the differences are cancelled
out and turned into equivalences, “the hegemonic identity becomes something of the
order of an empty signifier, its own particularity embodying an unachievable fullness”
(Laclau, 2005, 71). In other words, the identity of the closed and equivalentialized
system is represented in an empty signifier, one that which homogenizes*’ the
differences within its own body and represents the whole system through its particular
self. This condition where a particularity stands for the universal is the exact reason
why that signifier is “empty”. Since it tries to embody an impossible-to-embody
system where there are no differences, which means that there is actually no such
system, it gets “emptied out”. Furthermore, it is possible that the same signifier float.
A floating signifier is a signifier the meaning of which is “indeterminate between
alternative equivalential frontiers” (2005, p. 131). Both emptiness and floating are the
characteristics of a signifier. However, Laclau suggests that they are structurally
different (p. 133). The emptying out of a signifier happens at the antagonism between
the system itself and the constitutive outside, whereas the floating of a signifier takes
place between antagonistic frontiers (here, the antagonism is between the frontiers,
rather than the signifier itself, where the signifier’s emptiness is able to conveniently

signify contradicting things)*®.

In Laclauian Discourse Analysis, formation of a discourse, the hegemonization of a
nodal point, the equivalentializing of elements (or demands) are never ‘“neutral”
processes, but those which are the objects of power. “Discourses are constructed by
the drawing of political frontiers between differently positioned social subjects via the
exercise of power, in which certain elements are included in a discourse or political
project and others are not” (Howarth, 2015, p. 6). Thus, power and politics is among
the most important reasons as to why the nature of the relationships is contingent. In

other words, it is in the political, antagonistic, undecidable nature of “reality” that

47 Laclau seems to use equivalence and difference interchangeably with homogeneity and heterogeneity
(See Laclau, 2005, p. 153).

“8 The points about the empty signifier and the floating signifier will be developed further in Chapter 3.
Equivalence and difference will be further explained there as well.

35



Laclau’s thought is marked by the notion of contingency. The overstepping of a
signifier, the halting of a nodal point, the embodiment of a system, these are all
processes whereby the true denominator is hegemony. The fixities being momentary,
and given forms being malleable, overturnable, re-constitutable are due to their
hegemonic articulation. Laclau, therefore, interprets “reality” as a process of
hegemonic struggle, where the “particular closures”, the “momentary meanings” and
“established identities” at a given time are nothing but contingently established

hegemonic forms.

The methodology and theoretical framework of this thesis will hold fast to these
foundational tenets of Laclau, and employ the theories, assumptions, concepts and
tools explained above. Should there be a facet of Laclauian Discourse Analysis which

was not established here, it will be given and identified in full detail within the text.
1.6. Limitations of the Study

This study is, as explained above, a qualitative one about the characteristics of
hyperpoliticized Post-Politics and Civic Atatiitkism. The qualitative nature of this
study restricts the claim of representability for the general framework of Civic
Atatiirkism. Nevertheless, the extremely-detailed-close-up, due to the semi-structured
in-depth attribute of the interviews, allows me to analyze the discourse of the
interviewees in a more meticulous and specific fashion. For the field study of my
thesis, I interviewed 15 Atatiirkists, 10 of whom happened to be men and 5 women.
The disproportionality in the gender identities of the interviewees was, sincerely,
unintentional®”. This marks the first limitation of the study at hand. Second, the
majority of the interviews covered the span of students from 3 universities in Ankara,
Turkey: METU, TED University and Hacettepe University, with 10 of them currently
being students of METU, and with almost half of the interviewees being students of
Political Science. There were only two non-university students (one being a university
graduate from METU, and the other being a high school graduate). Therefore, since

the whole study, in general, is limited to 3 universities, the results may be said to

49 1t is important to note that 4 women, in total, with whom we had arranged the interviews, cancelled,
for unnamed reasons, at the last minute. This observation may imply certain things to whomever it may
concern.
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display an unintentional bias. Third, even though there are 9 interviewees who do not
belong to a political organization, and 6 who do, those 6 belong to 3 different
organizations, namely, Atatiirkist Thought Society [ADT], Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi
[CHP] and Tirkology Society in METU. Thus, the variation in the type of
organizations is low and might lead to partiality in the results. Fourth, although there
were a lot of control variables (age, gender, education level, mode of subsistence,
employment, university department, organization) in the analysis of the interviews,
class was not one of them. Only the “mode of subsistence” of the interviewees were
covered (whether they depended on their families or were independent, economically).
Thus, the class character of the interviewees may have been overlooked®. All the
interviews, except one, were conducted in a face-to-face manner. The vast majority of
them spanned between 45 to 90 minutes. In conclusion, although there is not much of
a claim of representability in this field study, the extremely-detailed nature of it allows
me, [ believe, to make strong claims regarding the analysis of Civic Atatiirkism,
hyperpoliticization and Post-Politics. Albeit these limitations, it is my strong
contention that this study could provide an illustrative ground for further qualitative

and quantitative studies to be made concerning Civic Atatiirkism.

50 Albeit my strong supposition that class is not an important factor here.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW / POST-POLITICS

In 1989, Francis Fukuyama declared that he could not “avoid the feeling that
something very fundamental has happened in world history” (Fukuyama, 1989, p. 3).
With the beginning of the collapse of the Soviet Union, and with the emergence of
liberal democratic movements in the communist East, in what could be deemed
nothing other than a (self-acknowledged) pseudo-Hegelian framework, Fukuyama
made his infamous suggestion that humanity had reached the “end of history”,
meaning that “the ideal that will govern the material world in the long run” was set
once and for all (1989, p. 4), and “the basic principles of the liberal democratic state
could not be improved upon” (p. 5). In other words, he contended that Western
capitalism and liberal democracy had “won” the “battle” that determined the course of
the 20" century, against the communist Eastern world. This, in Fukuyama’s account,
led to the conclusion that the one we lived in was no longer the world that was split
between two rival ideological frameworks, but a “de-ideologized world” (p. 15). In
fact, the old “world of ideology” was so far gone, and had been left behind so clearly
that Fukuyama even mourned of its loss and claimed that he was almost “nostalgic” of
it, with the economization and technicization of political matters “having saddened”,

“made boring” the existence of humanity (p. 18).

As much as Fukuyama’s declaration was an awkward, “shocking”, and even an overly
courageous one, it was not “original” in the sense that it could be considered the
symptomatic result of an already-emerging process in the Western world. It was long
before the “fall of communism” that discussions and debates about a new world, a new
modernity, new society and a new politics had begun. Daniel Bell, for example, in
1976, had prophesized the advent of the “post-industrial society”, one that was marked

by a new techno-economic order. Bell contended that with the transition from the
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industrial to post-industrial society, the order of the machine, which previously
characterized the former, was furthered by the order of intellectual technology. This
was not a “replacement”, as many facets of the industrial society were still relevant;
however, this was an impactful overriding of some sorts, where there were radical
transformations in the industrial social structure. Bell delineates the most important of
them as the rising importance of theoretical knowledge, the emergence of new
intellectual technologies, rise of the “knowledge class”, rise of the service sector,
invention of new communication and computation technologies, the growing

centrality of science and so on (Bell, 1999, pp. Ixxxvii-c).

In what followed, those like Ulrich Beck, Anthony Giddens and Scott Lash developed
the theory of reflexive modernity in order to frame the new conditions in which the
Western world persisted, i.e. those that Bell had described. This was not so much the
case for the East, as it was the side who had “lost” the battle®!. The East, now, was at
a crossroads between its “traditional” form, and this new modernity. It could continue
its existence insofar as it could adopt the Western political framework, i.e. liberal
democracy. According to Beck, reflexive modernity denoted the “possibility of a
creative (self-)destruction for an entire epoch: that of industrial society” (Beck, 1994,
p. 2). In other words, he contended that the forms of industrial society had subjected
themselves to an autophagy of some sorts, where industrial society was destructing
itself, while radicalizing its premises at the same time. This dual destruction and
radicalization was the product of a double movement of history: “first the
disembedding and second the re-embedding of industrial forms by another modernity”
(1994, p. 2). Beck distinguishes this from the “self-destructions” of previous epochs,
in that this one did not take place through a revolution or a crisis, but was the direct
result of the success of the West. Therefore, the reflexivity at hand was defined on the
grounds of an unplanned consequence of history (pp. 2-4). It was a piecemeal process,
an unnoticed one, both “unseen and undesired” (p. 10). Thus, the reflexivity of the

newly-emerged era was both the result and the product of the industrial society.

In such a framework, reflexivity “refers to the use of information about the conditions

of activity as a means of regularly reordering and redefining what that activity is”

5l See Beck, 1994, p. 1.
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(Giddens, 2007, p. 86). For Beck, it is another way of denoting “self-confrontation”
(Beck, 1994, p. 5). This is a “self-confrontation with the effects of risk society that
cannot be dealt with and assimilated in the system of industrial society” (1994, p. 6).
What this suggested was the claim that “the motor of history does not reside any more
in instrumental rationality, but [resides] in the ‘side-effect’” (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 36).
Therefore, whereas reflection, for Beck, denoted “instrumental rationality”, reflexion
concerned the “side-effects” of modernization. This was an attempt to put forward that
the “modern” forms of politics, like Marxism, had “missed the mark”, and that against
their political conceptions, history unfolded in the most “unplanned” of fashions. Thus,
Beck contended that “it is those side-effects, not the political struggles, which are at
the origin of the profound changes which have taken place in a wide range of social

relations” (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 37).

What characterized this new, reflexive modernity were a handful of things. First, Beck
suggests that it was the phenomenon of risk. He associates the social of reflexive
modernity with his concept of “risk society”, where the element of risk is no longer
controllable, monitorable, not even predictable (Beck, 1994, pp. 5-8). Giddens
contends that this element of risk creates the outcome of manufactured uncertainty,
where the challenges that confront humanity and its conditions of existence are no
longer manageable with the Enlightenment model of simple “knowledge” (Giddens,
2007, pp. 3-4). Second, both writers put forward that globalization was a prime factor
in such destruction of “older” forms, as Giddens suggests that “as a direct result of
globalization, we can speak today of the emergence of a post-traditional social order”
(Giddens, 2007, p. 5). The risky, uncertain conditions, created and exacerbated by the
effects of globalization, and with the overall change in what Giddens terms the “post-
traditional social order”, resulted in the loss of the “political subject”, in its dissolution
into a heap of positions, suggests Beck (1994, p. 12). Thus, as a third point, in reflexive
modernity, no longer does the political subject exist, which used to be defined in the
industrial society by “older” antagonisms like Left and Right, socialism and capitalism
etc.. In contrast, Beck argues that the political subject was replaced by the individual,
and these “older” forms of antagonisms had become obsolete in the reflexive period
of modernity. Thus, instead of an antagonism between, say, Left and Right, “lines of

conflict are coming into being over the what and how of progress, and they are
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becoming capable of organization and of building coalitions” (1994, p. 13).
Furthermore, the positions Left and Right themselves were argued to have been blurred
into non-existence as well, as Giddens suggests that “with the demise of socialism as
a theory of economic management, one of the major division lines between left and

right has disappeared, at least for the foreseeable future” (Giddens, 1998, p. 43).

Therefore, as a result of all of these transformations, the political (associated with the
state), Beck claims, had become unpolitical, and what was previously thought to be
unpolitical spheres of life had become (kind of) political. Nevertheless, this claimed
politicization was a quite peculiar one: one which Beck calls sub-politicization (Beck,
1994, p. 23). Since politicization for him is related to the state and institutions, parties,
parliaments etc., “politicization ... [in the case of sub-politicization] implies a decrease
of the central rule approach” (p. 23), and an increase in the autonomy of action of
individuals and certain collective bodies (Giddens, 2007, p. 7). In other words, it was
argued that “a series of issues which were previously considered of a private character,
such as those concerning the lifestyle and diet, have left the realm of the intimate and

private and have become politicized” (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 40). Beck argues:

In the wake of subpoliticization, there are growing opportunities to have a
voice and a share in the arrangement of society for groups hitherto uninvolved
in the substantive technification and industrialization process: citizens, the
public sphere, social movements, expert groups, working people on site; there
are even opportunities for courageous individuals to ‘move mountains’ in the
nerve centres of development (Beck, 1994, p. 23).

In accordance with such an understanding of depoliticization and sub-politicization,
Beck suggested that politics was, now, occuring at the “realms of subpolitics” (Beck,
1997, p. 52), which suggested that the target of politics was no longer to function in
an institutional and rule-based understanding but to organize other decision-making
areas, previously thought to be non-political, with new agents who were different from
those of the “older” political mode. In such an understanding, there is an explicit claim
that the general political atmosphere would function under the so-called “necessary”
basic Consensus relying on “expert knowledge and ability” (1997, p. 57). His central
argument in sub-politics was against what he claimed to be an erroneous “equation of

politics and state, of politics with the political system” (Beck, 1994, p. 17). He
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distinguishes sub-politics as a mode of politics from “the older mode of politics” under
two criteria: First, the agents of sub-politics are understood to be “outside” the system,
and second, they are not only collective bodies but individuals as well (1994, p. 22).
He contended that what used to be political in the industrial society was becoming
unpolitical, and what had been left out of the borders of politics was becoming
(sub)political. Thus, he argued that those who sought the political in reflexive
modernity were at a fault if they were searching it within the confines of the state and
its institutional setting (parties, parliaments etc.). Beck put forward that politics was
occuring at the level of private life, everyday life, business, science etc., i.e. at the sub-
political level. In its very fundamentals, what underlied all this transformation for Beck
was an individualization process Western societies were going through (pp. 18-21). It
must be noted that what Beck specifically means by “the state” and “the political” is
institutions. Thus, he does not consider trade unions, for example, a part of that private
life, but associates them with the “old, political” institutions. He does not consider the
proletariat, for example, to be a “private” group. Furthermore, albeit his contention
that the agents of sub-politics were those who were outside the system, that
outsidedness does not apply groups, for example, that were outside but concerned with
“older” forms of politics. Although he suggests that the “older” political poles did not
simply disappear, but were still functional in their combination with new ones, he

follows that they were nonetheless senseless without such combination.

He contends that sub-politics “means shaping society from below” (Beck, 1994, p. 23);
however, as to the question of what constitutes the below, or who is outside the system,
it is Beck who has the say, and the answer is unclear. As mentioned above, Beck notes
certain occupation groups, citizen initiatives, “social movements” and individuals as
the agents of sub-politics. While these have no such common ethico-political
framework that could possibly help unify them under a common realm, it is Beck’s
very signifier of “outside the system” that allows such signification. Only with a
particular designation of a system can Beck define its so-called outsiders. In other
words, without that specific operation provided by outside, Beck’s account would
dysfunction. He delineates the subjective dynamics of his outsider agents, and the
blurring of the line between the Left and Right (one that denotes a transformation in

the symbolic dimension) as the following:

42



Everyone thinks and acts as a right-winger and left-winger, radically and
conservatively, democratically and undemocratically, ecologically and anti-
ecologically, politically and unpolitically, all at the same time. Everyone is a
pessimist, a passivist, an idealist and an activist in partial aspects of his or her
self. That only means, however, that the current clarities of politics - right and
left, conservative and socialistic, retreat and participation - are no longer
correct or effective (Beck, 1994, p. 21).
It must be clear to the reader that Beck (and Giddens) welcomes and celebrates the
process he describes. When one takes a closer inspection, it is immediately noticeable
that Beck does not talk about the reverse politicization and depoliticization of two
distinct poles. Seemingly, there is no mention of a politicization at any side of the
polarity. What takes place is a so-called sub-politicization, the central idea of which
rejects the very notion of politicization in the first place. Therefore, although Beck
attempts to establish a stability where the equilibrium of (de)politicization is balanced
out, his so-called sub-politicization is actually nothing but another form of
depoliticization. Therefore, the polarity of depoliticization and sub-politicization is not
built on an equilibrium, but is seen to be an imbalance where sub-politicization is

actually a further depoliticization of politics, and both sides are observed to be

agitating depoliticization.

Giddens presents a quite similar account to Beck’s sub-politics with his concept of /ife
politics, and quite similarly suggests that the non-orthodox spheres of political life,
thanks to the reflexivity of the social, had become (kind of) political. With the “failure”
of the Left to provide answers to issues like globalization, the transformations in the
nature of traditions, the advent of the post-traditional social order, and manufactured
uncertainty (Giddens, 2007, pp. 4-7), he contends that “to the emancipatory politics of
the classical left we have to add ... life politics’** (Giddens, 1998, p. 44). Thus,
Giddens, in explaining his account, makes a distinction between emancipatory politics
and life politics (Giddens, 2008, p. 210). Furthermore, he associates the two with
further essential qualities: The politics of life chances (associated with the “old”
emancipatory politics) and life styles (associated with the “new” life politics)
(Giddens, 2007, pp. 14-15). Whereas, for Giddens, emancipatory politics is a “generic

outlook concerned above all with liberating individuals and groups from constraints

52 The italicization belongs to me.
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which adversely affect their life chances” (Giddens, 2008, p. 210), life politics is a
“politics of self-actualisation in a reflexively ordered environment” (2008, p. 214),
which is not so much concerned with exploitation, inequality, oppression, power and
participation®, but concerned with morality and ethics. He contends that “the terms
right and left no longer have the meaning they once did, and each political perspective
is in its own way exhausted” (2007, p. 78). In the epoch of reflexive modernity, thus,
he explains, the “older” mode of politics, emancipatory politics, had been rendered
ineffective, and the relationship between the “older” political actors and political
action had been torn apart. They were replaced, claims Giddens, by questions
concerning the morality of issues, ethical decisions to be made upon certain things,
rather than competing frameworks. What (not so much replaced) had emerged

alongside this ineffective mode of politics was life politics. Giddens suggests:

Life politics, and the disputes and struggles connected with it, are about how
we should live in a world where everything that used to be natural (or
traditional) now has in some sense to be chosen, or decided about (Giddens,
2007, pp. 90-91).
Hence, one crucial aspect of /ife politics for Giddens is morality, as it “brings back to
prominence precisely those moral and existential questions repressed by the core
institutions of modernity” (Giddens, 2008, p. 223). Although he explains that /ife
politics is not a simple individualization or personalization of politics, it is understood
to be something that which pertains to them. Moreover, it involves some kind of an
understanding of emancipation as well, explains Giddens, but not the kind that is
present in emancipatory politics (2008, p. 214). Even though [life politics could still
relate to the “orthodox areas of political involvement” (Giddens, 2007, p. 91),
emancipatory politics could only enter within the borders of politics insofar as it
concerns “the collective humanity* (2007, p. 92). Albeit Giddens’ emphasis on the
“collective” character of life politics, the crucial issue here is that the said political
mode is defined on the grounds of deferring political action towards Consensus. In

other words, it is no longer the question of the “why” of Progress and its alternatives,

33 All are words that Giddens uses to distinguish /ife politics from emancipatory politics. See Giddens,
2008, p. 215.

5% Giddens’ use of “collective” is quite peculiar here. He defines “collective” in a precise way that
connotates with globalism and alternative forms of solidarity.
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but a question “over the what and how of progress” (Beck, 1994, p. 13) and its

methods.

If what matters is sub-politics and life politics in reflexive modernity, then what of the
depoliticizing political, or in other words, institutional politics? To put it in another
way, in the face of depoliticization, what happens to “the political”’? Giddens suggests
that the “older” political actors, institutions and configurations, in such conditions of
reflexive modernity, were faced with a crisis. Beginning with the 1980s, Western
social democratic politics [institutional politics] began to feel responsible to answer
certain challenges (Giddens, 1998, pp. 5-6). The main challenge to social democratic
politics had come from neoliberalism, with its “impactful” free market philosophy.
This challenge, suggests Giddens, led to a crisis, which was the overall result of
various further factors laid out in the theory of reflexive modernity: globalization,
individualism, the problems pertaining to the environment, the blurring of the line
between Left and Right, and the new frameworks of democratic politics and new roles
of government and society (1998, pp. 27-28). Nevertheless, Giddens is clear that there
was one crucial reason among others that laid beneath all these. In other words, there
was one reason as to why this challenge turned into a crisis in the first place: the
“inadequacy” of socialism in grasping and providing an answer to those developments
(pp. 4-5). He suggests that the “old Left” had failed to take into account these newly-
emerged phenomena, and could not align its political framework with the state of the
world since it followed the tenets of socialism (p. 4). The social democratic response
to the crisis was the invention of a third way of politics. Although it is quite a conflicted

term, having had various uses in the past, Giddens defines it as

a framework of thinking and policy-making that seeks to adapt social
democracy to a world which has changed fundamentally over the past two or
three decades ... it is an attempt to transcend both old-style social democracy
and neoliberalism (Giddens, 1998, p. 26).

Even before its modern coinage in Tony Blair’s New Labour, Giddens suggests that

Western political parties had begun to implement dramatic changes in their political

frameworks>. Nonetheless, it was most prominent in the political outlook of Tony

55 Giddens notes here the “Basic Programe for the SPD”, enacted in 1989, which introduces new issues
like ecology into their political outlook (Giddens, 1998, pp. 19-20). Braunthal puts forward that even

45



Blair in the UK, and Bill Clinton in the US. Although Giddens does talk about a
depoliticization concerning the role of the state and institutional politics, he strives to
balance out the equation with the advent of life politics: “What to some appeared as a
process of depoliticization - the draining away of influence from national governments
and political parties - to others was a spread of political engagement and activism”
(Giddens, 1998, p. 49). He argues that what the state and institutional actors must
adhere to, in a period characterized by reflexivity, was generative politics, 1.e. a form
of politics that allows individuals to act, and acknowledges the primacy of the public,

thus transcending the distinction between state and market (Giddens, 2007, p. 15).

It is clear that both Beck and Giddens define, respectively, sub-politics®® and life
politics as new modes”” of politics which not if dethroned, seriously relegated the
“older” mode of politics. With their spatio-temporal characterizations, both concepts
argue for a new, current mode of politics. The concept of Post-Politics emerged
precisely to both verify and undermine the claims of such an understanding of
politics®®. Chantal Mouffe, in On the Political, written in 2005, establishes her account

of Post-Politics directly as a critique of Beck and Giddens. Mouffe suggests that “what

though the programme was an attempt to align the politics of the party with the newly-emerged global
and ecological developments, it did not actually answer the problems arising from a “post-communist”
world (Braunthal, 1993, p. 396).

6 Beck also talks about sub-politics in terms of a process, as the “process of sub-politicization”. Thus,
it could be argued that he considers it both as a mode and as a process. His account of the process could
be understood as the process of emergence of the new mode.

57 The concept of mode, in this thesis, is distinguished from process and appearance on the grounds of
its spatiality and temporality. While process is a purely temporal configuration of a political outlook
(not bound or loosely bound by spatial determinants), appearance is a purely spatial configuration (not
bound or loosely bound by femporal determinants). A mode is bound both by a specific spatiality (a
geographical setting, a locus, a specified place etc.) and a temporality (a specific period, an era, a level
of modernity etc.). I use mode, thus, to denote “a configuration that denotes the present of a thing”. In
the case of sub-politics and life politics, it is due to my understanding that they encompass both
determinants (Emerged in and characterizing a specific period in the Western world) that they are modes
of politics. Although the two are virtually different accounts, it is my contention they describe the same
mode. In order to clarify the distinctions, depoliticization, for example, is a temporal configuration of
politics. The West, on the other hand, denotes a spatial configuration of politics. What constitutes a
mode, 1 argue, is the combination of both. See Chapter 3 for a distinguishment between the modes of
Kemalism and appearances of it, made on the grounds of both determinants of spatiality and
temporality.

58 Verify it in the sense that the characteristics described by Beck and Giddens explain the qualities of

the Post-Political Zeitgeist, and undermine it in the sense that their general framework is posited as an
example of the Post-Political Vision.

46



the approach advocated by Beck and Giddens aims at eliminating from politics is the
notion of the ‘adversary’” (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 48). It is clear that Mouffe designates
what Beck and Giddens called “older” or emancipatory “modes” of politics as
adversarial modes. By making a distinction between an “enemy” and an “adversary”,
she puts forward that “the Beck/Giddens approach forecloses the possibility of giving
an ‘agonistic’® form to political conflicts” (2005a, p. 50). Hence, it is through their
“appearance of scientificity and incontestability” which hides their foreclosure of
antagonism that their “post-political vision” is defined, according to Mouffe (p. 54).
In other words, it due to their “denial of the constitutive nature of antagonism” (p. 56)
that Mouffe suggests that Beck and Giddens exemplify the Post-Political Vision.
Furthermore, it is due to their relegation of politics to morality that Mouffe considers

them of a Post-Political Vision as well. As she explains:

[The political] still consists in a we/they discrimination, but the we/they,
instead of being defined with political categories, is now established in moral
terms. In place of a struggle between ‘right and left’, we are faced with a
struggle between ‘right and wrong’ (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 5).
In short, it is directly against Beck and Giddens’ Post-Political conceptualizations
(Vision) of sub-politics and life politics that Mouffe defines the Post-Political Zeitgeist.
She establishes the relationship between the Vision and the Zeitgeist as the former of
Giddens and Beck having provided the central tenets of the latter (See Mouffe, 2005a,
p- 35). Nonetheless, I believe the relationship must be reversed. It is the case here that
the Zeitgeist and Vision coincide; nonetheless, it is not that a Post-Political Vision
provides the central characteristics of it, but one where the Post-Political Zeitgeist
overdetermines the Vision. This separation is actually one that pertains to the
distinguishment between the two dimensions of politics: Symbolic dimension and the
subjective dimension. While with her use of Zeitgeist, Mouffe denotes “the current
conditions” (See p. 35), with her use of Vision she denotes a subjective mode that is
Post-Political, as in the example of Beck and Giddens. The coincidence here occurs

through what I have called the relationship of overdetermination between this two

%9 Mouffe’s definitive characteristic of an adversarial mode of politics that transforms the notion of
“enemy” into an “adversary”. With such a conceptualization, Mouffe is endeavoring to acknowledge
the antagonistic character of the political and the inevitability of conflict (rather than to repress or
foreclose it), through giving its actors a “legitimate” form of expression. See Mouffe, 2005a, pp. 19-21
and pp. 51-55.
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dimensions. Therefore, the Vision at hand must be distinguished by Post-Politics itself
(Zeitgeist), while nonetheless being posited as a “Post-Political” Vision. In accordance
with the theoretical distinguishment and explanations made in Chapter 1.1.%, T will be
analyzing the literature on Post-Politics in terms of the two levels of the symbolic and
the subjective, and will strive to establish an answer that provides a satisfactory
definition regarding the concept of Post-Politics, with its position as a condition which
conditions. However, before that, some other problems regarding the definition of
Post-Politics must be resolved: namely, those that pertain to the ambiguous difference
between anti-politics and Post-Politics, and between the repression of the political and
the foreclosure of the political. 1 contend that leaving these problems unadressed will
result in a problematic account of Post-Politics, the spatial-temporal determinants of
which is not constituted, and the position of which as a mode has not been established.
Only with the distinctions of these determinants of definition, operation and spatio-
temporality can Post-Politics be re-posited, today, as a hegemonic mode of politics,
and only through the explanation of the relationship between Post-Political Zeitgeist
(symbolic) and Post-Political Vision (subjective) can the current subjective outlook of

hyperpoliticized and Post-Political, today, be understood.
2.1. Defining Post-Politics: Resolving the problems of a concept

Post-Politics®! is a concept that has rarely been treated with due rigour, meticulousness
and care. Although it has originated from strong theoretical accounts regarding the
characteristics of an era and a political context (See Mouffe, 2005a; Ranciére, 1999;
Zizek, 2000), the concept never “took off”, in a sense, and never delivered its promise.

It never came to be widely acknowledged as a fruitful concept that defined the

60 The reader is urged to re-visit the said Chapter, as the delineations of both dimensions and their
fundamental inter-functioning (through overdetermination) was explained in detail there.

ol In this thesis, I will be using the concepts Post-Politics and Post-Democracy interchangeably. This is
due to, first, my understanding that they describe the same “object” and employ similar ontologies. Both
concepts provide efforts to describe the same historical period and its complex of politics, society and
economics. Moreover, both rely on a distinguishment between politics and the political, albeit in
different forms. Second, although it is specifically Ranci¢re who uses the term Post-Democracy, Moufte
can be seen to be using it in certain works of her (See Oppelt, 2014). Alongside these two, Mouffe uses
the terms of depoliticization and de-democratization in order to describe a similar process as well (See
Oppelt, 2014). The latter two will be argued to be different from the former two based on certain criteria.
A detailed handling of both can be found in this Chapter.
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hegemonic mode of politics of an era, but failed to prove its prowess during its short
lifetime. It has, indeed, been a topic of dispute and contention, but not upon its
explanations and descriptions vis-a-vis its object, rather upon its problems,
contradictions and “endings” (See Jager, 2021; Jager, 2022; Dean [Jodi], 2014;
Mouffe, 2017; Buller et al., 2019; Dean [Jonathan], 2014). The reason as to why Post-
Politics seemingly failed to constitute itself as a successful concept is, I believe, due
to certain fundamental problems in the literature. These problems pertain to the
“theoretical” aspects of the concept, and not the “empirical” descriptions made upon

its object.

To begin with, first, “in the literature on post-politics, there is a great deal of confusion
and divergence over the precise meaning of the term” (Wilson & Swyngedouw, 2014,
p. 7). It is true that the concept has never had a definition, but rather functioned as an
umbrella term that denoted some general characteristics of a specific period and a
specific subjectivity. Nevertheless, albeit the lack of a common definition, in general,

all accounts of Post-Politics similarly

refer to a situation in which the political — understood as a space of
contestation and agonistic engagement — is increasingly colonised by politics
— understood as technocratic mechanisms and consensual procedures that
operate within an unquestioned framework of representative democracy, free
market economics, and cosmopolitan liberalism (Wilson & Swyngedouw,
2014, p. 6).

Thus, although there is some kind of a similarity concerning the nature, scope and
object of the accounts on Post-Politics, there was rarely any attempt to “refine and
define” the term and re-posit it against criticisms (See Wilson & Swyngedouw, 2014;
Taskale, 2016). Whenever there was an attempt, it was not the case that the crucial
problems of the concept had been solved, but rather that the concept was further

detailed and further made complex through its problems.

Second, quite related to the problem of definition (which could even be regarded as an
extension of it), there is a lack of consensus upon the precise operation of Post-Politics.
It is the case in all accounts of Post-Politics that the constitutive, antagonistic aspect

of politics, the political, has disappeared (which nonetheless returns in violent
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ways)®2. However, the accounts are observed to be diverging over what the exact kind

of disappearance this is. As Wilson & Swyngedouw explain:

Whereas for Mouffe the post-political is defined by repression, and for
Ranciere post-democracy is a specific form of disavowal, Zizek distinguishes
post-politics from other forms of depoliticisation on the basis that it operates
not through repression or disavowal but through foreclosure — the total erasure
of the political from the Symbolic®® (Wilson & Swyngedouw, 2014, p. 15).
Thus, the accounts differ upon the precise operation of Post-Politics towards the
political, which is among the essential characteristics of the concept. Mouffe employs
the terminology of repression and exclusion (of the political) (Mouffe, 2015, p. 18),
and argues that the Post-Political Vision partakes in an anti-political attitude. Tagkale,
as another example, uses the terms foreclosure (Taskale, 2016, p. 12), suppression
(2016, p. 2) and denial (of the political) (p. 36). Diken, furthermore, uses emptying out
(Diken, 2014, p. 127) and negation® (of the political) (2014, p. 130), while Wilson &
Swyngedouw (2014, p. 6) employ colonization. Although these might seem similar,
and even pretty much the same accounts of the relevant operation insofar as they
converge on the disappearance of the political, they all belong to various kinds of
political modes. The distinctive quality of Post-Politics is that it defines the said
disappearance under the hegemonic mode of politics in a specific era, and a specific
political entity, namely the West (as described by Beck and Giddens). Therefore, all

these terms point to different modes of politics under which the political has

62 It must be put forward that the exact point made by the literature is that the said disappearance of the
political is nothing but an illusion. All theoreticians of Post-Politics claim, much to the dismay of the
liberal intelligentsia who proposed that an all-encompassing Consensus would sweep the world after
the fall of communism, that the political, the conflictual character of politics, could never be done away
with, hence the return of religious fundamentalisms, violent nationalisms, “irrational”, excessive
politics of the Right etc. (See Mouffe, 1993; Zizek, 2000, Diken, 2014). “Instead of the heralded ‘New
World Order’, the victory of universal values, and the generalization of ‘post-conventional’ identities,
we are witnessing an explosion of particularisms and an increasing challenge to Western universalism”
(Mouffe, 1993, p. 1). As Diken explains, “it seems as if the lack of antagonism in post-political society
is countered with an excess of antagonism” (Diken, 2014, p. 130). Nonetheless, I do not consider this
“return” to be specific to Post-Political foreclosure. This “return” is the political itself. Despite attempts
to repress, supress, foreclose, evade, even erase it, this second movement of the return is inevitable.
Therefore, I do not consider this to be specific to Post-Politics (as the repressed could very well return
within an anti-political framework as well), hence, a specific discussion on it will not be made. It is,
rather, I contend, the specific operation with which the political is foreclosed is what defines Post-
Politics, and not the “return” of the foreclosed.

%3 The italicizations of repression and disavowal belong to me.

64 Possibly derived from Schmitt’s account of the liberal negation of the political.
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disappeared. To claritfy, a simple suppression or repression of the political need not
necesarily be definitive of a Post-Political mode, as they might, much more
prominently, describe an anti-political framework. Quite similarly, the
temporalization of an anti-political framework (within an era that is defined by Post-
Politics, namely the 1990s and 2000s) would come to create problems for the Eastern
operationalizations of the concept (since anti-politics in the East is not a “new”
political outlook). A form of politics that has been instituted upon the strict repression
of the political is not foreign to the East. Nonetheless, it is the precise articulation of
the East into a (post)modern, Western, neoliberal global political-economic
framework that the form of disappearance of the political differs, and could be said to
be “new” to the Eastern context® (See Kamat, 2014)%. In fact, Necmi Erdogan defines
the difference between the Kemalist anti-political mode and the Neo-Kemalist Post-
Political mode of politics within that exact difference between repression and
foreclosure (Erdogan, 2021, p. 591). The distinguishment between these notions, thus,
of repression, suppression, foreclosure etc., provide us with different forms and modes
of the political. Without a precise definition of the exact operation, the concept would

create nothing but further confusions regarding its object and context.

Third, once again quite related to the problems of definition and operation, but
nonetheless one that must be handled separately, the exact spatio-temporal
characteristics of the concept have not been defined clearly so far®’. For example,
Tagkale equates Louis Bonaparte’s regime with Post-Political foreclosure of the
political, hence de-temporalizes it and confuses the anti-political repression with Post-
Political foreclosure (Taskale, 2016, p. 26). Furthermore, he argues that “there are

different temporal chapters of neoliberalism ... post-politics is a very recent form of

%5 The problematic of operationalizing the concept within an Eastern context will be discussed below.

% Sangeeta Kamat, operationalizing Post-Politics within the context of India, argues that it is exactly
through India’s “entrance” into the Western neoliberal order which promotes a “democratic ethos while
simultaneously repudiating conflict and contradiction” (Kamat, 2014, p. 68) that the relevance of Post-
Politics could be argued upon in the Global South. In other words, it is through Kamat’s contention that
“the imperatives of global capitalism produce similar tendencies in the ‘Global South’” (2014, p. 69)
that the East and West could be argued to meet on a shared, hegemonic mode of politics.

87 Definition and operation are already built upon spatio-temporal chacaracteristics; therefore, in that

sense, all three problems are not even separate. Nonetheless, they all constitute different parts of the
whole problem, hence my decision to handle them separately.
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neoliberalism” (2016, p. 1), thereby reducing Post-Politics to be simply a form of
neoliberalism. In other words, Taskale reduces a political configuration directly to an
economic one and could be said to reproduce the “current rationality®® of replacing
politics with economics” (p. 1) of which he is critical. He also talks about “Post-
political neoliberalism” (p. 131), which defines Post-Politics not as a hegemonic mode
of politics, but rather as an extension of neoliberalism, or a quality of it. However, due
to the spatio-temporal characteristics of Post-Politics as a mode, i.e. the neoliberal
hegemony of the market in the Western political system, I argue that neoliberal
rationality and its domination over politics is already within the conceptualization of
Post-Politics. Following Tagkale’s explanation, we may ask: Is there a non-Post-
Political neoliberalism? Is not Post-Politics so strongly bound by its spatio-temporal
characteristics that we can define it without neoliberalism, and vice versa? I believe it
is the case here, with Post-Politics (foreclosure of the political) and neoliberalism, that
two perfectly coincide into the mode of politics that they are considered attributes of

the same condition.

Fourth, and as related to but much more important than all three problems explained
so far, the literature on Post-Politics does not distinguish between the symbolic and
subjective dimensions of politics and politicizations. As exemplified in Taskale’s
definition of Post-Politics as both a form and a rationality given above, the concept of
Post-Politics is associated both with a mode of politics (the exact mode-ness of which
it is not clear), and a subjectivity produced by it. Thus, in other words, Post-Politics is
used in the literature in such a way that it is both the cause of something, and the effect
of it. Mouffe, for example, suggests that Post-Politics is both a Zeitgeist (Mouffe,
2005a, p. 1) and a Vision (2005a, p. 54). Although Zeitgeist posits Post-Politics
successfully as a mode (with Zeit providing the temporality, and Geist providing the
spatiality of the concept), the problem as to how it could also be a Vision has not been
explained. I consider this double-functioning to be essentially correct. Post-Politics
does, indeed, exhibits itself both in the hegemonic mode of politics today, and in a
particular mode of subjectivity produced by it. Nonetheless, its position as both the

cause and the effect must be distinguished carefully, and the relationship between this

%8 The italicization belongs to me.
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double-functioning must be explained. It is through the distinguishment between the
symbolic and subjective dimensions of politics that I shall endeavor to make such a
explanation. It is only through the symbolic overdetermination of the subjective (or
symbolic imprint present in the subject, in other words), that the relationship between

both can be established, and the Post-Political-ness of Vision can be put forward.

In such an effort, I first will be establishing the definition, operation and spatio-
temporal characteristics of Post-Politics together in Chapter 2.1.1.. In the following,
in Chapter 2.1.2., I will be laying down an alternative account of Post-Politics, as a
condition that conditions, through the distinguishment between the symbolic
dimension of politics and its subjective dimension, which are argued to be distinct but

bounded by a relationship of overdetermination.

2.1.1. Spatio-temporal characteristics of Post-Politics: Anti-political repression

and Post-Political foreclosure

In terms of its, virtually, only theoretical commonality, the literature on Post-Politics
dwells on the distinguishment between politics and the political. This distinguishment
mainly characterizes a difference between what we may call the
institutionalized/consituted dimension of politics, and its fundamental/constitutive
dimensions. Mouffe explains that “politics refers to the ‘ontic’ level while ‘the
political’ has to do with the ‘ontological’ one” (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 8). This kind of a
separation is borrowed from Heidegger’s formulation of the question of Being.
Heidegger distinguishes between the ontic and ontological in the sense that while the
former is concerned with Beings as entities, the latter is concerned with the Be-ing
which marks all entities but itself is not a Being (Heidegger, 1996, p. 11).
Consequently, politics concerns the facts, institutions [instituteds], practices of politics
and society; on the other hand, the political, i.e. “the ontological concerns the very
way in which society is instituted” (Mouffe, 2005a, pp. 8-9), its conditions of
possibilities, its modes of appearances and its processes of appearance. The political,
although formulated by thinkers like Hannah Arendt® as well, finds its most striking
form in the work of Carl Schmitt, the framework of whom is employed by many

theorists of Post-Politics, like Chantal Mouffe.

 See Mouffe, 2005a, p. 9.
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Schmitt contends that the political, much like the categories of the ethical, the aesthetic
and the economic, “resembles” an independent domain of human life and culture.
Strauss quickly warns against this “resemblance” and suggests that Schmitt does not
actually posit the political alongside those other domains of culture. Instead, Schmitt’s
“understanding of the political implies a fundamental critique of ... the prevailing
concept of culture” (Strauss, 2007, p. 102). Thus, Strauss argues that in Schmitt’s
thought, the political is not simply another domain, but is fundamental of all of them
(2007, p. 104). Schmitt understands these categories of culture not in a positive sense
(i.e. in terms of posit-ions within, say, an area), but in terms of functioning around a
criterion, a foundational point of opposition. Therefore, it is the due to his
understanding that the political, too, functions around a criterion that it resembles
those domains of culture. This criterion, for Schmitt, is a final distinction which orders
the functioning of a realm. It is the u/timate point where the central opposition of the
realm is resolved and reproduced; an authoritative, ultimate point of distinction. To
put it in another way, final distinction for Schmitt is both the point of exhaustion and
the locus of production of the contents of those categories. In the realm of aesthetics,
for example, the final distinction rests on the opposition between beautiful and ugly
(Schmitt, 2007, pp. 25-28). Thus, just like in the distinctions of other domains, says
Schmitt, “the specific political distinction to which political actions and motives can
be reduced is that between friend and enemy”" (2007, p. 26). Schmitt, in other words,
argues that the political rests on the distinction between friend and enemy. This is a
distinction that cannot be reduced into other ones, and cannot be explained in terms of
them as well. The enemy in question, for Schmitt, is not a private adversary (inimicus),

but a public enemy (hostis), to whom a war would be waged (pp. 28-29).

In formulating such an account, Schmitt’s address is directly against a liberal
conceptualization of politics, which attempts to transform the concept of enemy into a
“competitor” or a “debating adversary” (Schmitt, 2007, p. 28). As Strauss explains:
“Schmitt confronts the liberal negation of the political with the position of the political,
that is, with the recognition of the reality of the political” (Strauss, 2007, p. 108).

Therefore, with such an account of politics, Schmitt highlights the antagonistic nature

70 Italicization belongs to me.
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of politics. “The political is the most intense and extreme antagonism, and every
concrete antagonism becomes that much more political the closer it approaches the
most extreme point, that of the friend-enemy grouping” (Schmitt, 2007, p. 29). It is his
central contention, against liberal rationalism, that this antagonistic character could
never be eliminated. “A world”, says Schmitt, “in which the possibility of war is utterly
eliminated ... would be a world without the distinction of friend and enemy and hence
a world without politics” (2007, p. 35). Hence, “the political is the status as the
‘natural,” the fundamental and extreme, status of man” (Strauss, 2007, p. 106).
Schmitt, in defining the status of humankind with the ineradicability of antagonism,
shows, argues Mouffe, “that every consensus is based on acts of exclusion, [and] it
reveals the impossibility of a fully inclusive ‘rational’ consensus” (Mouffe, 2005a, p.

).

Mouffe, defining her account of Post-Politics, associates it with the repression of the
political, where the political is claimed to have disappeared (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 18).
As Wilson & Sywngedouw (2014, p. 12) suggest, in Mouffe’s account “the post-
political names a hegemonic order in which the antagonistic dimension of the political
has not been sublimated, but repressed”’!. In line with such an account of repression,
Mouffe argues that Post-Political accounts “all partake of a common anti-political
vision” (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 2), thus not establishing a clear line between Post-Politics
and anti-politics. Her use of Post-Politics is somewhat confusing, as she calls it as a
“Zeitgeist” (2005a, p. 1; 2005b, p. 127), a “vision” (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 54), a “common
sense” (2005a, p. 1), a “period” (p. 108), and a “perspective” (p. 109). These could all
be categorized under the separation between Zeitgeist and Vision, two terms that
denote two different dimensions of politics, namely, the symbolic and the subjective.
Of the Zeitgeist, she argues that the central characteristics are the disappearance of the
boundaries between Left and Right (p. 5), the rationalization of political decisions (to
be undertaken by a technocratic elite) (p. 6), and the “disappearance of collective
identities” replaced by a sweeping individualization (p. 49). Of the Vision, she suggests
that it is marked by the desire to repress the final distinction of the political (i.e. the
we/they distinction, borrowed from Schmitt) (p. 2), “the belief in the possibility of a

"1 She also calls it a “denial” (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 55), an “elimination” (Mouffe, 1993, p. 1) and an
“evasion” (1993, p. 2).
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universal rational consensus” (p. 3), and the moralization of politics (Mouffe, 2005a,

p. 5; Mouffe, 2005b, p. 123).

It is one of her most important contributions that she lays down a competing model of
politics that recognizes the antagonistic aspect of the political. “For Mouffe, a liberal
politics based on consensus and aimed at consensus is not possible” (Ustiiner, 2007,
p- 320), since it overlooks the antagonistic aspect of politics. Nevertheless, albeit her
criticisms of the aggregative and deliberative models of democracy (Mouffe, 2005a,
pp. 12-13), Mouffe paradoxically argues that consensus is still a necessary requirement
of politics (2005a, p. 31). What she offers instead of these models is one in which
democracy is played out in terms of a “conflictual consensus” (p. 121). In developing
such an account, she argues that those ineradicable antagonisms could be transformed
into agonisms, where the violent aspects of antagonistic relations could be tamed with
their transformation into adversarial relations. She strives to provide political dissent
a legitimate form of expression’? with the agonistic model of politics, where there is
no longer an enemy to be eradicated, but an adversary to be struggled with over the

interpretation of democracy (pp. 19-21).

Ranciere’s account of Post-Democracy, as explained above, shares many similarities
with that of Mouffe. Just like Mouffe’s distinguishment between politics and the
political, Ranciére distinguishes between what he terms the police and politics. He
argues that politics is not an institution, nor a regime, but something that which “exists
when the natural order of domination is interrupted by the institution of a part of those
who have no part” (Ranciére, 1999, p. 11). In other words, Ranciére connotes politics
with a rupture. This is a rupture that operates upon the so-called normal distibution of
positions (Ranciére et al., 2001). It is only when the distribution is challenged, thus,
does politics exist. Democracy, insofar as it is to be understood to be essentialy bound,

if not the same, with politics, is argued to be “the regime of politics” (2001). The

2 As to what counts as “legitimate”, Mouffe does not provide a clear answer. In a paradoxical fashion
once again, Mouffe necessitates that the form of expression of dissent not override the ethico-political
framework of democratic politics. “For Mouffe, democracy could only be possible with those who
accept the rules of the game” (Ustiiner, 2007, p. 323). Thus, in a contradicting fashion with her critique
of Rawls (Mouffe, 1999), she argues that only some forms of expression are acknowledgeable in a
democratic framework. Nonetheless, as to her own question of “what if there is a cry of justice that
expresses a sense not of having lost in an unequal yet fair struggle, but of having from the start being
left out” (Cavell, as cited in Mouffe, 1999, p. 750), she does not give a satisfactory answer.
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police, on the other hand, is a particular distribution of the sensible. It is, argues
Ranciere, the symbolic constitution of the social itself. In such a framework, politics
is posited directly against the police in such a way that “the essence of politics is the

manifestation of dissensus” (2001). Therefore, in Ranciere’s theoretical account,

democracy is ... politics’ mode of subjectification if, by politics, we
mean something other than the organization of bodies as a community and the
management of places, powers, and functions. Democracy is more precisely
the name of a singular disruption of this order of distribution of bodies as a
community that we proposed to conceptualize in the broader concept of the
police. It is the name of what comes and interrupts the smooth working of this
order through a singular mechanism of subjectification (Ranciére, 1999, p. 99).

Ranciere’s central argument in his account of Post-Democracy is built around his
conceptualization of Consensus, in line with his understanding of politics’.
Consensus, rather than being a state of peace, assent, and agreement, is the cancellation
of the possibility of dissensus itself. It is the momentary freezing of a community, and
the clear defininition of its parts, the “given” distribution of a community, or in other
words the count of the community (Ranciére et al., 2001). Since democracy involves
by its nature a miscount (Ranciere, 1999, p. 6), any claim to a “true count” is the
institution of the impossibility of politics for Ranciere. In other words, “consensus is
the reduction of politics to the police” (Rancicre et al., 2001). In that sense, “consensus
democracy” simply denotes an oxymoron where democracy is already foregone for
Ranciére (Ranciere, 1999, pp. 102-103). Post-Democracy, thus, is “a democracy that
has eliminated the appearance, miscount, and dispute of the people and is thereby
reducible to the sole interplay of state mechanisms and combinations of social energies
and interests” (1999, p. 102). The specific operation of Post-Democracy for Ranciere

is, therefore, the disavowal’* of politics, argue Wilson & Swyngedouw (2014, p. 13).

Zizek’s account shares many similarities (and differences) with both Mouffe and
Ranciére’s frameworks. It is important to note here that Zizek does not so much lay
down a comprehensive account of Post-Politics like Mouffe and Ranciére, but makes

a crucial suggestion upon its definitive quality, which is strictly followed in this thesis.

3 See Panagia & Ranciére, 2000 as well.

74 He also suggests that it is the “disappearance” of politics. See Ranciére, 1999, p. 102.
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Zizek builds his account of Post-Politics upon Ranciére, but drifts away regarding its

central characteristic, arguing that

today ... we are dealing with another form of the denegation of the
political, postmodern post-politics, which no longer merely ‘represses’ the
political, trying to contain it and pacify the ‘returns of the repressed’, but much
more effectively forecloses it, so that the postmodern forms of ethnic violence,
with their ‘irrational’ excessive character, are no longer simple returns of the
repressed but, rather, represent a case of the foreclosed (from the Symbolic)
which, as we know from Lacan, returns in the Real (Zizek, 2000, p. 198)
Zizek’s distinguishment between repression and foreclosure is found to be the
essential theoretical intervention in defining the spatio-temporal characteristics of
Post-Politics. Without such a distinction, Post-Politics would be reduced to instances
of anti-politics with the confusion between a prevention of the political and the
repression of it, as explained above. In other words, Zizek’s intervention lays down

the distinguishing quality of the Post-Political operation, differentiating it from other

operations of suppressing, repressing, avoiding, evading etc. the political.

Although Mouffe, Ranciére and Zizek are the three most important theoreticians of
Post-Politics, there are other accounts of it which at certain cases contribute to the
concept and at other cases define it differently. Wendy Brown’s conceptualization of
depoliticization”, for example, is crucial to understand the central dynamic of Post-
Politics. As argued in Chapter 1.1., Brown’s use of depoliticization does not denote a
subjective quality, but denotes a quality of the symbolic. Associating neoliberalism
with the economization of all realms of life, Brown suggests that the result of this is
depoliticization (or de-democratization). In other words, it is due to neoliberalism that
this process takes place, as Brown argues that “neoliberalism seeks to both constrict
and dedemocratize the political” (Brown, 2019, p. 57). As observed, Brown employs
the concept in order to explain an operation on the political. This is obviously related
to the symbolic dimension of Post-Politics, which is associated with the operation of
the foreclosure of the political. Even though this is a crucial account in defining the

symbolic dimension of Post-Politics, it can lead to confusion between the two realms

5 Brown also uses the term “de-democratization” (See Brown, 2006; Brown, 2019). Even though de-
democratization and depoliticization could be argued to be different, and the definitions of the former
may have changed throughout years, they will be used interchangeably in this thesis, as they are
understood to be denoting the same phenomenon.
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of politics as observed in Haider and Celikates’ handling of the concept (See Haider,

2022; Celikates, 2022), and run the risk of reducing Post-Politics to one of its qualities.

Colin Crouch lays down a wholly different account of Post-Politics’¢. It is questionable
whether his account should even be handled within the scope of Post-Politics, since
not only does it not resemble the accounts of Post-Politics given above theory-wise,
but also both politically and empirically differ from them. First, Crouch’s account does
not rely on a distinguishment between politics and the political. Crouch employs
democracy to strictly talk about the “instituteds” of politics, like trade unions, various
mechanisms of “involvement” in politics, and welfare reforms etc.. In that sense, what
defines the prefix of “post” for him is not an operation upon the political, but a purely
temporal (and a-spatial) understanding of politics. Second, Crouch only deals with a
partial outlook of Post-Politics, which could be termed as elite rule and disinterest in
politics (Crouch, 2004, pp. 23-25). Therefore, many other qualities defined by the
authors above are not present in his work. Crouch’s understanding of democracy rests
on a temporal premise. He argues that “societies probably come closest to democracy
in my maximal sense in the early years of achieving it or after great regime crises”
(Crouch, 2004, pp. 6-7). He suggests that democracy functions like a parabola,
maximizing at certain points and minimizing in others (2004, p. 5). Crouch’s account
purely temporalizes politics into certain states converging or diverging from his
defined maximal ideal. Therefore, Post-Democracy in such a temporal account entails
what he deems pre-democracy and maximal democracy (p. 20). Although Crouch lays
down some qualities of the “period” he talks about, his understanding is restricted
specifically to periods, where spatial characteristics are not intersecting with the
temporal ones, but exist as “given” positions within the moving parabola, even before

the parabola is established. He defines Post-Democracy as a condition where the

public electoral debate is a tightly controlled spectacle, managed by rival teams
of professionals expert in the techniques of persuasion ... The mass of citizens
plays a passive, quiescent, even apathetic part, responding only to the signals
given them. Behind this spectacle ... politics is really shaped in private by
interaction between elected governments and elites that overwhelmingly
represent business interests (Crouch, 2004, p. 4).

76 In his account, he prefers the term Post-Democracy. See Crouch, 2004.
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In addition to these accounts, as contributions to the concept, Biilent Diken and Ali
Riza Taskale define crucial qualities pertaining to the subjective realm of Post-Politics.
Diken associates Post-Politics with a lack of radical imagination on the part of the
subject (See Diken, 2009; Diken, 2014), as he argues, in addition to various
characteristics of Post-Politics, that it also “designates a society that cannot imagine
radical events” (Diken, 2014, p. 128). This point will be crucial in operationalizing the
symbolic imprint over the subjective in this thesis and its field study. Furthermore,
Tagkale defines a corresponding affective framework with the Post-Political subject,
namely, ressentiment, fear, cynicism and spite (Taskale, 2016). Although such
affective framework will not be operationalized in this thesis, it is considered

important in extending the definition of the concept of Post-Politics.

2.1.2. Post-Politics as a condition which conditions: The Symbolic Zeitgeist and

Subjective Vision

Regarding the problems pertaining to the symbolic and subjective dimensions of Post-
Politics, the solution I propose here is one that posits Post-Politics both as a Zeitgeist
(mode) and a Vision (Post-Political subjectivity), and provides an explanation as to
why the concept is used to denote both a Zeitgeist and a Vision, with the careful
consideration of the symbolic and subjective dimensions of politics. The solution is the
definition of Post-Politics as a condition that conditions a particular subjectivity,

through a relationship of overdetermination’.

First, the word condition contains both the characteristics of spatiality (a particular

3 ¢

configuration of something, such as “working conditions” or “conditions of an
agreement”) and temporality (the present state of something, such as “the condition of
a house”). Condition further has the capacity to denote a relationship of
overdetermination. As a verb, condition establishes a relationship between two entities
one of which might be said to be conditioning another (the influence of someone over
another, as in “being conditioned to do something”). The definition of Post-Politics as
a “condition which conditions” would not only, thus, posit the concept in a spatio-

temporal matrix as being the hegemonic mode of Politics in the West, but also explain

7 This was established in Chapter 1.1.. The reader is urged to re-visit the said Chapter.
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the Post-Political character of various modes of subjectivities that emerge and function
within it. Through such an account, not only a mode of politicization like apoliticism
could be explained, but hyperpoliticization (insofar as it contains the Post-Political

imprint) could be put into context as well.

The second reason as to why Post-Politics should be defined as a condition, is due to
the fact that such a conceptualization seeks to resolve the never-ending debates about
the “end of Post-Politics”. I believe it is precisely due to the unclear separation between
the symbolic of Post-Politics and its subjective that the debates about its “demise” have
occupied the concept for so long. It was established in Chapter 1.1. that Mouffe (2017),
Dean [Jodi] (2014) and Jager (2022a), at different times, regarding different subjective
revitalizations, had argued about the “end” of the Post-Political condition”®. Tt was
explained that all those claims were made on the grounds of various subjective
(re)politicizations (Mouffe and the populist revitalization of the Left, Dean and
Occupy Wall Street, Jdger and BLM). It was argued that the precise failure of all those
conceptualizations was one pertaining to a lack of distinguishment between the
symbolic and subjective realms of politics. Mouffe, Dean and Jiger commonly spoke
of a transformation in the symbolic by observing a transformation in the subjective.
However, this was found to be a mistake, since Post-Politics as a hegemonic mode has
not been subjected to “much” transformation (the central characteristics of it are still
present), while the particular modes of subjectivities grounded in it have. Only by
distinguishing between the two, therefore, would it be possible that Post-Politics
(symbolic) be stripped of its confusing tendency of being reduced to the modes of
politicizations it overdetermines. Hence, the coincidence between the Post-Political
Zeitgeist and Vision (which is curiously not established in the literature at all) could
only be explained with such a distinction and such a relationship between the two
realms. To put it in another way, the definition of Post-Politics as a condition would
“end” the “ends of Post-Politics”, and revive the concept once more in current
conditions of depoliticization, technocratic rationality and neoliberal domination.
Without such explanation made concerning the said dimensions of politics, the concept

would induce further confusion.

78 It must be noted that Mouffe and Dean talk about the possibility of a transformation, while Jiger talks
about the actuality of it.
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Third, the formulation of Post-Politics as a condition would also resolve the confusions
pertaining to transformations in the subjective. As seen in Haider (2022) and Celikates
(2022), hyperpoliticization was acknowledged as a current phenomenon, but was
refuted on the grounds of being, actually, depoliticization”. This was found to be the
most crystal case of the problems of a lack of distinction between the symbolic and
subjective levels of politics and its results. By offering to replace the notion of
hyperpoliticization with depoliticization (pseudopoliticization in Celikates’ case,
which is due to its depoliticial aspects), both Haider and Celikates were found to be at
a fault of confusing the symbolic and subjective levels. As it was observed in the
empirical studies as well, the current storm of hyperpoliticization was one that
concerned the subjective level of politics. To state it in the crudest way possible,
current conditions reflect a paradoxical picture: Neoliberal hegemony, the foreclosure
of the political, technocratic rationality etc. (Post-Politics as a hegemonic mode of
politics) are all still very much alive; nonetheless, people are seemingly much more
political than they used to be (in a peculiar way). By reducing the latter to the former,
Haider and Celikates are not only confusing between the two dimensions of politics,

but end up “denying” this transformation about which they talk.

Fourth, the concept of condition both spatializes and temporalizes Post-Politics more
specifically as a dominant mode in the West in a specific period of time. By denoting
a political framework that is built around the economization of politics, centralization
of Consensus, and prevention of radical subjectivities through a so-called post-
ideological world of unfettered neoliberalism which marks a particular period in the
West, the Post-Political condition denotes a very specific set of conditions that would
“secure” it in the face of further confusions vis-a-vis any case of anti-politics and anti-
political repression. Positing (postmodern) foreclosure as the definitive operation of
Post-Politics, thus, would state the spatio-temporal characteristics of it once again.
Without a strict attachment of the concept to these spatial and temporal determinants,
any instance of any repression, suppression, foreclosure, avoidance, evasion of the
political could be deemed Post-Politics, and the concept would be infinitely

atemporalized.

7 As established in Chapter 1.
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Fifth, the Post-Political condition would state the concept not as a process, but as a
mode of politics. Wendy Brown (2019), for example, designates depoliticization to
characterize the symbolic dimension of politics as explained above. Even though their
account of depoliticization is quite the same with Post-Politics, I believe it comes with
a set of problems. First, depoliticization, as a process, fails to account for the definitive
quality of Post-Politics as a hegemonic mode. Since mode, in this thesis, is defined on
the grounds of both spatial and temporal determinants, depoliticization is observed to
be lacking the former. A dynamic does not constitute a mode. Therefore, although her
account could very well be considered part of the literature on Post-Politics, it is the
problem with it that depoliticization does not describe the extensivity of Post-Politics
as a mode. Second, I consider depoliticization to be an essential quality of the Post-
Political condition. Nevertheless, it does not exhaust the limits of Post-Politics, but
highlights only one of its characteristics. The reduction of Post-Politics to
depoliticization, 1 believe, would be to reduce a complex constellation into only one
of its elements. Third, as explained above but to be stated once more, depoliticization
is generally confusedly employed both to denote the symbolic level of politics and the
subjective realm of it (See Haider, 2022; Celikates, 2022). It being a source of
confusion that hinders the separation between the symbolic and subjective dimensions
leads me to consider it problematic and prefer the use of Post-Political condition

instead.

It is through these that I put forward Post-Politics as a condition, denoting a specific
spatio-temporal configuration of politics in the West, one that forecloses the political,
and constituted around Consensus, neoliberal rationality, the desire to do away with
antagonisms, and lack of radical imagination, which conditions a particular

subjectivity through its inscription into it.

2.2. Post-Politics in the East: Operationalization of the Post-Political condition in

a non-Western context

So far, it has been stressed over and over again that Post-Politics denotes a hegemonic
mode of politics in the West. An inevitable question subsequently follows: Does the
concept offer anything in the case of the East? Are Eastern uses of the concept, thus,

necessarily wrong insofar as the concept denotes a Western spatio-temporality?
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The simple answer to this question would be, yes. It would be of an utmost naiveté to
think that the concept would be readily-applicable to the East. Since the concept
denotes a strictly Western spatio-temporal matrix, its specific application to the East
would only be possible within the Eastern articulation into that very Western matrix.
In fact, Sangeeta Kamat analyzes Post-Politics within the Indian context exactly with
such a mediation. In Kamat’s account, it is the very globalization of capitalism that the

Post-Political condition be deemed relevant in an Eastern context. As she explains:

While much of the literature on post-politics relates to advanced capitalist
democracies, I argue that the imperatives of global capitalism produce similar
tendencies in the ‘Global South’. In the field of international development, the
post-political operates in multiple registers, from global policy formulation to
local community interventions, through which the established divisions
between public and private, state and market, individual and community are
dissolved to form a post-ideological global compact on growth and democracy
(Kamat, 2014, p. 69).
Therefore, it is only through certain mediations that the concept be applicable in the
case of the East. The first mediation would be upon the “entry” into a Western political
and economic framework. The Post-Political condition would require that the entity at
hand be functioning within the neoliberal global hegemony. The second mediation
would be that anti-political repression and Post-Political foreclosure be distinguished
on the grounds of neoliberal, scientific, technocratic Consensus and its desire to do
away with antagonisms in its terms. The repression of the political is not a Post-
Political, nor an exceptional attribute of politics in the East. The real exception in an
Eastern context could actually be said to be the Post-Political foreclosure of the
political. Therefore, in a tightly woven fashion to the first mediation, the foreclosure
operates not on a “violent” eradication of the political, but upon a so-called rational,
scientific, pedagogic triumph over it. The third mediation would be that the Post-
Political subjectivity (which carries the imprint) would be enmeshed with various
endemic forms of politicization and subjectivization in the East. As in the case of Civic
Atatiirkism, a hyperpoliticized subject not only comes with a simple repoliticization,
but with another set of subjective determinants that are interwoven with
hyperpoliticization. Both dynamics, in the case of the said phenomenon, are observed

to be so perfectly tangled up that the task of distinguishing between them becomes

increasingly hard. The fourth mediation, finally, is that Post-Politics as a hegemonic
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mode itself is articulated into an already-existing political framework. This could be
said to be a inversion of the first mediation, in the sense that in the peculiar Eastern
“inclusion” into global neoliberalism, Post-Politics itself is articulated into the East in
its own peculiar way, through an endemic mode of politics®®. In other words, Post-
Politics in the East must be understood as not a pure form of politics, but a combined
one, in the sense that the complex of Post-Political characteristics are introduced

through and within an already-existing political framework.

As another pitfall to be avoided, certain determinants of Post-Politics must be left out
in terms of their applicability to the East. For example, both Diken and Taskale argue
that the Post-Political condition is one in which there is a “direct militarisation [sic] of
politics” (Diken, 2014, p. 130). In fact, Tagkale suggests that “Post-politics ... is as
much about economisation as it is about the militarisation of society” (Taskale, 2016,
p. 43). Although I acknowledge the ultrapolitical character of exception in Post-
Politics, arguments about militarization does offer little in an Eastern context. An
Eastern operationalization of Post-Politics would require the inversion of Tagkale’s
suggestion®!: In the East, Post-Politics is about the economization of society, alongside

1ts militarization.

Therefore, upon such considerations, I will be operationalizing the Post-Political
foreclosure in contrast with an anti-political repression. It will be argued in this thesis
that the foreclosure of the political takes place through a (rational) Consensus around
Atatiirk that Civic Atatiirkism obtains its definitive quality against the repression of
the political in Kemalism®?. In other words, while Kemalism will be associated with

anti-politics®> (Bora, 2017, p. 175; Erdogan, 2021, p. 591; iInsel, 2021), Civic

80 The political, economic and social aspects of the Post-Political mode were introduced by an Islamist
party in Turkey, for example.

81 Almost everything requires an inversion when it moves between the East and the West, something
which Idris Kiigiikomer was quite aware of, as seen in his inversions of the Left and Right in the East
(See Kiigiikomer, 2021). More on Chapter 3.

82 It was established above that Necmi Erdogan had distinguished between Kemalist repression and
Neo-Kemalist foreclosure in 2001.

8 Tanil Bora relates the Kemalist vision of a homogenous society with anti-politics. See Bora, 2017, p.
175.

65



Atatlirkism will be associated with (hyperpoliticized) Post-Politics (imprint). As it was
established in Chapter 1, this thesis will not deal with Post-Politics itself, which is a
particular configuration of politics, but with the Post-Political imprint present within

the subject.

While hyperpoliticization will be operationalized within the subject’s outlook on
political action and collectivity®* (terms which are distinguished from activism,
discussion and voting, which will denote hyperpoliticization), the Post-Political
imprint will be sought in the subject’s understanding of Consensus, antagonism, the
relationship between rationality and politics and views on technocracy. Moreover, as
indicated by Diken, the lack of a radical imagination will be understood to be the
definitive quality of the Post-Political subject (and a hyperpoliticized one, since

hyperpoliticization is precisely not concerned with radical politics).

I will be omitting two aspects of Post-Politics established so far, since I do not consider
them to be relevant within the East. First, the militarization of politics, and second, the
moralization of politics. I believe the first one speaks for itself, as I had discussed it
above. The second one, however, requires more attention. It is due to my
understanding, first, that the ethico-political grounds and moral grounds of politics
being quite close that I avoid the operationalization of moralization. Second, a simple
moralization, one that Mouffe (2005a) and Ranciere (1999) talk about, for example,
will not be considered the case in the East as the poles of politics have been rather
contentious due to the both the ontological and ontic configurations of politics. The
separation, thus, has never been that simple of a moral difference in the East.
Moreover, with the passionate hyperpoliticization in today’s world, I am tempted to

claim that the moralization aspect is getting less and less relevant.

8 Mouffe argues that loss of collective identities and growing individualization are central
characteristics of the Post-Political Zeitgeist (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 49), as established above.
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CHAPTER 3

KEMALISM / CIVIC ATATURKISM

It is a most daunting task to attempt to define what is possibly undefinable. Kemalism,
“one of the most important and most problematic topics in Turkish political life”
(Parla, 2020, p. 11) is defined in the literature as many things, and put under many
categories. A single-party ideology (Koker, 1993; Demirel, 1996), an official ideology
(Bora, 2017; Insel, 2021; Parla, 2020; Celik, 1998), and a semi-official ideology at
certain times (Parla, 2020), a programme and guide -alongside being an ideology-
(Demirel, 1996; Koker, 1991; Ozerdim, 1996), a (hegemonic) political thought
(“Sunus”, 2021), a system of ideas (Eroglu, 1981), ideas and ideals (Genelkurmay
Bagkanligi, 1984), a worldview (Heper, 2012; Kdker, 1991; Moguko¢ & Telseren,
n.d.; Selcuk, 1993), a “state-view” (Bora & Kivang, 1996), and many other things that
concern political classifications and the level of cultural, social or political
identifications. In addition to the impossibility regarding its classification, the

ambiguity pertains to its character as well:

Political scientists and political historians, while from time to time
acknowledge that it carries not an incoherence but an immanent ambiguity,
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usually separate it under subcategories (“left-wing”, “right-wing”, “liberal”,
“authoritarian” Kemalism) or chronological groupings (“first”, “second”,
“third” or “high” Kemalism) (Clayer et al., 2019, p. 14).

Moreover, the issue at hand gets even more complicated when one endeavors to
disentwine the many modes with which Kemalism confronts us: Kemalism, single-
party era Kemalism, Kemalism after Mustafa Kemal, Atatlirkism, Neo-Atatiirkism,
Neo-Kemalism, and Civic Atatiirkism, the most recent and current mode of
Atatiirkism, which is to be analyzed in this thesis, alongside many other appearances

of Kemalisms and Atatiirkisms (which concern not modes of Kemalism but rather its
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various appearances)®. Furthermore, the issue does not only involve the “analyses”,
categorizations and classifications of Kemalism in the literature, but Kemalism itself,
in the various articulations under it as a discourse. Thus, Kemalism not only comes to
be associated with its self-proclaimed six arrows [which to some are nine arrows
(Mogulkog¢ & Telseren, n.d.) and some even twelve arrows (Aslan, 1999)], but also
“corporatism” (Parla, 2020), “solidarism” (Koker, 2021) “scientism, biological
materialism, ... social Darwinism” (Ziircher, 2021) etc., i.e. as an empty signifier that

operates at the level of other signifiers, quilting them®¢.

To this must be added Kemalism’s own articulations into various other things, i.e. as
a floating signifier that operates at the level of other discourses. Zizek defines floating

signifiers as those signifiers

whose very identity is ‘open’, overdetermined by their articulation in a chain
with other elements - that is, their ‘literal’ signification depends on their
metaphorical surplus-signification. Ecologism, for example: its connection
with other ideological elements is not detetmined in advance; one can be a
state-orientated ecologist (if one believes that only the intervention of a strong
state can save us from catastrophe), a socialist ecologist (if one locates the
source of merciless exploitation of nature in the capitalist system), a
conservative ecologist (if one preaches that man must again become deeply
rooted in his native soil), and so on ... The ‘quilting’ performs the totalization
by means of which this free floating of ideological elements is halted, fixed -
that is to say, by means of which they become parts of the structured network
of meaning (ZiZzek, 2008, pp. 95-96).

85 Modes and apperances are distinguished between on the grounds that the mode pertains to a spatial-
temporal fixing of Kemalism/Atatiirkism, i.e. its wider and more general picture in a specific period and
set of conditions. Appearance, on the other hand, is put forward to denote a spatial but non-temporal
variation of Kemalism. While Neo-Kemalism is a mode of Kemalism (since it denotes both a temporal
and spatial configuration of Kemalism), for example, “Wardrobe Atatiirkism” (Gardrop Atatiirk¢iiliigii)
is not a mode but rather an appearance (for it is not bound by a temporality, bound only by a spatiality).
It will be shown in Chapter 4 that Asim Aslan (1999) names 17 different variations (appearances) of
(fake) Kemalism, like “Parrot Atatiirkism”, “Spirit Atatiirkism” etc. These are not taken to be modes of
Kemalism such as Neo-Kemalism, Neo-Atatiirkism, Civic Atatiirkism etc., in that the modes are more
general and periodic versions of Kemalism/Atatiirkism that cover a span of time as being the present of
Kemalism, or what Kemalism is understood to be in a specific temporality and a specific spatiality. In
other words, a mode could be said to be that which represents a particular Kemalism as the universal
in a specific period of time (through temporalization and spatialization), i.e. a sutured Kemalism, rather
than its non-temporal and non-spatial variations which are not sutured in terms of the current of
Kemalism, but only perform simple variations on it (like “Wardrobe”, “Parrot” and “Spirit”). See
Chapter 2 for a similar distinguishment between modes of politics and processes.

8 The point about the empty signifier will be developed further below.
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When an inspection be made unto Kemalism, it is observed that it functions precisely
in such a way. In the first place it quilts certain signifiers, like the six arrows in its
function as a discourse. Secularism, for example, is never secularism without a quilting
operation, it is only when it is quilted by Kemalism that it obtains its meaning. In other
words, it is always a Kemalist secularism, and “gains” its meaning only through such
quilting. With the articulation of various “tenets”, ideas, practices etc., the (already
empty) signifier of Kemalism (as a discourse) gets more and more emptier. As Laclau
suggests, “the more extended the equivalential tie is, the emptier the signifier unifying
that chain will be” (Laclau, 2005, p. 99). This emptying, thus, takes place through the
articulations of signifiers into Kemalism. However, Laclau warns us that the space of
the political, the frontiers that divide it, are never stable. Thus, the “meaning” of the
empty signifier becomes “indeterminate between alternative equivalential frontiers”
(Laclau, 2005, p. 131), and the signifier floats, it itself becomes able to be articulable
into other signifiers or discourses. In other words, the empty signifier not only denotes
an “emptiness” regarding its content/elements (A “Leftist Kemalism”, for example),
but also an “emptiness” regarding its identity?’, with its floats to other frontiers (“Left-
Kemalism”, for example). Thus, both emptiness and floating are two interconnected
characteristics of an empty/floating signifier. Laclau argues the empty and floating
signifiers are “structurally different” (p. 133), in that the former concerns the chain of
signification of the signifier itself, while the latter concerns its own articulation into
other antagonistic frontiers; nonetheless, they both are characteristics of the signifier.
They are like the sides to the same coin, one without the other is unimaginable. A

distinguishment between them, says Laclau, is only “analytically possible” (p. 133).

Both are hegemonic operations and, most importantly, the referents largely
overlap. A situation where only the category of empty signifier was relevant,
with total exclusion of the floating moment, would be one in which we would
have an entirely immobile frontier - something that is hardly imaginable.
Conversely, a purely psychotic universe, where we would have a pure floating
without any partial fixation, is not thinkable either. So floating and empty
signifiers should be conceived as partial dimensions (Laclau, 2005, p. 133).

87 The distinguishment between the “content” and the “identity” is only made for an attempt to clarify
the explanation. It must be stated that what is denoted as the “content” is already an identity, in the sense
that the equivalential chain (of the elements of a totality) does already indicate its identity, before its
floating to another frontier. The distinguishment is made because the float precisely operates on the
identity of the totality, rather than operating on the equivalential chain of the elements necessarily.
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Thus, emptying, argues Laclau, relies on a logic of homogenization while floating
relies on a logic of heterogenization (2005, p. 153), which are closely related with
logics of equivalence and difference, the perfect concentration of one of which is
impossible to be achieved. Therefore, Kemalism not only functions as an empty
signifier, as a nodal point that enables the articulations of other signifiers, but also as

a floating signifier, which itself is articulated into other discourses:

Kemalism, like many currents of political thought, cannot be reduced into one
singular understanding. Therefore, it is better to talk about Kemalisms. These
are articulated into other currents of political thought as right or left Kemalism,
statist or liberal Kemalism, conservative, culturalist or reformist Kemalism.
These Kemalisms do not constitute a unique and powerful source of inspiration
to the currents of thought they are articulated into, but rather provide them a
source of legitimacy (“Sunus”, 2021, p. 14).

Thus, Kemalism, when it is to be treated, never appears in one, single, crystallized
form; it rather appears, all the time, in a multiplicity of articulations. Nur Betiil Celik
puts forward that what “renders impossible the search for an origin of Kemalism is the
process of articulations” (Celik, 1998). What enables this heap of flexible articulations,
then, or why it’s so easy for other signifiers and discourses to be articulated into
Kemalism, and vice versa, is due to the fact that “Kemalism does not contain an
epistemology, a method, and also [due to] its pragmatic hegemonicist content”
(“Sunus”, 2021), or in other words, its empty and floating character. Thus, it is
impossible to speak of one, universal, true Kemalism. Whenever it is spoken upon, it
is always one particular Kemalism, with a specific set of articulations, which excludes
other Kemalisms. Asim Aslan, for example, a self-proclaimed Atatiirkist, is concerned
about this multiplicity of articulations and particular Kemalisms, in his book
Somiiriilen Atatiirk ve Atatiirk¢iiliik [Exploited Atatiirk and Atatiirkism] (1999) about
the “exploitations of Atatiirk™: “Anyone who reads Atatiirk’s ideas, speeches and talks
can find some phrases that fit their own views and make Atatiirk seem like he agrees
with them” (Aslan, 1999, p. 7), and ironically goes on to design 14 different variations
of (fake) Atatiirk, and 17 different versions of (fake) Atatiirkism (not modes, but
appearances) by using only his speeches in order to prove that any kind of portrait
about him can be drawn. He proves, once again ironically, that he can designate a

“capitalist Atatiirk”, by referring to his speeches on economy and tradesmen, a

70



“communist Atatiirk”, a “fascist Atatiirk”, a “racist” one, an “anti-racist” one and so
on (1999, pp. 7-30), and a “Parrot Atatiirkism”, a “Fashion Atatiirkism”, a “Spirit
Atatiirkism” and so on (1999, pp. 157-162). He holds responsible the “pragmatic”
character of Mustafa Kemal in allowing the possibility of this heap of endless
articulations (p. 46), and suggests that “Atatiirkism, today, has become a banana®® that
changes its taste according to the intentions of the eater” (p. 149). Aslan’s “solution”
to this banana-problem is creating a “realist, scientific and objective” interpretation of
Atatiirkism (p. 152), one that cancels out all “ideological” interpretations. Nonetheless,
Aslan’s so-called scientific, extra-ideological attempt must be put forward as the

ideological operation par excellence.

This problematic leads Aslan, and many others, to try to draw up a so-called extra-
ideological definition of Atatiirkism. As a contrary attempt, it might lead one to the
conclusion that it must, at all times, be spoken of Kemalisms, in their hyper-
relativization to one another. Obviously, this perfect logic of difference, which
externalizes all moments as scattered elements without a point of reference, would
render the discussion of Kemalism impossible. A third option here, I argue, would be
the following of the Laclauian conceptions of empty signifier (and floating signifier,
for the two are never separable) and hegemony, which will allow the singularization
(singularized through the acknowledgement of the multiplicity of articulations, only
analytically singularized in that sense) of Kemalism (while nonetheless preserving its

articulatory character) in its discussion.
3.1. The empty signifier and the banana-problem

The possibility of (a singular) Kemalism could only be realized, as argued, through the
acknowledgement of it as an articulatory practice’®. 1t must be stated that the
multiplicity of articulations is acknowledged by some; however, this very fact of
articulation is what creates the problem for them, due to their designation of the

possibility of an unsullied Kemalism exempt from articulations. For example, although

88 The italicization belongs to me.

8 Nur Betiil Celik does, as well, employ a Laclauian methodology and treats Kemalism as an
articulatory practice. See Celik, 1998; Celik, 2000; Celik, 2009, Celik, 2021.
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Ahmet Insel argues that the pragmatic character of Kemalism does allow a multiplicity
of articulations, he asserts that this multiplicity (in its interpretations, which are
nothing but articulations, or the “floats” of the discourse) “makes the dimension of
political thought of Atatiirkism shallow” (Insel, 2021, p. 27). Ahmet Demirel, as well,
suggests that “Kemalism began to be interpreted in other ways after the transition to
the multi-party system” (Demirel, 1996, p. 770), which implies an imagination of
Kemalism as an ideology strictly defined vis-a-vis the single-party era, with a
distortion on its part in the following years. Nonetheless, it will be argued here that
there was never such a “coherent”, “fixed”, “original” Kemalism to begin with. For
example, Ahmet Yildiz, in his work on the constitution of the Turkish national identity
between 1919 and 1938, shows how there were different, “conflictual” elements and
articulations (of other discourses) in the Kemalist narrative of national identity during
different periods, at the time of Mustafa Kemal’s lifetime (Yildiz, 2019). Asim Aslan,
as we had seen, complains of the different tastes of the banana, in the sense that
Atatiirkism is interpreted in so many ways that there is a universe of differential
Atatiirkisms that function “as one wishes”. Thus, the articulatory character of
Kemalism/Atatiirkism becomes an issue of complaint for many in the literature. The
complaint, arising from the “floating” of Kemalism towards other political frontiers,
is so strong that it led the likes of Nadir Nadi to “quit” Atatiirkism, ironically, with his
infamous declaration, “I am not an Atatiirkist” (Nadi, 1993), and those like Siileyman
Ekim to assert in a more ironic, even more cynical way, “I am getting divorced from
Atatiirkism” (Ekim, 1999, p. 53). Nonetheless, it will be argued here that the
multiplicity of articulations and different interpretations are not “shallowing”,
“muddying the waters” or “deviating from the original understanding of Kemalism”.
On the contrary, it will be argued that this multiplicity of articulations is what precisely
defines Kemalism in the first place. Without the acknowledgement of such quality,
one necessarily falls into the trap of privileging one Kemalism over the other, which
indubitably involves the crossing of ideological, ethical and political axes®°, and fails

to observe the empty (and floating) character that defines Kemalism. In other words,

%0 This is not to imply that there can be a non-ideological approach. On the very contrary, by such
“crossing” I am indicating that the preference of one Kemalism over another involves more than a
simple choice to be made on purely “scientific”, “academic” grounds. /¢ is ideological, is what I am
trying to emphasize. Therefore, the axes in question are not those of preference, but rather of necessity

here.
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emptiness will not be treated as a deviation from one, “higher” Kemalism, but will be
treated as the constitutive quality of Kemalism par excellence. Nur Betiil Celik, in that
strain, suggests that “it is necessary to conceive Kemalism not as a particular and
original ideology or a project defined with a fixed content, but rather as a plurality of

meanings which always calls in its diverse interpretations” (Celik, 2009, p. 228).

Ernesto Laclau develops his account of the empty signifier on the grounds and basic
premises of Saussurean linguistics. Holding fast to Saussurean tenets that language is
a system made up of arbitrarily differential signs (with the relationship between the
signifier and the signified being a purely arbitrary one), Laclau suggests that for
signification to be possible there must be an end to that totality, a limit, which must
necessarily be outside signification, outside the system of differences, in order for it to
condition the existence of the totality. This argument lies on the assumption, in other
words, that a totality must somehow “be closeable”, in order for it to be able to function
in the first place. The differentiality (the arbitrary linking of a signifier and a signified)
would not be possible without the “knowledge” of each difference, of all others. In
other words, since each sign is posited in terms of a difference with all others in
Saussurean linguistics, a sign must be able to “know” all other signs in order to
differentiate itself from each and all of them, hence the limits of the totality must be
“known™!. This outside must be posited in terms of a radical exclusion, therefore, for
any possibility of its inclusion within the system would render its occupiance of the
outside meaningless, and internalize it. This negative outside, the exclusion, by its
counter-positioning (rather negationing), cancels out the logic of difference with
which the system functions, and equates all its elements around the principle of
equivalence. From the point of view of this antagonistic positioning (or negationing),
the difference between the elements are destroyed, and the excluding systems (the
system and its outside, which may itself be another system) are “singularized”, we may
say, on the grounds that they oppose each other as a whole. Thus, a chain of
equivalence is established between the elements of the system, rather than difference.
This exclusion is what renders the system possible, Laclau claims, since the /imits of

the totality are required in order for it to “close” as a totality. However, in this very

°! The over-emphasis on “knowing” is just for explanatory matters, must not be understood in terms of
a “literal” knowing.
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limiting, the differences are rendered equivalent, in the sense that there is, virtually,
no difference at all in the system anymore. This could be likened to a wall painted with
hundreds of different colors. Although each part of the wall (signifier) differs from the
other in terms its color (signified), when the wall is compared to an “unpainted” wall
next to it (excluding outside), the colors are rendered meaningless (equivalence instead

of difference) and the opposition is reduced to “being painted” and “being unpainted”.

Laclau suggests that this limitation of the totality cannot be made on the grounds of a
“surplus” of the already-existing differences (with a new color, for example), since
that would internalize the difference as a moment of the totality, and would not provide
an excluding limit, but at most provide a dividing line between certain signifiers within
the totality. The logic of equivalence between the elements of the system that is
constituted with the negative, excluding boundary, thus renders possible the empty
signifier. Since the differences between the system are cancelled out, the system
resembles a whole functioning through the equivalence between its elements. Thus, it
could represent its impossible image (it is impossible because the totality is never
perfectly closeable, and both the inside and outside are never stable) only through an
emptiness. Although a perfect representation is impossible, since the image is that of
an absent fullness, this emptying out is found to be a necessity for Laclau, for the
system must be “closeable” in order to function. Therefore, he calls this impossible but

necessary situation a “positive impossibility” (Laclau, 1996, pp. 36-40).

It must be noted here that Laclau does not designate this emptying out in a linear
fashion, suggesting a mere transition from difference to equivalence as a teleological
point. Rather, he suggests that “all identity is constructed within this tension®’ between
the differential and equivalential logics” (Laclau, 2005, p. 70). Thus, the “closure” of
the totality is always precarious. It is necessary for signification (equivalence), but at
the same time renders signification meaningless (emptying out). “The totality is an
object which is both impossible and necessary”, argues Laclau (2005, p. 70).
Therefore, it is always a “failure”, in a sense. The empty signifier is that which “give[s]

the successive concrete contents a sense of temporal continuity” (p. 76). In other

92 The italicization belongs to me.
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words, empty signifier is that which enables the articulation of arbitrarily different

things, through its cancellation of difference.

It is the empty character of the signifier of Kemalism, thus, that enables the
equivalential articulation of the six arrows. There is no “inherent” relationship
between those arrows, prior to their articulation into Kemalism. Levent Koker, for
example, explains this articulation with regards to the “content” of the arrows: “In
terms of their definitions provided here, these six principles could be articulated to
each other consistently” (Koker, 1991, p. 28). This explanation is rejected here on the
grounds that it affords a “pre-discursive” meaning to the content of the “definitions”.
The articulation, thus, is rendered possible on the grounds of this pre-discursive nature.
In other words, in Kdker’s explanation, articulation is no longer articulation, but is
reduced to a conceptual linkage between the already-related arrows. On the contrary,
this, I argue, is not the case. Not only are there differences in the content and modes
of articulations of the arrows in the 1931 and 1935 programmes of CHF/CHP (which
Koker talks about), where they were first uttered together as six®?, there were also
differences in how they were interpreted, understood, taken etc.”* The signifier of
populism (halk¢ilik), for example, appears in a shorter, more ambiguous fashion in the
1931 programme of CHF, where people (and the populist) is defined as all “individuals
that accept equality before law and who do not privilege any individual, any family,

any class and any community”®® (CHF, 1931a, p. 31).

When we come to 1935, however, we see that while the same article is preserved, to
populism new articulations have been made [In the 1931 programme, the following
statements were made as a separate feature of CHF, not related to populism (See CHF,
1931, p. 32)]: “It is among our main principles that we do not conceive of the Turkish

republic as comprised of separate classes, but as divided in terms of labor and areas of

3 ‘Which used to be ambiguously four in the 1927 programme of CHF. See CHF, 1927. It was first
formulated as six in the 1931 party programme of CHF. See CHF, 1931. See also Tuncay, 1981, p. 312
for a discussion on the “two new articles” (etatism and reformism) on the CHF party programme.

%4 See Aykut, 1936.

95 “Kanunlar déniinde mutlak bir miisavat kabul eden ve hig bir ferde, hig bir aileye, hig bir sinifa, hig bir
cemaate imtiyaz tanimiyan fertleri halktan ve halkg¢1 olarak kabul ederiz”

75



service for individual and social life”® (CHP, 1935, p. 8). The programme goes on to
detect that the Turkish society is made up of those elements like farmers, small
business-owners, industrialists, tradesmen and so on, with the “aim” of the party
defined as creating a harmony between these functional categories, instead of class
conflict, under the principle of populism (CHP, 1935, pp. 8-9)°”. Thus, there does not
seem to be a conceptual consistency of the arrows, as claimed by Koker, but an
articulatory consistency, where the very practice of articulation enables its own

conditions of possibility.

Akgoraoglu Yusuf Bey (Yusuf Akgura), had acknowledged that this articulation was
not a conceptual one (“a priori”, in his terms), way back in the Third Grand Congress
of CHF, in 1931. During his speech in the congress, he lauds the programmatization
of Kemalist tenets, which were mostly scattered in the past, and suggests that “the
general picture of the programme being a product life itself, as opposed to a theoretical
organization that is built in a biased (=a priori) fashion, is incredibly valuable in my

opinion” (CHF, 1931b, p. 25)%.

Furthermore, and an even more fundamental point, there could be no fixed attachment
between a signifier and a signified in the first place. The signifier of nationalism in
Kemalist discourse, for example, claims Yildiz (2019, pp. 16-17), carries a stong
undertone of “religion” between 1919 and 1923, a “secular-republican” characteristic
between 1923 and 1929, and an “ethnic-racial” character between 1929 and 1938. The
same signifier of nationalism, furthermore, obtains a different set of “signifieds” in the
discourse of the Yon movement, which enables the articulation of socialism alongside
it (See Atilgan, 2008), and another set of “signifieds” in the discourse of the military
elite of the 1980 coup, which enables the articulation of militarism (See Genelkurmay

Bagkanligi, 1984)%°. Thus, what enables their articulation is not a pre-discursive,

% “Tiirkiye Cumuriyeti [sic] halkini ayr1 ayr1 klaslardan karisit degil, fakat, ferdig ve sosyal hayat igin,
igboliimii bakimindan, tiirlii hizmetlere ayrilmis bir sosyete saymak esas prensiplerimizdendir”

97 A similar case is observed regarding the economic principles quilted by etatism. The chapters on
economy in both programmes differ strikingly.

98 “Programin heyeti umumiyesi, bilhassa hayattan ¢ikmis olmast itibarile, yani kibeli (=apriyori) olarak
tanzim edilmis nazari bir sey olmamak itibarile, kanaatimce fevkalade kiymettardir”

% The examples will be handled in detail below.
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conceptual similarity, as Koker claims, but the equivalential, and even the

homogenizing logic of the empty signifier of Kemalism.

What Asim Aslan proposes as the banana-problem, i.e. that Atatiirkism “has become”
a banana that tastes different according to the intentions of the eater (1999, p. 149), is
actually, I argue, the constitutive principle with which Kemalism functions, as an
empty and floating signifier. In accordance with the Lacanian maxim that “there is no
sexual relation” (Lacan, 1991, p. 116), in the sense that there is no pure, unmediated
sexual relation, escaping fantasy, and the gaze of the Other, and in the sense that there
is no a priori sex that is not subjected to sexuation, Aslan’s problematic must be solved
in purely Lacanian terms: There is no banana. In order to be clear, the denial of the
banana does not state that the banana-problem does not exist, but rather states that
banana-as-banana, or in Aslan’s terms, a “banana that tastes like banana” (a
conceptual fixation between the signifier and the signified) does not exist. The banana
is always eaten through a set of certain articulations, and a non-articulated, purely
conceptual banana, a banana of jouissance does not exist. Laclau suggests that “the
very notion of an extra-discursive viewpoint is the ideological illusion par excellence”
(Laclau, 2014, p. 13). Thus, he inverts the Marxist critique of ideology, which argues
that the distortion occurs at the point of overturning of “reality” into “falsity”, towards
an opposite understanding. He argues that the distortion exists in the very imagination
of a reality which escapes any possibility of a falsity, i.e. the imagination that there is
a banana that tastes like a banana, rather than “the banana not tasting like a banana
anymore”. Thus, Aslan’s banana of jouissance exempt from ideology, developed

through a so-called “scientific approach”, is what is ideological.

It is precisely the founding character of Kemalism that it has the ability to create an
equivalence between its elements, whatever the elements may be, and float into
anywhere. Therefore, Kemalism could be said to be the empty and floating signifier
par excellence, in the sense that it functions as the signifier which constitutes the
conditions of possibility of politics through its equivalentializing of the political. Asim
Aslan’s ironic variations on Kemalism, thus, display a very “real” character of
Kemalism that the articulation of any element within its frontiers is possible. When

one considers it, how ironic is Aslan’s proclamation really? Zizek suggests that the
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“cynical reason is no longer naive, but is a paradox of an enlightened false
consciousness: one knows the falsehood very well ... but still one does not renounce
it” (Zizek, 2008, pp. 25-26). Or in other words, “the cynical subject is quite aware of
the distance between the ideological mask and social reality, but he none the less still
insists upon the mask” (Zizek, 2008, p. 25). Was it not the actualization of what was
thought to be the “most impossible of articulations” that made Nadir Nadi “quit”
Atatiirkism in the first place? Or, was it not the very nature of Kemalism, as a purely
empty signifier that allows any articulation within it (and a purely floating signifier
that allows any articulation to/of other signifiers/discourses), that led Siileyman Ekim
to “divorce from Atatiirkism”? What enables the Yon movement’s “new Atatiirkist
programme” with its articulation of the signifier of “socialism” among the tenets of
Kemalism, “as a natural result of the tenets of etatism, nationalism, populism and
reformism” (Atilgan, 2008, p. 52), is the same dynamic with what enables
Genelkurmay Baskanlig: [Presidency of General Staff] to quilt Atatlirkism with the
signifiers of “strong state” (Genelkurmay Baskanligi, 1984, p. 1) and “market” (1984,
p. 219), where the foundational elements are argued to be “full independence and
national sovereignty” (p. 7). It is the equivalential logic and empty character with
which Kemalism functions that enables the easy articulation of such “contradictory”!%
signifiers. The Kemalist equivalence is, moreover, so powerful that even its elements,
like nationalism, achieve a high degree of emptiness, as shown in the example of it
functioning both in a socialist and a conservative-militarist discourse. Both Celik
(2021) and Yildiz (2019) suggest that the Kemalist tenet of nationalism show
“contradictory” characteristics over the years. The emptiness pertaining to it, I argue,
is what enables the quilting of different “meanings” of nationalism both between 1919
and 1938, and between the Y6n movement and the military elite of the 1980 coup. Just
like the articulation of the signifier of “democracy” in 1960 (Celik, 2021, p. 89; Celik,
2000, p. 197), which had nowhere appeared in the chain before, the empty character of
Kemalism and its floats allow all sorts of articulations. In conclusion, therefore,
Kemalism is found to be a purely empty signifier, under which any signifier can be

SN 1Y

articulated, like “nationalism”, “democracy”, “strong state” etc., and a purely floating

100 T am using quotation marks precisely to emphasize that there is no contradictory or conflictual
signifiers for an empty signifier like Kemalism. All signifiers are equivalently articulable. Their
articulation depends on nothing other than the practice of articulation itself.
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signifier, which allows Kemalism to articulate into other signifiers/discourses, i.e.
appear in forms of “Left-Kemalism”, “Right-Kemalism” or “civilian Kemalism”. This
leads us to the conclusion that what enables the articulation of Atatiirkism as “Civic”,
or in other words, what creates the conditions of possibility of Civic Atatiirkism, is

precisely the empty and floating characteristics of Kemalism/Atatiirkism.

How, then, does Kemalism “‘survive”, in a sense, all of its articulations and floats, is
found in the concept of hegemony. Since the empty signifier must represent an absent
fullness (an impossible but necesarily “closed” totality with equivalence among its
elements, an impossible perfect homogenization of the system, absent in the sense of
its impossibility, and full in the sense of its necessary “closure”) (Laclau, 1996, p. 42),
the “overtaking” of one signifier in this representation is a hegemonic process, i.e. a
process whereby one signifier hegemonizes all others into representation of the whole
within its own particular body (1996, p. 43). Thus, the empty signifier is possible only
through a hegemonic relationship. It is a particularity coming to stand in representation
for the whole signifying chain (Laclau, 2005, p. 131). It both “constitutes the chain,
and at the same time represents it” (2005, pp. 162-163). Thus, the equation of
Kemalism with the state and the nation in the single-party era, and the Kemalist
structuration of the political, as the constitutive ground of politics, in the years that
followed, point to the hegemonic character of the empty signifier of Kemalism. Thus,
its survival is due to its hegemonic character. Even at times of crisis, which is to be
discussed below, Kemalism articulates itself out of itself (as in the case of Nadir Nadi
and Siileyman Ekim), and still survives the operation. Kemalism has, thus, such a
powerful hegemony, and it portrays such a powerful emptiness that even the
denouncing of Kemalism (in other words, its floating into its perfectly antagonistic
frontier) still ends up in favor of the Kemalist hegemony, in that an even anti-Kemalism

becomes articulable into Kemalism.

3.2. Crisis and civilianization attempts in Kemalism: Neo-Kemalism

Nadi and Ekim’s articulation of Kemalism out of itself was not the product of a
neutrally infinite variation on Kemalism, but rather the result of a crisis Kemalist

hegemony faced in the and 1980s and 1990s.
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The coup of September 12 opened a new era for Atatiirkism where its political
and ideological appearances took on interesting variations. In this era, while
Atatiirkism did continue its role as the main arsenal of official ideology, a new
Atatiirkism that claimed to be a civil and adversarial political current emerged
(Bora & Kivang, 1996, p. 777).
Necmi Erdogan argues that the Turkish social formation faced, in line with a
Gramscian conceptualization, an “organic crisis” in the 1990s, due to mainly two
factors, the “Kurdish problem” and the rise of the Islamic movement (Erdogan, 2001,
p. 235). Celik asserts that what was encountered in this historical process was “a kind
of ‘return of repressed’ that surfaced through ‘unusual’ forms of representation”
(Celik, 2000, p. 200). She adds to Erdogan’s reasons for the crisis the role of
globalization, the rise of anti-statism, the women’s rights movement and the Green
movement (2000, p. 200); and Borovali1 & Boyraz add to these the new understandings
of modernity that came to the fore after the end of the Cold War (Borovali & Boyraz,
2015, p. 437). In this conjuncture, the Kemalist response to the organic crisis, where
it could not perpetuate its authoritarian means only through the mechanisms of the
state, (in addition to the cynical de-articulations of Kemalism as seen above)!®! took
the form of “the establishment, dissemination and development of many Kemalist civil
society organizations (NGOs)” (Erdogan, 2001, p. 235). Although there are much
more than what could be named here, the most important of those NGOs could be said
to be Atatiirk¢ii Diistince Dernegi [ADD-Atatiirkist Thought Association], Cagdasg
Yasami Destekleme Dernegi [CYDD-Association for the Support of Contemporary
Life] and Atatiirkist Thought Society(s) [ADT-Atatiirk¢ii Diisiince Topluluk(lari)]!?.

Upon facing the challenge of the Kurdish and the Islamist movements, Erdogan
suggests that Kemalism lost its hegemony as an articulatory practice of the state, and

could not provide an alternative political project to re-hegemonize itself. It was, thus,

101 To those we must add the attempts of various intellectuals to “civilianize” Kemalism, which could
not be discussed in detail here. See Turan, 2021 for the explanations of the initiatives of Ergun Ozbudun,
Biilent Tanor and Sami Selguk. See also Ozbudun, 1989 and Selguk, 1993.

102 The Atatiirkist Thought Societies are university-based, relatively autonomous Kemalist non-
governmental organizations. They do not display a coherent character, but differ in political and
ideological grounds from each other based on universities, hence the need for pluralizing their name.
As an anecdote, during my field study where I interviewed various ADT members, they were quite avid
to clarify their autonomy (both from ADD and from other ADTs), even to the point of recounting stories
of their fights with the ADTs of other universities, at points blaming them for being pseudo-Atatiirkists
(Peringekgi).
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a novel development in the history of Kemalism that a new, “civilian” initiative was
put forward as an alternative to that of the state (Erdogan, 2001, pp. 235-236). What
he deems “Neo-Kemalism”, “sought to hegemonize Kemalism once again by re-
articulating it with a new emphasis and in a new context” (Erdogan, 2021, p. 589).
Although they were understood to be quite close to Halkevieri [People’s Houses] with
regards to their function, their peculiear mode of articulation differed from it with
regards to its position vis-a-vis the state, in that it was the first time that “Kemalist
pedagogy of enlightenment and modernization relied not on the state but on civilian
initiatives” (Erdogan, 2001, p. 240). This specific civilian pedagogy, argues Erdogan,
was built upon the development of a “technology of self”, with its emphases on the
importance of contemporaneity, rationality, health etc. in the everyday lives of
individuals (2001, p. 242). The most important facet of this “civilian” Neo-Kemalism
was, according the Erdogan, its defensive-reactionary attitude. Its imagination of its
conditions as one of victimhood (pp. 244-249), and its separation of the political space
into two, between those who are Atatiirkists and those who are not (p. 243) (in
variations of Atatiirkists versus 2. Republicans, nationalists and separationists etc.)
reveals its defensive-reactionary attitude in the sense of “resisting counter-

»103 and “stopping regression”. “The founding of non-governmental

revolution
organizations (NGOs) in the 1990s to build a ‘civil Kemalism’ can therefore be seen
as the response from one section of the society to counter the ‘threats’ to national unity,
secularism and economic independence” (Borovali & Boyraz, 2015, 437). In addition
to all of these explanations about the re-hegemonization attempt through the
instrumentalization of NGOs, Keyman & I¢duygu reflect upon an important
dimension concerning the rapid rise of NGOs, not only Kemalist, but also Islamist etc.

as well, that they were “a ‘necessary factor’ in creating stability in the relations

between Turkey and the European Union” (Keyman & I¢duygu, 2003, p. 226).

Nonetheless, the question of the “civility” of Neo-Kemalist NGOs could be a matter
of discussion. Erdogan suggests that the discourse of Neo-Kemalism is built upon an

ambiguity regarding the state, where it “swings between officiality and civility”

103 Sina Aksin, an ex-vice chairman of ADD, for example, contends that Turkey has been in an
uninterrupted process of counter-revolution since 1950 (Aksin, 2017). It is one of the most prominent
qualities of Neo-Kemalism that it understands Turkish politics and the history of Turkey as a ground of
conflict between revolutionary and counter-revolutionary forces.
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(Erdogan, 2001, p. 251). Thus, he suggests that its emphasis on civility is ambiguous
as well, for “its emphasis on civil society and citizenship is intertwined with
statolatry” (Erdogan, 2021, p. 588). Cevik & Tas (2013, p. 138), as well, question to
civility of these NGOs, stating that they were being heavily funded by the state, and
that ADD was administered, right when ADD was organizing the Republican Rallies

(Cumhuriyet Mitingleri), by Sener Eruygur, who was an ex-General.

Althought it is a general claim of Neo-Kemalism to be active in civil society
organizations, civil society, as a concept, is a quite controversial one in non-Western
societies. Idris Kiigiikomer suggests that there is no such civil society in Eastern
societies as in the West (Kiiciikomer, 2021; Kii¢iikomer, 2013; Kiicikomer, 1994).
His main theses lie on a historical analysis and premise: In the West, argues
Kii¢iikomer, the “productive forces”, i.e. the Left!%, had been the powering subjects
of modernization. In the East, however, the modernization/Westernization project was
undertaken by the “Western-laicist” bureaucratic elite, in spite of and in contradiction
with the productive forces. His deconstruction, thus, of the so-called necessary
relationship between the subjects of modernization and and the “objective” process of
modernization concludes that the bureaucratic-interventionist character in the East
resulted in the failure of the establishment of civil society (Kii¢iikdmer, 2021). In his
later work, Kiiglikomer makes a distinguishment between two kinds of societies, civil
society and political society, the former being the social aspect of life that is grounded
in production, distribution and exchange, while the latter denoting an elite who make
decisions in the name of society on internal and external affairs that concern the
welfare of the society, i.e. the state (Kiigiikomer, 2013, p 173). Kiiclikomer argues that

Western history saw the separation between civil society (which denotes market

104 Kiigiikomer’s conceptualization of Left and Right are not built upon an ethico-political framework,
but are understood as “objective/historical” positions. It is through this conceptualization that he was
able to invert the historical scheme of Turkish politics, with the modernizing elite being assigned to the
position of the Right (which has historically been considered Left), and the “Islamic frontier” being
assigned to the position of the Left (in spite of its right-wing ethico-political framework) (Kiigiikdmer,
2021). His reversal could be thought of in terms of an ontic-ontological separation as well. With his
“objective historical analysis™ (of the ontological), Kii¢ciikdmer, regardless of the ontic content of the
positions (ontic left and ontic right, CHP and DP, for example), re-aligns the ontic in accordance with
the ontological (CHP as the Right and DP as the Left). He, in other words, re-configures the ontic in
line with the objective historical trajectory of the ontological antagonism, regardless of the ontic left’s
“ontic attachment to a left-wing discourse” (Laclau, 2005, p. 88), but with its ontological position on
the Right.
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relations) and political society (the order of the state), with the autonomization of the
former from the latter (Kii¢iikomer, 2013, p. 186). Such separation, in his terms, did
not occur in the East. Therefore, what seems to be “civilization/civilianization” to
some, is explained in his work with the concept of the politicization (extending the
political society over sub-society)'® of sub-society (the non-political society that

exists instead of civil society):

The most important contradiction of such a transformation is between the
political society, which does not have a civil society, and sub-society ... The
central bureaucratic state makes the sub-society its apparatus through its
ideological unity (Kiigiikomer, 2013, p. 61).
Similar conceptualizations of “extension” of the state over what is called “civil
society” in Western terms have been developed by others as well. Chatterjee, for
example, argues that civil society in non-Western countries does not lie in an
opposition to the state, but almost functions like an extension of the state, where the
endless “modernization” process is endeavored to function through pedagogy, not free
associations opposite the state as in the West, undertaken by a “modernizing elite”
(Chatterjee, 1998, pp. 61-62). In fact, after the 1980s, with the disintegration of the
Soviet Union and the “modern transformation” of Eastern European countries,
“establishing or strengthening civil society via the financing of nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) became a quick fix for policy makers and international donors
to achieve consolidation of democracy” (Cevik & Tas, 2013, p. 131). Nevertheless,
such “quick fix” began to be questioned in the following years. Navaro-Yashin, in her
analysis of the Islamist and secularist discourses in Turkey in the 1980s and 1990s,
similarly argues that there was no spatially differential civil society in both discourses
as such, but that civil society resembled “a symbolic ground on which legitimate state
power was going to be based” (Navaro-Yashin, 1998, p. 21). Rather than state and
society functioning as two separate entities, they were “enmeshed, intermerged,
rendered inherent to one another to the point where it was not ethnographically
possible, in most instances, to distinguish spontaneous expressions of civil society

from discourses for state power, and vice versa” (1998, p. 21). She suggests that “the

105 This is not a politicization which is referred to be occuring in the subjective dimension, as developed
in this thesis. Politicization in Kiigiikomer’s terms denotes the extending of political society over or
towards sub-society (not to be confused with civil society).
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realm of what some have called ‘civil society’ in contemporary Turkey is marked by
many scenes, more statist than the state” (Navaro-Yashin, 2002, p. 119). In conclusion,
although Neo-Kemalist discourse is understood to be presenting a different
articulation regarding Kemalism, as established in the literature above, the limits of
that difference is questionable, regarding its civility. With the civil society functioning
as an extension of the state in the East, the “civilian” Neo-Kemalist NGOs’ claim to
civility lose its lose its place to a discussion of (self-acknowledged) convergence with

the state, rather than divergence.
3.3. Discussing Civic Atatiirkism and the problematics of “literature-ization”

I propose to conceive of Civic Atatiirkism both as the performance of a subjective
mode of politicization, i.e. the phenomenon itself, and as the political/academic
discourse that accompanies the said mode, i.e. the literature. While there are not many
“academic” works on it as of yet!?, there is a vast array of discussions on “Civic

Atatiirkism” which are usually led in various journals, magazines and newspapers.

In this thesis, I will be treating Civic Atatlirkism in two aspects, that is, first as the
discourse of Civic Atatiirkism, and second as the discourse on Civic Atatiirkism. The
former will be treated as the social, phenomenal, subjective outlook of Civic
Atatlirkism as a mode of politicization, as the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism. The latter,
on the other hand, will be treated somewhat separately as the theory of Civic
Atatiirkism; in other words, the discourse on Civic Atatiirkism as a mode of
politicization, those accounts that describe what it is, how it functions and detect the
various horizons of it as a mode of politicization. These two levels of Civic Atatiirkism
function separately but are in some kind of a harmony!®”. Moreover, the

hyperpoliticized and Post-Political characteristics can be said to be apparent in both of

106 See the only two existing book chapters and articles that deal with or mention the issue: (Oztiirk,
2017; Oztiirk & Karakus, 2019)

107 The former is the mode of politicization itself, i.e. what could be called the praxis of Civic
Atatiirkism; while the latter is the corpus of work that describes, explains and interprets Civic
Atatiirkism, i.e. the theoria of Civic Atatiirkism. There is nothing necessarily “Civically Atatiirkist” in
making a discussion on Civic Atatiirkism, thus the need to separate between two. However, since most
of the work on the matter have the characteristics of a “theory”, in that they endeavor to explain Civic
Atatlirkism and quilt Civic Atatiirkism; and in that they both operate on similar logics of
hyperpoliticization and Post-Politics, both will be the object of treatment.
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them!%®. Their harmony, thus, occurs exactly where the Post-Political Zeitgeist and

Vision meets.

The corpus of work on Civic Atatilirkism, or the discourse on Civic Atatiirkism not
only functions as a theoretical ground for the new and rising mode of politicization
called Civic Atatiirkism, but also establishes the basis of my study through its
hypotheses that could be put to the test. Therefore, in this study, I will treat the
discourse on Civic Atatiirkism as a literature in itself. The reason for my designation
of Civic Atatiirkism as a literature, instead of it simply as archival material, is due to
my suggestion that it engenders a discussion, both political and academic, and draws
intellectual attention to the topic, making it an object of intellectual/theoretical inquiry,
thus transforming the nature of the discourse of Civic Atatilirkism. It is not with the
case of the discourse on Civic Atatiirkism that it only describes the actuality in social
reality; but the case that it develops a distinction between Civic Atatiirkism and past
forms of Atatiirkisms/Kemalisms, positing it as an important force in the contemporary
political scene in Turkey, explaining its various qualities, and projecting it a horizon
towards future. It is not exactly separate, in that precise sense, from the actuality of
Civic Atatiirkism, in that it creates and seeks debate for the sake of'it, thus transcending
Civic Atatlirkism into a new mode of Atatiirkist attitude. The novelty in Civic
Atatiirkism as a new mode of Atatiirkism, 1’d argue, is not an objective fact, but
emerges at the very moment of its articulation as such, with reference to and in contrast
with previous forms of Atatiirkisms and Kemalisms, by the discourse on Civic
Atatilirkism. In other words, it is precisely the very operation of the discourse on Civic
Atatiirkism that articulates Civic Atatiirkism as a new, “Civic” wave of Atatiirkism.
Therefore, I will be attempting to “literature-ize” the discourse on Civic Atatiirkism
(to be referred to as the Civic Atatiirkism Literature from now on), or to put it
differently, attempting to treat it as a literature, showing its earlier developments,
discussing its important qualities, and outlining its hypotheses about the Atatiirkism of
today. Furthermore, the claim of the literature that Civic Atatiirkism is the new, current

mode of Atatiirkism will be treated with special attention.

108 As for the technicalities of conducting such research, the conception of the matter and the designation
of the field study was done on the basis of the written body of works on Civic Atatiirkism. Thus, having
functioned as my base point, the corpus on Civic Atatiirkism provided me with the hypotheses about
Civic Atatiirkism that I put to the test in this work.
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Such a task is not an easy one for various reasons. First, the number of academic works
on this sociological phenomenon being quite low, it is hard to pinpoint the main
themes, foci and properties of the discussion at hand. Second, the dispersed nature of
the discussions, both in terms of their conceptual operation and in terms of their form
of dissemination, and the lack of an academic formality in their content creates further
hardships in defining its constitutive characteristics, and distinguishing between the
central and the peripheral material on the issue. Nonetheless, I believe there are some

crucial reasons as to why it could be treated as a literature.

First, although there is not a “school” from which the claims on Civic Atatiirkism
emerges, there are some central figures who propose certain foundational
characteristics of it. The most important figures are, without question, Armagan
Oztiirk and Berk Esen, alongside others. These two have employed the concept in their
corpi in various ways throughout years. There are other academics, journalists or
intellectuals who, although not as consistently and coherently as the former two, both
observe and endeavor to define, laud or criticize such a phenomenon. Second, albeit
its dispersed characteristics, the literature functions on some coherent bases. This
concerns both the world-view of its “theorists”, and the fundamental characteristics of
Civic Atatiirkism developed by them. Certain arguments, themes, similar modes of
observation and results about Civic Atatiirkism could be said to be running across
many who write about it. Third, its “theorists” work together in a similar political
orientation as well, thus giving Civic Atatiirkism a political characteristic, and its
motivation an end. Fourth, it is posited against both Post-Kemalism and a claimed
previous of Atatlirkism/Kemalism as a mode of politicization and assumes a new
historical term in its actuality. Fifth, it is both retroactive and projective, in that it
constitutes Atatiirkism with reference to its past, and it projects it towards the future.
Sixth, it is responsive, in that it functions like a living being, disseminated by various
figures, contains internal contradictions and responds to certain developments and
criticisms. “Theorists” of Civic Atatlirkism posit their literature against various other

theoretical and political formulations, and develop their points in dialogue with them.

Therefore, it is not only crucial to take seriously these works that aim to explain and

“theorize” upon a novel sociological phenomenon, but also quite important to make a
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discussion about them. However, 1 will, first, be discussing the roots of such
civilianization in Atatiirkism before I make a discussion about Civic Atatiirkism. In
this discussion, I will be omitting the pseudo-civilianization attempts in Kemalism,
explained in Chapter 3.2. I will be focusing on the civilianization of Atatiirkism that

pertains to an Atatiirkism in the personal level, rather than through NGOs.
3.3.1. Roots of the “Civic” attitude in Atatiirkism

Although “Civic Atatiirkism” is a fairly new phenomenon and concept, in that it began
to be uttered as such from 2016-2017!% on, the claimed “civilianization” of !'°the
Atatiirkist mode of politicization precedes it. Leaving aside the (pseudo)civilianization
attempts in Kemalism, through utilizing various NGOs, as discussed above, it was Esra
Ozyiirek (2006) who first argued that Atatiirkism/Kemalism at the individual level had
begun to adopt a more “civil/civilian” attitude. Ozyiirek, in her book Nostalgia for the
Modern, suggests, through her anthropological study, that through dynamics of
privatization and marketization, Atatiirkism (or Kemalism) which used to portray a
formal, official ideology had begun to become more civilian. Analyzing various
aspects of this civilianization around the celebrations for the 75™ year of the republic,
she argues that the dynamic of privatization of symbols is a practice of
governmentality, and is complicit with the logic of neoliberalism (2006, pp. 5-8). In
fact, she goes as far to argue that “nostalgia and privatization are among the powerful
driving forces behind neoliberal ideology” (2006, p. 8), and describes this dynamic as
a result of neoliberal governmentality. In her analysis of such privatization, she could
be said to be pointing to a politicization of the private sphere, not only a characteristic
of the civilianization of Atatiirkism, but also a characteristic similar to the dynamic of

hyperpoliticization, i.e. a subjective mode of politicization that exhibits itself through

199 The exact date is conflicted, due to the fact that there are various works that could be attributed the
quality of being the first piece of material to coin the notion of “Civic Atatiirkism”. Moreover, the fact
that some of the first newspaper and magazine articles that discuss the term have been removed does
make the job even more complicated. However, Armagan Oztiirk’s first piece in Politikyol, removed
from the website today, titled “Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliik”, written in 2016 could be said to be the first work
ever that mentions the notion as such (Oztiirk, 2016). However, his book chapter, written in 2017, titled
“Civic Atatiirkism in the Dissolution Process of Post-Kemalism” could be taken as the first “proper”
source to have coined the term (Oztiirk, 2017).

119 Once again, this thesis distinguishes between the civilianizations in Atatiirkism and civilianization
of Atatiirkism. What the Civic Atatiirkism Literature claims is exactly the latter.
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aesthetics, like wearing a particular set of clothes, badges, posters etc.!'!. One of her
most important contributions is showing how the image of Mustafa Kemal, once
portrayed strictly as a statesman, was facing a transformation in the 1990s, being
portrayed with an emphasis on his personality (pp. 93-95), and that there was a
voluntary civilian interest in privatizing such symbols, from hanging up posters to
wearing badges that carry his picture (pp. 100-102). Moreover, her description of how
the said image was transformed in terms of its physical size pointed to an important
characteristic of civilianization in her analysis. By abandoning the previous
symbolization of the image of Atatiirk in public spaces, in large sizes, the image was
being scaled down, made able to be wearable, displayable, and turned into an extension
of the individual body (pp. 112-115). She calls this new version of civilianized
Atatlirkism/Kemalism, “nostalgic Kemalism”, arguing that this was the then-new
appearance of Kemalism!!?, which used to portray a statist/corporatist character in the
past (p. 182). Hers was a crucial study in denoting that Atatiirkism, beginning at the
end of the 1990s and in the 2000s, was going through a transformation, at its individual

level and everyday performance.

Although there was not much discussion about Atatiirkism for about ten years after
Ozyiirek’s book (barring a few exceptions like those during Gezi Park Protests,
considering that they concerned, once again, NGOs and the youth branches of various
self-proclaimed Kemalist political parties) Elgin Aktoprak (2017) observes a similar
dynamic of civilianization a decade later than Ozyiirek, suggesting that there is some
kind of a transformation in the image of Atatiirk and the mode of Atatiirkism. Although
written chronologically after the coinage of Civic Atatlirkism, Aktoprak’s suggestion
could be considered an important observation that lays down a similar framework of
civilianization, as acknowledged by Oztiirk as well (Oztiirk, 2017, p. 97; Oztiirk &
Karakus Oztiirk, 2019, p. 2404). Aktoprak, in her article, suggests that in the recent

1 See Ozyiirek, 2006, p. 20.

121t is hard to designate “nostalgic Kemalism” as a proper mode of Kemalism. While it may be said to
refer to a spatial facet of Kemalism (even though nostalgia may suggest temporality, its designation as
an affective quality is, I believe, a spatial characteristic), the adjective of nostalgic seems to me to refer
to an attribute of Kemalism, rather than denoting a spatial-temporal mode. It is more appropriate to call
it, thus, an appearance of Kemalism (or maybe even an attribute of another appearance or mode of
Kemalism).
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resurgence of the recitation of the /zmir March, in various protests, football matches
and social media, we are witnessing the emergence of a new kind of identification with
the image of Atatiirk. She argues that we cannot simply call this identification a display
of an older version of Kemalism. The crucial difference, she puts forward, lies in the
relative position of the subjects towards the state. The old Kemalists were, she argues,
in their identification with what I may call the signifier of Atatiirk, exhibiting a reaction
that posits itself within the state. However, she follows, the new identification with
Atatlirk, especially among the various sections of the youth in Turkey, is a peculiar
one in that it no longer occupies a position along or within the state, but a position that
opposes the state. In other words, it is no longer a matter of protecting the state and
claiming their “rightful” ownership of it, but a position that is in woe of having lost it.
The image of Atatiirk, thus, no longer functions as the representative of the state, but
begins to function as an adversary of the state, she claims (Aktoprak, 2017, pp. 46-47).
Although she does not explicitly say that there is the rise of a new kind of Atatiirkism
present in Turkey, her observations point to the idea that Atatiirkism and the mode of
articulation of the signifier of Atatlirk vis-a-vis political identification have changed,
and is now almost in perfect contrast to its mode of articulation in the past. In her
analysis, the [zmir March functions as an anthem of various crowds that want to show
their opposition towards AKP, in such a precise way that it enables those who recite it
to posit themselves in an act of rebellion and salvation. The ambiguous character of
the “enemy”, sung about in the march, allows its singer to be able to oppose an array
of enemies with a strong nationalistic overtone present in the lyrics (2017, pp. 49-50).
This precise mode of articulation, she suggests, must direct us to define “something
new” about the image and role of Atatiirk. Because, she contends, “it is not the
Kemalists anymore who hinder the development of democracy” (p. 51), there is a need

to redefine Kemalists and Kemalism.

The new dynamic of civilianization in Atatlirkism and its rise has been pointed out, as
well, by those in the media. As early as 2019, figures like Rusen Cakir, Nuray Mert,
and Thsan Dag1 began to argue that there could be defined a “new wave” of Atatiirkism,
which is a more civilian one compared to others (Medyascope, 2019; Medyascope,
2021a; Dagi, 2021; Dagi, 2024; Medyascope, 2021b). As an important facet of the

discussion of Civic Atatiirkism, as will be established below, in Chapter 3.3.2., the
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definition of Civic Atatiirkism is sometimes made on the grounds of its opposition to
the concept of Post-Kemalism!!3. In fact, one of the first discussions on Civic
Atatiirkism defines the term as a response/reaction to AKP and Post-Kemalism
(Oztiirk, 2017, p. 95), claiming that Atatiirkism became an oppositional framework in
a context where Post-Kemalism was no longer relevant (2017, p. 87), and due to the
“systematic othering campaign towards Kemalist sectors” (p. 97). It is clear, when one
inspects the Civic Atatiirkism Literature, that Civic Atatlirkism is generally posited
against AKP or Post-Kemalism, and is argued to have emerged as a reaction against
these. The next chapter will, thus, present exactly the central arguments, foundational
themes and nodal points of the discourse on Civic Atatiirkism. These nodal points will

be argued to be quilting exactly what is “Civic” about this new Atatiirkism.

113 Post-Kemalism is a concept that has been introduced into the literature on Kemalism in 2015, by
Ilker Aytiirk [Although his was not the first piece that coined the term “Post-Kemalism”, it was the
“most successful”, in a sense. It was actually Sungur Savran who, back in 1993, coined the term “Post-
Kemalism”. His coinage was different than Aytiirk’s, in that Savran used “Post-Kemalism” in order to
define the Second Republican literature (Savran, 1993). Aytiirk differs from Savran in that he associates
Post-Kemalism with an academic paradigm. Therefore, while Savran’s usage was more like an
“adjective”, Aytiirk’s is claimed to define Post-Kemalism on the grounds of a “paradigm”. See Savran,
1993, for the original use, and see Dag1, 2011 for another use that precedes Aytiirk’s]. Aytiirk, in his
first piece on his newly-coined term ‘“Post-Post-Kemalism”, argues that Post-Kemalism was an
academic paradigm that “wrongly diagnosed” the issue of tutelage and democracy in Turkey (Aytiirk,
2015, pp. 34-35). It had, Aytiirk claims, a “wrong prescription” as well, upon the treatment of this
“wrong diagnosis” (2015, p. 44). Regarding the “wrong diagnosis”, he argues that this paradigm had
two most important problematic qualities: first, it equated the military regime of the 1980s with
Kemalism (Aytiirk openly assumes here that it is not), and second, it related the problem of
democratization and lack of democracy in Turkey with Kemalism (Aytiirk, 2019, p. 5). What is “wrong”
here, argues Aytiirk, is the relation established between Kemalism and lack of democracy. Regarding
the “wrong prescription”, Aytiirk means first, the Post-Kemalist desire to properly confront and
scrutinize the history of Kemalism, and second, the main actors of the democratization being deemed
Islamists and the Kurdish Movement (2019, p. 6). He outlines the paradigm in the following qualities:
It was born against the militarist-Kemalist dynamic of the 1980 coup, it problematized the early
republican era and Kemalism, it re-posited the official Kemalist narrative of nationalism, language and
history in the realm of the tutelary, jacobin and elitist qualities of Kemalism, and it reversed the Kemalist
discourse on women. In general, the Post-Kemalist paradigm sought, claims Aytiirk, to reverse the
hegemonic narrative on Kemalism (Aytiirk, 2015, pp. 35-36). He suggests that this paradigm became
the “dominant” one after the first electoral victory of AKP in 2002, and, thus, lost its oppositional
characteristic (2015, p. 37). Considering it an essentially political paradigm, Aytiirk claims that although
he agrees with the basic motivations of the said paradigm, he contends that with its post-orientalist and
post-modern qualities, the paradigm ended up in the wrong conclusions through its “wrong diagnosis”
(pp- 38-42). In his conclusion, Aytiirk puts forward that the Post-Kemalist paradigm is no longer viable,
and that the Turkish academia is beginning to enter into another phase: One swept by the Post-Post-
Kemalist paradigm (pp. 45-47). This issue of non-viability of the Post-Kemalism “paradigm” is due to
his simple understanding that “problems associated with Kemalism are still continuing their existence
today” (Aytiirk & Esen, 2023, p. 15). This is problematic on many levels, the most important being
logical. 1t is clear that with his emphases on “science” (See Aytiirk, 2020), Aytiirk’s call is for a non-
ideological/scientific evaluation of Kemalism. Nonetheless, such an evaluation, bereft of ideology, is
what is argued to be ideological in this thesis, as put forward in several points. For further discussion of
Post-Post-Kemalism, see Chapter 5.
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3.3.2. Central arguments of the Civic Atatiirkism Literature

In order to develop a comprehensive picture of Civic Atatiirkism, it is obligatory to
evaluate the arguments and its claimed defining characteristics put forward by the
literature on Civic Atatlirkism. These arguments aim to present various qualities of
Civic Atatlirkism, while trying to summarize its outlook and state what exactly makes
it “Civic”. These are crucial not only to understand how the discourse of and the
discourse on Civic Atatiirkism relate, but also to be assessed as claims that could be
put to the test, which I do in the next chapter of this thesis, through my field study. I
define six central characteristics of the Civic Atatiirkism Literature, in their attempts
to define the concept. I argue that the signifier Civic, which is differently and
ambiguously defined in the said literature, quilts precisely these six arguments that the
exact “meaning”, so as to say, of Civic Atatlirkism lies in this chain of signication.
The main six arguments are defined as follows: (1) Civic Atatlirkism as having
emerged through the termination of the relationship between Atatiirk/Atatiirkism and
the state; (2) Civic Atatiirkism being a spontaneous phenomenon, as opposed to its
predecessors; (3) Civic Atatilirkism having a protest outlook, or having emerged as a
response to the AKP government or Post-Kemalism; (4) Civic Atatiirkism being not
an ideology but a lifestyle; (5) The image of Atatiirk functioning as a metapolitical
entity under which many different subjectivities can co-exist, and Civic Atatiirkism
itself being a metapolitical phenomenon; (6) Civic Atatiirkism being more
democratic/pluralist from its predecessors. These six arguments do not exist in its
whole in every material in the literature, but are distilled forms which are in different
variations and emphases in each piece of material. Such an abstraction is found to be
necessary in order to analyze the exact functioning of the nodal point of “Civic”, in its

quilting dynamics.

The first, and the most common, defining argument of the Civic Atatiirkism Literature
is the suggestion that Atatiirkism no longer functions as a statist ideology. In other
words, it is widely claimed in the literature that the relationship between Atatiirkism
and the state has been eliminated. Armagan Oztiirk puts forward that Atatiirk no longer
functions as a symbol of the state, arguing that “the distance between Atatiirk and the

state has increased” (Oztiirk, 2016), and that “Atatiirk has more and more become a
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symbol of civil society” (Oztiirk, 2016), finally ending up in such a position that
“Atatiirk is not a taboo enforced by the state anymore” (Oztiirk, 2023b). Interpreting
this in terms of a temporality, Fatih Yagh suggests that the severed relationship
between Atatiirkism and the state is the result of the “De-Kemalisation” process that
had begun even before the AKP took to office (Yasli, 2023). Civic Atatiirkism, thus,
is imagined to be the result, the product, the consequence of a characteristic period in
which the functioning of the signifier of Atatiirk has changed. Oztiirk, alongside
others, deems the novel sociological phenomenon of Civic Atatiirkism as one
produced by the Post-Kemalist dynamic, specifically as an antithesis of it (Oztiirk,
2017, p. 95)'!4, arguing that “Atatiirk who has recalled [sic] to public life by the civil
society has become a general justifier for mistreated masses” (2017, p. 97).
Nevertheless, this argument is found to be incoherent since he would acknowledge,
years later, that it was due to the fact that “Kemalism had become a right-wing
phenomenon, and the state had lost its Atatiirkist character to a large extent” (Oztiirk,
2023a), rather than as a response to Post-Kemalism. That being said, it is a general
contention in the Civic Atatiirkism Literature that Civic Atatiirkism emerged as a
response to the AKP government (Coskun, 2021; Dag1, 2021; Dag1, 2024; DW Tiirkee,
2023). However, the various versions of Atatiirkism that could be said to be responsive
against the AKP are distinguished between. Rusen Cakir, similar to Aktoprak (2017),
posits the new wave of Atatiirkism against an older version, by comparing it with the
Atatiirkism of ADD/CYDD. He argues that “while the Republican Rallies'!’
(Cumhuriyet Mitingleri) were a series of protests organized by the owners of the state,
the current strand of Atatiirkism rises from society itself” (Medyascope, 2019), calling
it a rediscovery of Atatlirk. Such a distinguishment is not uncommon, as Burak
Bilgehan Ozpek, too, suggests that “this is different than the Atatiirkism of 2005... A
more civilian Atatiirkism is replacing the older, unpleasant Atatiirkism of Canan
Aritman and Nur Serter” (Medyascope, 2022). The interesting point here is that the
Civic Atatiirkism Literature, with its denouncing of the Republican Rallies, is rejecting
the claim that Neo-Kemalist NGOs, who claimed that they were civilian initiatives as

established in Chapter 3.2., were civilian. In other words, the Civic-ness of Civic

114 See Gole, 2023; Medyascope, 2021a.

115 The italics belong to me.
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Atatlirkism is seen to be quilted through the “de-civilianization” of Neo-Kemalism,
which were established with the very claim that Civic Atatiirkism Literature strips it
of. Thsan Dag1 makes a similar distinguishment by pointing to a “danger” in the
possible future of Civic Atatiirkism, suggesting that it ought to not “regress” into a
traditional Atatlirkism or a Neo-Kemalist reactionism (Dag1, 2024), thus making a
distinguishment between the current mode of Atatlirkism and its regressive modes. In
general, this first argument is uttered in such a way as to claim that Atatiirkism, which
had been trapped within the official state ideology has, finally, been freed and became
a civilian phenomenon'!'® (Dag1, 2021; Dagi, 2024; Coskun, 2021; Karabag, 2022;
Medyascope, 2021a; Medyascope, 2021b). The suggestion of the entrapment of the
symbol of Atatiirk or Atatiirkism is quite common in the Civic Atatlirkism Literature
(Esen, 2021b; Karabag, 2022; DW Tiirkge, 2023). Entrapment is the most important
signifier that allows the articulation of Civic Atatiirkism as a mode, as different from
other modes, and as the current mode. However, it is as much conflicting, since such
an external relationship between the state and Atatiirk is questionable with regards to
the vast academic literature on Kemalism. Bora & Kivang, for example, suggest that
Atatiirkism is “a ‘worldview’ that posits the state as the fundamental subject of social
life” (Bora & Kivang, 1996, p. 780). Ahmet Insel, as well, suggests that the Kemalist
principle of etatism is not only a principle on economic grounds, but “more than that,
it is the complement of political statism” (Insel, 2021, p. 20). In other words, there are
many academic works that would reject the idea of entrapment in the first place,
arguing that the relationship between Kemalism and the state is not an external one to
begin with, but an internal, almost essential one. In fact, Murat Utkucu criticizes Civic
Atatiirkism on the grounds that it, actually, is still compliant with the ideology of the
state, and locates itself in such a position that it distinguishes between the state and the
AKP, favouring and aligning with the former against the latter (Utkucu, 2024). In that
strain, Rusen Cakir states that in new Atatiirkists, there is still an insistance on
separating the AKP and the state, in that the new Atatiirkists still do not speak ill of
the state in their protests, but specifically target AKP instead (Medyascope, 2021b).
Thus, it is questionable whether there was such a relationship of entrapment in the first

place, and to what extent there exists such an escape from the said entrapment.

116 In denoting the said entrapment, various words were also used other than it.
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However, rather than a discussion about whether it is true or not, it must be shown that
the signifier of entrapment functions in such a way, in the literature, that it amounts to
the “creation” of a new kind of Atatiirkism. In other words, it is the signifier of
entrapment that allows the positing of Civic Atatiirkism as the new mode of
Atatiirkism, externalizing the relationship between Atatiirkism and the state and, thus,
contrasting it with its previous modes. Without the precise functioning of entrapment,

no such signification would be possible.

The second central argument of the Civic Atatiirkism Literature is that Civic
Atatiirkism is spontaneous, as opposed to the older ones being promoted by the state
or pseudo-civilian actors. This spontaneity is in a close relationship with the argument
of entrapment, such that what this strand of Atatlirkism exhibits, for the first time in
history, it is claimed, is a spontaneous development of an identification with Mustafa
Kemal, or love for him. Moreover, the spontaneity at hand is quite commonly
established with reference to emotions, i.e. relying on an affective framework as

opposed to a political one. As Murat Sabuncu states:

Civic Atatiirkism does not have a locomotive... Does not have a party, or a
leader... It rises straight from the bottom, in accord with people’s spontaneous
desires... Rather than an ideology, it is a ‘plea for a particular lifestyle’, an
emotion, which is getting even more widespread day by day (Sabuncu, 2023).

It is once again idea of entrapment that allows the establishment of an affective
framework, and the claims about “rising from the bottom”. Without it, the designation
of the current mode of Atatiirkism as a spontaneous one would not be possible. Thus,
spontaneity is observed to be obtaining a “meaning” the quilting of which is directly
due to the signifier of entrapment. Sadun Cetin, similarly, suggests that “today ... the
love and respect for Atatiirk does not grow with the involvement of the state, military,
or public institutions as in the past, but from within the hearts of the citizens” (Cetin,
2023a). There is, again, present here a silent comparison of the current mode of
Atatiirkism and the various versions of it from the past. It is, once again, precisely this
comparison that creates the conditions of possibility of this phenomena being a new
mode. Rusen Cakir, accordingly, argues that “there is, now, a spontaneous wave rising
from society, which rather than aiming to protect the power, aims to protect the

country” (Medyascope, 2019). Nonetheless, it is, again, questionable to what extent
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this spontaneity is original, or occurs for the first time in history, since, as was
mentioned in Chapter 1.2., incredibly similar arguments of spontaneity regarding the
love for Mustafa Kemal and Atatiirkism was made back in 1998 as well. Although
there was not so much a claim about the mode of Atatiirkism in 1998, the argument of
spontaneity is, once again, functional as an imagined characteristic in making a
distinguishment between a privileged form of Atatiirkism and its “deviations” (as was
instumentalized by some writers in 1998 in order to distinguish the “civilian-parade-
Atatlirkism” from its other forms, without specifically making a claim about whether

this “new” one is the current mode of Atatiirkism or not).

The third central argument of the Civic Atatiirkism Literature is the idea that Civic
Atatiirkism displays a protest attitude towards the state, or the party in power. In fact,
Berk Esen suggests that “especially in the last ten years, a love and defense of Mustafa
Kemal that is almost part of a protest culture has emerged” (DW Tiirk¢e, 2023). This
claimed protest nature of Civic Atatiirkism is closely developed with reference to the
AKP government, as Giil¢in Karabag points that “the garden of Anitkabir has turned
into a site of protest where people voice their complaints towards [the party in] power”
(Karabag, 2022). thsan Dag1 goes as far to suggest that “Atatiirkism, which had been
excluded during the 20 year-long AKP government, which had almost been ripped out
of the state!!”, which had been thrown to the opposition has nowadays seems to have
been turned into a civil/social ‘resistance’” (Dag1, 2021). It is obvious that the signifier
of entrapment is still functional here. Ihsan Dag1’s claim that Atatiirkism was trapped
within the state, and then was ripped out hints at the understanding that the ripping out
is something, in the first place, that was mourned about, being spoken of in terms of
an “exclusion” (from a rightful ownership). Nonetheless, with its unintended
consequence that ended the entrapment, the ripping out becomes something that is
celebrated, at the end. Thus, spontaneity is understood to be functioning as the
unintended consequence of the ripping out (the abolition of entrapment) in the

literature.

The fourth central argument of the Civic Atatiirkism Literature is that Civic

Atatiirkism is not an ideology, but a lifestyle, as argued by Murat Sabuncu (2023) in

117 Italicization belongs to me.
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such words that it was a “plea for a lifestyle”. Ihsan Dag1 suggests that this is due to
the fact that the AKP targeted people’s private lifestyles (Medyascope, 2021b), which
led them to a politicization concerning that. Lifestyle, here, is posited directly opposite
ideology, in that Civic Atatiirkism is not an ideology, or does not have an ideology,
but represents a more ambiguous, more flexible “way of life”. In fact, Etyen
Mahgupyan argues that the consitutive difference between Kemalism and Atatiirkism
is ideologylessness (Mahgupyan, 2021), thus implying that while Kemalism was
presented as an ideology, Atatlirkism is its mirror image without a comprehensive
ideological framework. He, thus, goes on to suggest that Atatlirkism had always been
“civilian” in that sense, in its comparison with Kemalism, which had a clear-cut
ideology (Mahgupyan, 2021). Burak Bilgehan Ozpek, as well, carries this opposition
forward, suggesting that “while twenty years ago, Kemalism was a harsh ideology that
sought to create a standard subject by force, i.e. it was depicted in the past like that,
but it has now become a defense of elitism against populism, or excellence against
mediocrity” (Medyascope, 2022). The arguments about elitism and populism, and
even those that relate Civic Atatiirkism to the liberal conception of minimal state!!
seem a bit far-fetched, but nonetheless shows how the writers in the literature assign a
so-called non-ideological spirit to Civic Atatlirkism by articulating into it various other

signifiers.

The fifth central argument of the Civic Atatiirkism Literature is that Civic Atatlirkism
is a metapolitical phenomenon, and that Atatiirk is a metapolitical figure. Although
the accounts on it vary, usually both the signifier of Atatiirk and Civic Atatiirkism are
argued to be metapolitical. This twofold claim of metapoliticality could be observed
in Burak Bilgehan Ozpek, where he argues that the image of Atatiirk is “beyond

politics”, stating:

Mustafa Kemal is probably the only remaining safe shelter for the opposition
today... Atatiirk symbolizes what is beyond politics, the outside of politics, he
symbolizes national unity and solidarity. Atatiirkism does not fancy dividing
the political scene into camps. Thus, [Atatiirk is], an image that is beyond
everyting, something which we cannot attribute a political role, a political

118 fhsan Dag1 suggests that Civic Atatiirkism exhibits a civilianization that recalls the forgotten values

of liberalism, like free individual and the minimal state (Medyascope, 2021b).
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identity, something which symbolizes the perpetuity of the country

(Medyascope, 2022).
As it is clear, Ozpek (Medyascope, 2022) suggests that both the image of Atatiirk and
Atatilirkism are metapolitical phenomena, one being a stable symbol within politics
that can constitute national unity, the other being the general political outlook that aims
to realize a politics as such. However, he is quite wrong about his claim that
Atatiirkism does not divide society between camps. It must be stated that almost all
forms of Atatiirkism function on a space divided between two groups, the most
prominent division of which is between the “real Atatiirkists” and “fake Atatiirkists”
(See Koker, 2021, p. 97), the origination of which is traceable to 1963 (See
Velidedeoglu, 1963, p. 1)!'°. Moreover, Necmi Erdogan shows that “the Neo-Kemalist
discourse separates the political space into two antagonistic camps, like secular/anti-
secular, republican/anti-republican, modern/reactionary...” (Erdogan, 2021, p. 586).
Thus, Ozpek’s suggestion must be taken with caution. Etyen Mahgupyan considers the
metapolitical aspect to be a general characteristic of Atatiirkism, stating that “the main
attraction of Atatiirkism is the feeling of reaching a meta-ideological truth”
(Mahgupyan, 2021). Kemal Can, as well, confirms this metapolitical character in
Atatlirkism, arguing that Atatiirkism functions across parties as a metapolitical tool for
constituting political integrity, in such a way that politicians across many ideological
positions are blamed for “not being Atatiirkist enough” (Medyascope, 2022), and even
the self-proclaimed Atatiirkist ones do not escape this blame. It is interesting to see
how a metapolitical quality could be lauded upon, but when the desire for
ideologylessness is reconsidered, such claim of a metapolitical nature begins to make
sense, since what the “lifestyle-ization”, or in other words the depoliticization, of an
ideology requires is a political space beyond politics. An imagined space beyond

politics creates the very possibility of the politicization of the private sphere.

The sixth and final central argument of Civic Atatlirkism Literature is that Civic
Atatlirkism is more democratic and pluralist from the earlier strands of Atatiirkism.
Rusen Cakir suggests that “it is possible to say today’s Atatiirkism is more democratic,

more pluralist and more civilian from the old, state-sponsored Atatiirkism”

119 See Chapter 4.3.4. for more on the earliest conceptualization, to my knowledge, of “real” and “fake”
Atatiirkisms.
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(Medyascope, 2019). Berk Esen, too, argues that Atatiirkists, by becoming civilian,
has become democratic as well (Esen, 2021a). Nonetheless, Murat Utkucu goes
against this claim, stating that such civilianization does not entail a democratization
(Utkucu, 2024). Such an automatic relationship between civilianization and
democratization is problematic. Moreover, there are quite undemocratic characteristics
present even in the Civic Atatiirkism Literature itself. Armagan Oztiirk openly states
that “Civic Atatiirkist stance is not only against Islamism and AKP but also against
Kurdish movement equally” (Oztiirk, 2017, p. 97). Moreover, both Sabuncu (2023)
and Dag1 (Medyascope, 2021b) suggest that Civic Atatilirkism exhibits a “secular
nationalist” outlook. Within a nationalist matrix, and within clear demarcations
between Civic Atatiirkists and other kinds of political movements mounted by Oztiirk,
the argument that Civic Atatiirkism is more democratic and pluralist could be said to

dysfunction inside its own logic.

The signifier “Civic”, I argue, quilts exactly these six arguments, thus, from Civic it is
understood the current mode of Atatiirkism differs from the older ones in that it
abolished its entrapment within the state (1), it is a spontaneous mode of politicization
(2), it is a protest phenomenon (3), it is a /ifestlye, as opposed to an ideology (4), it is
a metapolitical thing, with both Atatiirk and Atatiirkism lying in the beyond of politics
(5), and that it is a more democratic/pluralist mode of Atatiirkism, as opposed to
previous modes (6). The arguments, with their distinguishment of the new Atatiirkism
from that of an imagined past, are able to posit the Atatiirkism of today as the new
mode of Atatiirkism. This is no longer a civilianization among the Atatiirkist subjects,
thus, but a whole Civic-ization of Atatiirkism itself. The operation is found to be
realizable only through the imagination of the past in a particular way. Without
entrapment, for example, the re-imagination of Atatiirkism’s actuality to have freed
itself from a state of entrapment, no such Civic-ization would be possible.
Furthermore, it is clear that Post-Political characteristics are quite visible in the
discourse on Civic Atatiirkism. The voluntary distinguishment between ideology and

lifestyle itself is an ideological statement that seeks to distance itself from ideology!'?°.

120 The reader should note that the third argument of the literature, that about Civic Atatiirkism being a
lifestyle rather than an ideology, is quite close to the Beck and Giddens’ conceptualizations of sub-
politics and life politics. Giddens, with his notion of /ife politics was talking about the idea that people’s
private lifestyles and bodies had become areas where the political operated. Through such connection,
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As mentioned, there is present here the imagination of a political space that is beyond
politics, the very positing of which degrades politics itself and seeks the metapolitical.
The “protest” culture that is remarked upon does not describe a protest in the usual
sense, but a protest that is quite tame, one that is only displayed only in national
holidays and in close connection with the image of Atatiirk, which, as described by
Ozpek (Medyascope, 2022), is a “safe shelter” for national security. Therefore, this is
not that radical protest reminiscent of a transformative event, but a domesticated
parade of some sorts that seeks to reinvigorate and reinstitutionalize the lost
equilibrium. Murat Utkucu shows how Civic Atatiirkism precisely functions on that
nostalgia for the lost equilibrium (Utkucu, 2024). Most writers of the Civic Atatiirkism
Literature, laud the advancement of Civic Atatiirkism due to its metapolitical
character, in that it can present an opportunity for a cross-cutting, asymptotic unity. Its
asymptotic character is due to the fact that it still excludes some through its
characteristics of nationalism'?!, while nonetheless aiming to achieve the broadest

possible representation'?2.

the Post-Political characteristics of the discourse on Civic Atatlirkism could be observed within its
arguments. See Chapter 2 for a more detailed handling of Giddens and Beck. See further explanations
of sub-politics and life politics: Beck, 1994; Beck, 1997; Giddens, 1998; Giddens, 2007; Giddens, 2009.
121 See Aktoprak, 2017 for a discussion on the new wave of Atatiirkism and nationalism. Moreover,
Oztiirk’s (2017, p. 97) clear exclusion of the Kurdish movement from the horizons of Civic Atatiirkism
is quite self-explanatory.

122 Meanwhile, the Neo-Kemalist discourse, although silent upon the claims of the discourse on Civic
Atatiirkism (except for one interviewee, who was a member of ADT, who voiced his criticisms against
the concept of Civic Atatiirkism, which is to be handled in Chapter 4.2.5.), still insist upon the
relationship between Kemalism, civil society and NGOs (See Cegen, 2020).
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CHAPTER 4

FIELD STUDY

So far, the relevant theoretical and historical accounts of hyperpoliticized Post-Politics
and Atatiirkism/Kemalism have been made. Furthermore, the central characteristics of
the discourse on Civic Atatlirkism have been put forward. These, consequently, lead
us to a concrete discussion about all these terms. The main theses of the Civic
Atatiirkism Literature had been put forward in the precious chapter. Now, I will be
putting these into the test. I have, thus, conducted a field study on Civic Atatilirkism.
As mentioned in chapter 1.4., I will be analyzing my field study in three levels.
However, before I delve into the analysis, I must state one of the most important
observations of my field study, which is surely worthy of being mentioned before an
excursion be made into the study, concerning the question of whether Civic Atatiirkism
is the current mode of Atatiirkism or not, and whether there’s such a civilianization, or
“Civic-ization”, in Atatiirkism/Kemalism or not. In the literature, as it had been shown,
Civic Atatiirkism was defined as the new mode of Atatiirkism. In other words, what
was civilianized was not the Atatiirkists but Atatiirkism itself, thus enthroning Civic
Atatlirkism as the current mode of Atatiirkism. The adjective of civilianization in
phrases like “civilizanizing Kemalism” (Esen, 2021a), “civilianized Atatiirkism”
(Dag1, 2021), “the civil state of Atatiirkism” (Coskun, 2021) project the civilianization
directly onto Atatiirkism itself, rather than Atatiirkists, thus quilting it as the current
mode with the signifier of Civic Atatiirkism. This means that Atatiirkism as a form of
politicization had altogether become Civic without a significant source of deviation
among Atatlirkists, argues the literature. Nevertheless, I observed in my field study
that this claimed dynamic of Civic-ization did not apply to all forms of Atatiirkisms.
There, I believe, is one crucial reason for this, which has been present in the discourse
on Civic Atatiirkism from the very beginning. The second central argument of the

literature on Civic Atatlirkism, laid out in Chapter 3.3. suggested that Civic Atatiirkism
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presented a spontaneous outlook, in that people voluntarily displayed their mode of
politicization, without the incentive, involvement or organization of any other actor,
especially the state. This argument itself actually points to a necessary dynamic of
disorganization'?, i.e. not being part of any organization, of Civic Atatiirkists, in such
a way that Civicness is attributed to a necessary requirement of not being part of an
organization. When defined in terms of spontaneity, in such a specific articulation of
it in opposition to various forms of organizations, the involvement of any Atatiirkist
within a strictly or even vaguely Atatiirkist organization shakes up the whole
framework of the so-called Civic spontaneity. In fact, this was found to be not only a
necessary theoretical entailment, but also the actuality itself, for what this field study
showed was exactly that. The responses of the participants that covered the questions
on the six central arguments of the Civic Atatiirkism Literature split the sample into
two, based on that exact, single criterion: The answers to the questions showed
incredible similarity depending on whether the interviewee was part of an (Atatiirkist)

organization or not!?*,

In the interviews, it was observed that those who belonged to any kind of organization
that could vaguely be called Atatiirkist, or related to Atatlirkism in some sense,
including nationalist organizations, showed certain qualities that defied the six central

arguments put forward in the Civic Atatlirkism Literature. Especially the first

123 The Turkish word érgiitliiliik, which denotes both the “being organized-ness” of a community (a
community oriented towards a common goal), and “being part of an organization” of the individual
(usually an organization like a political party, a collective etc.), is a quite common word in the jargon
of the Left in Turkey. Orgiitsiizliik, on the other hand, suggests the exact opposite of drgiitliiliik, a
disorientedness on the part of the community, or some kind of an apolitical attitude regarding the
individual. Due to the fact that with respect to both érgiitliiliik and orgiitsiizliik, the exact sense of the
words does not easily translate into English, various concepts like “organized” and “organizationed”
will be used to denote orgiitliiliik; while “disorganization”, “organizationless(ness)”’, “non-
organizationed” and “non-organized” will be used to denote drgiitsiizliik. 1 will be using both terms in
the level of the individual, i.e. with respect to the subjective dimension as outlined in Chapter 1.2., since
this concerns the level of the mode of politicizations (of the individual). Therefore, “organizationed”
(or its variations) will denote those individuals who are part of an organization, and ‘“non-
organizationed” (or its variations) will denote those individuals who are not part of an organization.

124 Since the literature draws a comparison between Neo-Kemalism and Civic Atatiirkism, a difference
between the discourse of the non-organized Atatiirkists and those from an older “civilian” NGO like
ADT was expected. However, the difference between the organized and the organizationless went much
far beyond a difference regarding Neo-Kemalism. The difference functioned through youth
organizations of CHP, and even more vaguely Atatiirkist university societies like the Tiirkology Society
(Initiative, since not officially a society recognized by METU) as well. Therefore, the dynamic is
observed to be not due to a difference strictly between the pseduo-civilian Kemalist organizations like
the ADT, but a difference between being part of an organization or not par excellence.
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argument, that Atatiirkism had severed its ties with the state, was seen to be not very
much the case for the said participants. For example, in talking about the various coup
d’etats that took place in the history of Turkey, the “organizationed” Atatiirkists were
seen to be strongly in favor of at least some of them, like the coup of May 27. The
“non-organizationed”, on the other hand, were much more on the fence about coups.
Moreover, while the organized did not have any problems associating themselves with
Kemalism and the concept of ideology, the latter group was sceptical of the notion of
Kemalism due to its association with ideology, and tried to differentiate their mode of
politicization as a lifestyle. While the former group did not hesitate to state that there
was a natural bond between Kemalism (their predominant choice of word) and the
military, and complained about the so-called severance of that relationship in recent
history, the latter showed comparably strong confusion and hesitation about such a
link, with some even refusing to establish it. Even though the ages, genders, education

125

levels and mode of subsistence'= of the interviewees was roughly the same, the results

strictly split around the dimension of organization(lessness)'?°.

This observation leads to certain results. The first, and the strongest, result might be
that Civic Atatiirkism is not the current mode of Atatiirkism, as claimed by the
literature. Even if we were to acknowledge that there is, in fact, a rise in Atatiirkism
among the youth and that this was a Civic form of Atatiirkism, it is clearly seen that
such Civic rise applies only to a portion of Atatiirkists, who happen to be not organized
under any Atatiirkist organization. The signifier Civic, here, need not contain a
necessarily positive character, as is usually assumed in the literature, but that its
vagueness is inscribed in its character of “spontaneity”, in that the argument follows a
certain circularity: 1) Civic Atatiirkists are Civic because they are not organized, ii)
they cannot be organized due to their Civic spontaneity, the organization of which

destroys the logic of Civicism, iii) thus unintentionally disposessing the possibility of

125 1 only recorded the mode of subsistence of the interviewees, based upon a design on whether the
interviewee was economically dependent on their family or economically independent. Thus, I am
reluctant to comment upon the class scheme of the interviewees, thus exposing one dimension of
limitation of this thesis, as mentioned in Chapter 1.6. Further research could include class as a control
variable which might present interesting results, albeit my strong supposition that it is not a significant
factor that would radically reconfigure the results outlined above.

126 This has obvious implications concerning hyperpoliticization and Post-Politics, which will be
discussed upon later.
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Civicness from any Atatiirkist who belong to an organization, iv) making Civicness
applicable only to the non-organized Atatiirkists. The argument is circular in that while
“1” presents the spontaneity of Civicness as a postulate, “iv’” makes it verify itself by
referring to itself. Thus, not only that the results of my field study were in contradiction
with the literature, but the argument of the literature is contradicting in itself. A second
result might be that even if there’s such a Civic-ization, this, once again due to the
logic of spontaneity, halts at the point of organizations. This is different from the first
result in that the former suggested that only a portion was Civic-ized, but the latter
suggests that there is an all-engrossing wave of Civic-ization, which is halted for some
due to their organizationed-ness. In other words, while the first tentative result
suggested that Civic-ization concerned only a preceding portion of Atatiirkists
(preceding in the sense that the the emergence of the portion happens before their
becoming Civic, outside Civic-ization), the latter suggests that Atatlirkism itself is
being Civic-ized, but the contingent dynamic of organizationedness stops it, thus
ending up in the Civic-ization of a portion. Therefore, the first result implies that what
precedes is the portion, i.e. only a chosen portion is becoming Civic-ized; while the
second result implies that what precedes is the Civic-ization, being able to be realized
only in a portion, due to the matter of organizations. Regarding this, there was no
indication in the field as to what the reason of this might be and whether the portion
preceded or succeded Civic-ization. These are two possibilities for such split. Such
reason could be exposed in a further study about the nature of organizations, and the
attribute of being organizationed or not, one which concerns the recent history of
politics in Turkey. Thus, in other words, whether the preceding phenomenon is the

portion itself or the Civic-ization itself could be the topic of another study.

This picture points to a result concerning hyperpoliticization as well. It could be seen
that the organizationed Atatiirkists are much more on the active side of political
participation, while the non-organizationed show exactly the characteristics of
hyperpoliticization, what 1 deem engaged, instead of participating. While the
organizationed are attending protests, enter into political frameworks and assume
some kind of an agency about change, the non-organizationed do not show such
qualities, being passionately engaged with politics while nonetheless refraining from

any sort of action, distancing themselves from any possibility of agency in terms of
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politics and change. Although the organizationed are not hyperpoliticized per se, the
Post-Political logic is observed to be inscribed in both sides of the sample. Consensus,
the desire towards the foreclosure of antagonisms, the limited horizons of radical
imagination, and the substition of the political with the rational (configuration of
politics in accordance with reason) and the economic (technocratic management of
economy and politics, and the reducing of political configurations into economic ones)

are apparent in both categories of the sample!?’.

Therefore, in my analysis, I will be treating the split sample separately, when such an
indication is needed. Even though there are such commonalities that will be handled
in concert, I will specifically be indicating whether the interviewee is an

organizationed or non-organizationed Atatiirkist.

4.1. Three Levels of Analysis

Even though the Laclauian Discourse Analysis to be employed in the field study was
laid down in Chapter 1.5., it is required that an explanation be made concerning the
three levels of analysis. My designation for the tripartite structure in the presentation
of the analysis is due to my understanding that there are different linguistic formations
under which the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism is founded. While some facets of it rely
on simple articulations around a nodal point (i.e. Freudian condensation in reverse),
some concern the binaries around which the discourse functions (the strict
entanglement of two signifiers that constantly refer to each other rather than a nodal
point in the discourse, and are inter-discoursal), and some concern the substitution of
certain categories within the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism itself (i.e. Freudian

displacement).

The first level concerns the positions and functions of various signifiers within the
discourse of Civic Atatiirkism. In other words, what this first level is to present is the
hegemonic signifiers, i.e. the nodal points, in the said discourse and the chains of
signification they quilt. This level seeks to observe both the possibility of articulation

under the nodal point, and the character of it. In other words, what will be analyzed is

127 The organizationed do not necessarily display the substitution of the political with the aesthetic, due
to their privileging of ideology over lifestyle.
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exactly the quilting of certain other signifiers (or signifieds, in the sense of a chain of
signification) in one signifier, in the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism. This is quite
similar to Freudian condensation, where various forms are singularized into one entity.
However, the nodal point precisely reverses the condensation, the singularity is not a
combination, fusion or a merger of a handful of entities, but that the condensed

signifier, i.e. the nodal point, allows signification, it enables articulation.

The second level analyzes the signifiers which are entangled’?® into each other. Karen

Barad suggests that “to be entangled is not simply to be intertwined with another, as

128 In my use of entanglement, | am very ambiguously, tentatively and gently referring to quantum
entanglement, a sub-atomic phenomenon handled in quantum mechanics. Although what I designate in
entanglements is, without question, same with that of Derridean binaries and différance [the dual
character of “differing/deferring” (Derrida, 1997, p. 23), “delay, delegation, reprieve, referral, detour,
postponement, reserving” (Derrida, 1981, p. 8), what I call constantly referring back to each other], I
am emphasizing the issue of expression with regards to the articulation of those binaries. Derrida
presupposes that the so-called “meaning” is constituted by a tissue of differences, and the resulting texts
gain their meaning due to the trace it contains of other texts (1981, p. 33). However, the foundational
différance for Derrida precedes expression. “It already differs (from itself) before any act of expression”
(1981, p. 33). This is especially the case for metaphysical oppositions. Therefore, there is a “violent
hierarchy”, asserts Derrida, in which “one of the terms governs the other” (1981, p. 41). The task of
deconstruction, thus, becomes “to overturn the hierarchy at a given moment” (1981, p. 41).
Entanglement offers a close but different path here. In its rejection and later disprovement of EPR’s
“hidden reality model”, which suggests that entangled particles hide pre-given values before their
disentanglement (Einstein, Podolsky & Rosen, 1935), entanglement suggests that while there is an
oppositional interconnection between two entangled particles, the “values” of each are not given before
their measurement. Thus, an opposite relationship between those particles are posited, but the
“direction”, so as to say, of the opposition, or the opposite values to be assigned to both are not given
before their uncovering. In conclusion, the entanglement is observed to be “deconstructing” itself at all
times, while preserving the a priori character (a priori in the sense that even though there might be an
originary discourse, the entanglement is non-local and moves in an inter-discoursal fashion, above the
discourses themselves) of opposition nonetheless. Ranciére, talking about oppositions like
appearance/reality, activity/passivity etc., suggests that although they do presuppose an a priori
distribution of the sensible and capacities afforded to both, “we can change the value of the terms,
transform a ‘good’ term into a ‘bad’ one vice versa, without altering the functioning of the opposition
itself” (Ranciére, 2009, p. 12). Thus, the binaries covered here differ slightly from Derridean
metaphysical oppositions with a pre-given hierarchy. Although the two signifiers in entanglement are
intricately connected in opposition, the values to be assigned to each and the direction of the hierarchy
differs in each expression. For example, there are two common statements in Civic Atatiirkist discourse
that reveal this entanglement. While the Civic Atatiirkist posits itself opposite the “villager”, revealed
in such statements as “my vote is not the same with that of the villager” (kéyliiyle benim oyum bir mi?),
the same signifier “floats”, in the Laclauian sense, into another common statement of Atatiirk’s, that
“the villager is the master of the nation” (koylii milletin efendisidir). Thus, although the values of the
signifier of villager and nation (Civic Atatiirkist) changes, the opposition (that they are always posited
against each other, always to gain opposite values) stays the same. Therefore, this is different from a
floating signifier, in that the float always occurs between the two entangled signifiers, villager and the
Civic Atatiirkist here, also observed to be in the superposition of secular/modern/contemporary versus
bigoted/reactionary/religious. Thus, the float occurs in the expression within the demarcations of the
contingent opposition of these entangled signifiers. Since this is not that much different from Derridean
oppositions, entanglement could be read simply as binary opposition, and the result will be the same.
Thus, I will not expound on entanglement in the following parts of the thesis but will leave it at that,

105



in the joining of separate entities, but to lack an independent, self-contained existence”
(Barad, 2007, p. ix). Thus, by entanglement, I am simply speaking of the binaries that
emerge, or are functionalized, in the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism. These are slightly
different from those articulations in the first level, in that there is a dualistic structure
present in entanglements. These are signifiers that are seen to be in a continuous
opposition, which is of a contingent character (in the sense that the opposition is not
conceptual nor logical)'?®. Thus, a different form of treatment and presentation is
required in order to handle the dualistic structure properly. Entanglement that is spoken
of in the text could very-well be read as binary or opposition, since the matter is quite

the same.

The third level of analysis, namely, substitutions, precisely aims to reveal the Post-
Political inscription present in the hyperpoliticized mode of subjective politicization.
This substitution is quite similar to Freudian displacement, in that various forms are
disqualified and replaced with others, or appear in the guise of other forms. The exact
object of displacement in the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism is the displacement of the
political with other categories. I believe this is precisely how Post-Political
overdetermination or inscription operates. As established above in Chapter 2, Zizek
argues that the Post-Political condition “no longer merely ‘represses’ the political ...
but much more effectively “forecloses’ it” (Zizek, 2000, p. 198). It is argued in this
thesis that this foreclosure is observed to take place exactly through the displacement
of the political. The reconfiguration of the political through three different axes,
namely the rational, the economic and the aesthetic, is where the Post-Political
overdetermination is to be found. Although Post-Political characteristics could be said
to be apparent in all three levels of analysis, the substitution of the political with other
categories is exactly the site where the said overdetermination takes place. Here, the
political is seen to be displaced and replaced by some other categories, or modes of

appearance.

and will use it interchangeably with binary opposition. For more on quantum entanglement, see
Einstein, Podolsky & Rosen, 1935; Schrodinger, 1935; Barad, 2007; Aczel, 2001; Horodecki et al.,
2009; Rosenblum & Kuttner, 2006.

1291t could be claimed that there is no conceptual or logical opposition to begin with (in the sense of the
impossibility of an extra-discursive, non-articulated, non-mediated existence), and that what seems to
be purely logical oppositions are only strong contingent entanglements, as even the most logical of
differentialities was shown to be “synthetic a priori” in the past.
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4.2. Articulations: Nodal points in Civic Atatiirkism

This sub-chapter will present the analyses of the nodal points in Civic Atatlirkism
under several parts. Although a somewhat complete analysis of hyperpoliticized Post-
Politics 1s present here, different linguistic formations will be handled separately in

the subchapters below.

4.2.1. Atatiirk as Das Ding/jouissance: The lack in the Other

Lacan, in his 1959-1960 seminar, upon his reading of Freud, makes a distinction
between the German words die Sache and das Ding. Building upon Freud’s opposition
between Wortvorstellungen (world-presentations) and Sachvorstellungen (thing-
presentations), Lacan points out the fact that Freud does not use the word das Ding,
which is another word for “thing” in German, and asks why Freud talks about
Sachvorstellungen instead of Dingvorstellungen. Thus, he turns Freud’s opposition
around and states the obviousness of the relationship between Wortvorstellungen and
Sachvorstellungen, since “the word”, he argues, is obviously linked to “the thing”
(Lacan, 1997, pp. 44-45). He designates die Sache as “the thing, a product of industry
and of human action as governed by language” (1997, p. 45), and thus suggests that
“Sache and Wort are, therefore, closely linked; they form a couple” (p. 45), they
operate within the symbolic. Das Ding, however, Lacan asserts, operates at a different
level. “The world of our experience, the Freudian world, assumes that it is this object,
das Ding, as the absolute Other of the subject, that one is supposed to find again”,
argues Lacan (p. 52). It is that which is the “beyond-of-the-signified” (p. 54), the thing
in its “dumb reality” (p. 55), in the sense that it is impossible for it to be introduced
into the symbolic as it is in its uninterrupted state of jouissance. Nonetheless, das Ding
introduces itself into the symbolic through its very lack, argues Lacan. “It is around
das Ding that the whole adaptive development revolves, a development that is so
specific to man insofar as the symbolic process reveals itself to be inextricably woven
into it” (p. 57). It is at the very center of the symbolic, but only in the sense that it is
excluded, never to be reached (p. 71). It is towards which the subject is always bound

to turn, the “search for a privileged state, for a desired state” (p. 63), but never be able
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to find. Das Ding thus, is “an incarnation of the impossible jouissance” (Zizek, 2008,
p. 146) around which the symbolic is structured. “The symbolic order is striving for a
homeostatic balance, but there is in its kernel, at its very centre, some strange,
traumatic element which cannot be symbolized, integrated into the symbolic order”
(Zizek, 2008, p. 147). The symbolic order, therefore, the site of “existence” of the
subject, comes to be marked by a lack within its very functioning. The Other, thus,
synonymous with the symbolic order, is the “locus” of speech (Lacan, 1989, p. 106),
“not where speech is uttered, but where it takes on the value of speech” (Lacan, 2008,
p. 37) operates upon presence of the lack of jouissance, an “absent fullness” in
Laclau’s terms (Laclau, 2005). The Other, thus, that which is wholly foreign to the
subject (Homer, 2005, p. 70), as that which speaks through the subject, what Zizek
calls “the second nature of every speaking being” (2007, p. 8) is constituted around a

Sfundamental loss, even before the subject’s entrance to it.

% ¢6

“The father of Turks”, “the perpetual ancestor”, “the great leader” are only some of
the descriptions used for Mustafa Kemal. Karpat notes that the name Mustafa Kemal
Atatlirk literally translates into “the chosen, the perfect, the father of Turks” (Karpat,
1985, p. 895). Along with this metaphorical character of a father, in popular discourse,
it is quite common to see Atatlirk depicted as a /iteral father figure. Falih Rifki Atay,
for example, in his book Babaniz Atatiirk [Your Father Atatiirk], literally posits
Atatlirk as a “third parent”, in parallel with biological parents, that “without him, you
would be left homeless and without freedom” (Atay, 2012, p. 6). In the imagery of
Atatiirkism/Kemalism, Mustafa Kemal is usually said to be posited as an omnipotent,
superhuman entity (Under, 2021; Bora, 2017). Esra Ozyiirek points to the tradition of
capitalizing the first letter of phrases that refer to Atatiirk, in that “this practice marks
his superiority to all other human beings, implying his omnipotence and
omnipresence” (Ozyiirek, 2006, p. 193). Under suggests that this omnipotence
sometimes resembles the depiction of Atatiirk close to Superman (Under, 2021, p.

138)130,

Biilent Somay (2014) analyzes the relationship between the founder of the Republic

and his image as the Father. He interprets the process towards modernity and the

130 See Bektan, 1998, for a depiction of Mustafa Kemal that is quite superhero-ic.
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transition to modern nation-states as one of killing the “primordial Father”. He
suggests that this passage to modernity required the emergence of a new father figure
in order to anchor an ego-ideal for the “modernizing” societies. While the
European/Western transition towards modernity (which was not a “modernization”,

just a “neutral” historical development)'?!

gave birth to transitional father figures who
could only occupy their place for a given period, the Oriental transition towards
modernity was a much rockier one than the Occidental (Somay, 2014, pp. 141-142).
“Both capitalism and nationhood were imported in these [Oriental] cultures, without
the gradual development of a civil or bourgeois society” (Somay, 2014, p. 141). The
Ottoman Empire having already lost the father figure (and phallus, we might add) with

the advancement of the West in economic and political matters,

the Turkish nation-in-the-making also necessitated such a figure, and it was
precisely this role Mustafa Kemal intended to play. It was four years after the
successful conclusion of the ‘National Liberation Struggle’, when the Sultanate
and the Caliphate were abolished, the Republic was declared and a new mass
of citizenry was in formation complete with a new body image, language and
way of life, that Mustafa Kemal started to establish himself as the new ‘Father
of the Nation’ (Somay, 2014, p. 142).
He puts forward that Mustafa Kemal solidified this role by declaring himself the “sole
possessor of jouissance” (Somay, 2014, p. 147), and suggests that the image of “the
omnipresent” marked the difference between Mustafa Kemal and the Ottoman Sultan.
While the Sultan, says Somay, was rarely seen, had no statues and no portraits that
was available to the public, Mustafa Kemal’s omnipresence was literally engraved by

his many statues and pictures in public places: “The new Father was omnipresent,

watching everyone, all the time, everywhere” (Somay, 2014, p. 148).

The loss of Atatiirk as a Father, as the “sole possessor of jouissance” signifies the
irreplacable /ack that constitutes the Atatlirkist symbolic. A poem by Vehbi Cem Askin
portrays this perfectly: “My father [Atatlirk] is gone/What will I do without a
father/Let my heart burn/and my eyes rain/l am a soft wind/I spring like floods/My
father is gone/I cry day and night”'3? (As cited in Aslan, 1999, p. 76). izzet Ulvi Aykut,

131 See Somay, 2014, p. 10 for the difference betwen the “modernization” processes of the West and the
East. Somay puts forward, rightfully so, that “modernity” as the felos was established after the advent
of capitalism and modernity in the West, as a model for the East.
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as well, states this lack with the loss of Atatiirk as: “There is a chasm in our souls,
there is a lack, a gap in everything and everywhere/O Atatiirk, hope, joy, sun, turns
out you are everything”!3? (As cited in Aslan, 1999, p. 81). The 1923-1938 era is quite
often used to describe a state of jouissance, that lost era of “wholeness”, an era of
perfection without such constitutive lack. Thus, it is no surprise that there is a desire
in the Atatiirkist discourse to go back to that lost jouissance (See Meydan, 2017). The
image of Atatiirk has some sort of a “sacred” quality in the discourse of Atatiirkism,
and Atatiirk is described as someone to which the citizens of Turkey are “forever
indebted”. Atatiirk is seen to be always asked to “come back”, and restore the
Jjouissance that “once was” in his lifetime (See Velidedeoglu, 1963). Tanil Bora
suggests that there is almost a “religious” aspect to this sacralization, where Atatiirk is
depicted as a prophet at times (Bora, 2017, pp. 121-122). In fact, Seref Aykut, in his
book Kamalizm, written in 1936, defines Kemalism as a religion (Aykut, 1936, p. 15).
More than that, in popular discourse and poems about Mustafa Kemal, it is seen that
the depiction goes as far to suggest that Atatiirk is a God (See Aslan, 1999, pp. 59-67).
This sacred quality is usually discussed in the literature in terms of a “cult of
personality” (See Ziircher, 2012; Glyptis, 2008; Bora, 2017). In this field study, I will
be operationalizing jouissance as “sacralization”. While many traces of this
sacralization, which was seen to be present in Atatiirkist/Kemalist discourse above,
was found in the field study, it must be asserted that there were two co-existing
tendencies that could be said to be present in the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism. While
one, especially around the image of Anitkabir, the grave of Mustafa Kemal, tended to
sacralize Atatiirk, and assign him certain metaphysical characteristics, there was also
a more “realistic” attitude, one that acknowledged the mistakes and faults of Mustafa
Kemal. These tendencies were usually observed to be functioning in harmony, with a
varying mixture characteristic to each interviewee. It is no surprise, thus, along the
first tendency, hearing the interviewees talk about Atatiirk almost as a metaphysical
entity. “When I was a kid, I thought Atatiirk was God, and I don’t think this has

changed for me even now, as an adult”!** (Tiilay), one interviewee proclaims. Atatiirk

132 “Atam gitti giderim/Ben Atasiz niderim/Ellemen yansin yiirek/Kurumasin gozlerim/Belirsiz bir
riizgarim/Seller gibi ¢aglarim/Atam gitti, ardindan/Gece giindiiz aglarim”

133 Ruhumuzda bir ugurum, her yerde, her seyde bir eksiklik, bir bosluk var/Ah Atatiirk, umut, nese,
giines, her sey, meger ki hep sen imigsin”
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is posited as a “father figure, for everyone™!?> (Selva) in such a way that even though

“everyone is not expected to be an Atatiirkist, everyone is expected to love him”13°

(Sumru). Leylek even explicitly states, “Atatiirk is sacred”!3” (Leylek), in discussing
his legitimizing power. In the interviews, Anitkabir was precisely seen to be the
signifier that allowed such tendency of sacralization. The chain of signification around
Anitkabir usually led to similar accounts about Atatlirk, a tendency that was observed
to be quite coherent throughout the interviews. The yearly visit (sometimes more than
once) to what Bozdogan calls “the ‘holiest’ site of modern Turkey” (Bozdogan, 2001,
p. 282) is described in terms of a required pilgrimage.

I go there every year, in order to visit. I feel like I am... Visiting... It is similar

to the feeling of necessity to visit the elder members of your family in holidays.

Quite like such an instinct. It is just prove to myself that I went there this year.
I have an instinct to go there, to visit.!3® (Ayse)

When I am going to Anitkabir... I mean I don’t know... Last year, for example,
when I was going to party demonstrations in May, you go with excitement,
with enthusiasm, with a political attitude. Anitkabir has a similar thing too,
when you’re walking past it, you get a feeling. There is a different feeling, for
me at least.!3? (Tiilay)

I think it is an established tradition at this point. Going to Anitkabir, whether
it is April 23, whether October 29, whether November 10... I consider going
there to stand in silence before Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, to show him our
gratitude, a big sacrifice. We show our gratitude to him there!° (Roni)

134 «“Ben kiigiikken Allah’1 Atatiirk sanryordum. Yani su anda da ¢ok degisti§ini benim i¢in ¢ok
sanmiyorum” (Tiilay)
135 «“Atatiirk biraz gergekten baba figiirii gibi. Aslinda bence ¢ogu kisi i¢in dyle” (Selva)

136 “yani Atatiirk¢ii olmayan birisine hicbir sey demem, sonugta herkes olmak zorunda degil, ama
mesela Atatiirk’li Tiirkiye’deki herkes sevmek zorunda diye goriiyorum” (Sumru)

137 “Atatiirk bir kutsal” (Leylek)

138 “Ama yani her y1l giderim zaten. .. Ziyaret amagli. Yani sanki boyle kendimi... Boyle ziyaret... Hani
bayramlarda biiytikleri ziyaret etmek, kendine ddev bilinir ya bdyle. Sanki dyle bir iggiidilyle... Hani
gideyim, bu y1l hi¢ gitmedim olmasin hani... Bir ziyaret amagh bir gitme i¢giidiisii hissediyorum.”

(Ayse)

139 “Anitkabir’e giderken... Yani ister istemez... Ne bileyim gecen sene, yani Mayis aymdaki o
mitinglerde bile giderken bdyle insan bir heyecan, coskuyla gidiyor, politik seyle gidiyor. Simdi
Anitkabir’in, oradan gegerken bile insanin i¢inde bir his oluyor. Yani benim en azindan i¢inde degisik
bir his oluyor.” (Tiilay)

140 “Daha ¢ok artik oturmus bir kiiltiir gibi galiba. Yani 23 Nisan’da olsun, 29 Ekim’de olsun, 10
Kasim’da olsun Anitkabir’e gitmek, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk’e kars1 saygi durusunda bulunmak falan,
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Similar accounts about “the visit” were given by almost all the interviewees. The visit
was described as an act of gratitude, respect and sacrifice for the savior of the nation.
It was observed in the interviews that the existence and survival of the nation was
directly related to the sacrifice of Atatiirk; therefore, the visit was posited as a
corresponding sacrifice by the nation in return for that of Atatiirk. There is, thus, a

linear relationship between the past and the present at play here.

Even though most of the interviewees strongly expressed their complaints about the
present, when the linearity is established vis-a-vis Atatiirk, the complaints are observed
to fade away. This is most perfectly crystallized in Ayse and Timugin’s explanations.
At the beginning of the interviews, when asked about why they felt compelled to visit
Anitkabir at least once a year, both quickly establish a linear relationship between their
present conditions and Atatiirk. In this relationship, the present is imagined to be a

state of peace and comfort:

If we are able to live in peace today, if the ladies, for example, can live in
comfort in these times it is because of him!'*! (Timugin)

Atatiirk... He is the reason we could achive all this today'#? (Ayse)

However, just a couple of minutes after these explanations, when asked about the
current atmosphere of Turkey, the linearity breaks down into a complex set of
conditions. Both Ayse and Timugin’s imaginations of the present become the exact
opposite of their previous descriptions. Rather than conditions of peace and comfort,
the present is immediately devalorized, drawn up in a different image, embedded with

economic crises, political turbulence and ambiguous paths concerning their lives:

Turkey is not an Atatiirkist country today. I mean, it partially is. Half of it is,
the other half not. If it were so, we would not be in this condition today'*
(Timugin)

ona olan minnettarliimiz1 géstermek adina orada toplanmamizi, bence, biiyiik bir fedakarlik olarak
degerlendiriyorum. Ona kars1 minnettarligimizi orada sunuyoruz” (Roni)

141 “By devirde rahat yasayabiliyorsak, bayanlar mesela, bu devirde rahat yasayabiliyorsa sirf onun
yiizinden” (Timugin)

142 “Atatiirk... Su anki duruma gelmemizin sebebi aslinda...” (Ayse)
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I think we sort of... Went backwards... After Atatiirk, as the years went by, we
went backwards a little bit'** (Ayse)

This double-image was found to be the case for most interviewees, and is the exact
point where the other tendency was observed to begin. With the suspension of the
signifier of Anitkabir, the counter-tendency of the “realistic” attitude was observed to
take place. Therefore, it is seen to be the signifier of Anitkabir itself that allowed the
tendency of sacralization in the first place. The “realistic” attitude, as the second of
the aforementioned co-existing tendencies in the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism,
focused on the mistakes of Mustafa Kemal, and there was a strict emphasis against the
over-sacralization of him. Giintan even instrumentalizes a word-play, in order to
distinguish his “realistic” stance from others. He uses the term Ataputcu’* to denote

and degrade those who he claims “worship” Atatiirk:

Ataputcu is... Those who worship Atatiirk in a sense. I mean you can worship
him, it’s your thing, but... That guy we mentioned, for example, is always
pretending on Twitter like Atatiirk is flawless, like Atatiitk is a god, but
everyone has flaws, Atatiirk must have had some flaws as well'*¢ (Giintan)

I mean, of course he had certain mistakes... A lot of... Executions for
example... It does not matter whether it is right or wrong, I don’t know, but
nonetheless it is not normal'*’ (Giintan).

In this respect, Atatiirk is a human- Mustafa Kemal is a human too. He may
have mistakes. Maybe I am not quite aware of these due to my education and
life experience, but I am not for the idea that anyone, not only Atatiirk, could
be one hundred per cent right'*® (Umit)

143 “Tiirkiye Atatiirk¢ii degil. Kismen yani, yar1 kesim dyle yari kesim boyle. Eger dyle olsaydi biz bu
hallere diismezdik ya” (Timugin)

144 “Ama biz, hani, aslinda birazcik... Atatiirk’ten sonra da yillar gectikge de, birazcik daha geriledik
bana kalirsa” (Ayse)

145 Somewhat translatable as Atafetishist.

146 «“ya Ataputcu sey iste, hani... Atatiirk’e tapiryor resmen. Hani tapadabilir tabii ki, kendi seyi ama,
mesela... O adam mesela twitlerinde her zaman Atatiirk sanki kusursuz bir varlikmis, tanrrymis gibi
davraniyor ama herkesin illa kusurlar1 olmustur, Atatiirk’{in de kusurlari olmustur” (Giintan)

147 «“yanlis yaptig1 seyler olmustur, mesela cok fazla, iste... insan asmalar... Yani sonugta hakli veya
haksiz, bilmiyorum ama, normal bir sey degil baktigimiz zaman” (Giintan)

148 By anlamda, Atatiirk de bir insan- Mustafa Kemal de bir insan. Hatalar1 olabilir. Su an belki, ben

kendi egitim, okuma ve hayat tecriibesiyle bunlarin farkinda degilim, ama herhangi bir insanin yiizde
yiiz dogru oldugu fikri Atatiirk disinda da ¢ok sicak baktigim bir yaklasim degil” (Umit)
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Umit’s immediate preference of the name Mustafa Kemal over Atatiirk is exemplary
here. At the exact moment the “humanization” of Atatiirk begins, Umit halts his speech
and corrects himself by saying Mustafa Kemal instead of Atatiirk. Thus, the co-
existing tendencies of sacralization and realism could be said to be functioning with
the exchange of the signifiers here. Since Atatiirk is an object of sacralization, the
mistakes are to be referred to another signifier, namely, Mustafa Kemal. The
interviewees generally claimed that they were indifferent to the use of various names
for Mustafa Kemal, be it Gazi, be it Atatiirk, or be it Mustafa Kemal. However, it is
clear that the choice of a particular name does indicate differing significations, as seen
in Umit’s immediate correction. It is interesting to note at this point that Neo-Kemalist
discourse attaches the signifier of Anitkabir precisely to Civic Atatiirkism, in order to
scorn its character of lifestyle over ideology. In his strict preference of Kemalism over

Atatiirkism, Zarif, one of the interviewees who belonged to ADT, argues:

Those who claim that they are Atatiirkists and that they do not adopt
Kemalism are contradicting themselves, in my opinion. Because as I said,
Atatiirkism is formed around the figure of a hero. You can’t have your way by
saying I am going to Anitkabir on November 10, I am celebrating national
holidays, I am secular, I am democratic etc. Gazi Mustafa Kemal gives me a
duty in his Bursa speech. He says the Turkish youth is the owner and protector
of the revolutions. And when those are in jeopardy, the youth, without relying
on the police and the army of the country, will do all it could in order to defend
them, whether it be with a stone, with a stick, or with a gun. With Atatiirk’s
words clear as day, I can’t understand how someone can overlook the struggle
aspect of this, and be a wardrobe Atatiirkist!*® (Zarif)

As a final point, Atatiirk was seen to be a big influence of the everyday life of most of
the interviewees. The interviewees were observed to be viewing Atatlirk as not only a
leader from the past, but also a guide for the present, a source of hope that concerns

their everyday lives. In that sense, in accordance with the privileging of lifestyle over

ideology, which is to be explained in detail below, the signifier of Atatiirk was

149 «Zaten ben Atatiirkgilyiim, Kemalizmi benimsemiyorum diyen bir insan kendiyle gelisiyordur benim
gdziimde. Ciinkii dedigim gibi Atatiirk¢iiliik bir kahraman figiir etrafinda gelisen bir sey. Iste bu 10
Kasim’da Anitkabir’e gidiyorum, milli bayramlar1 kutluyorum, iste laikim, demokratigim ve saire
demeyle olmaz. Gazi Mustafa Kemal bana Bursa nutkunda bir gorev veriyor. Yani Tirk genci
cumhuriyetin ve devrimlerin sahibi ve bekgisidir diyor. Ve bunlara yonelik en ufak bir tehditte, bu
iilkenin polisi vardir, iste askeri vardir ve saire demeden elinde tasla, sopayla, silahla nesi varsa bunlar1
savunmak i¢in elinden geleni yapacaktir diyor. Ve halihazirda bdyle bir sey denmisken ben nasil hani
miicadele etme kismini kenara ayirip sadece iste, belki o gardrop Atatiirk¢liliigi kavramina
biiriinebilirim...” (Zarif)
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observed to be functioning as constitutive of the various lifestyles of the participants.
Thus, the image of Atatiirk is observed to be losing its political character in this
influence. It is not an influence in the sense that Zarif talks about, one that concerns
the political actions of the Atatiirkists, as exemplified above, but an “emptier”, more
ambiguous influence, one that pertains to everyday actions and personal traits of

Atatlirkists. For example, Sumru’s words are illuminating of this:

But in terms of Atatiirkism, when I am hopeless, I tell myself that I cannot be
hopeless, because Atatiirk says one should not be hopeless. I lead my life in
accordance with this. I see Atatiirkism just like that.!>* (Sumru)

4.2.2. Atatiirk as a metapolitical figure

Atatiirk’s designation as a metapolitical figure is not surprising coming from the
discourse of Civic Atatlirkism, since it was present in the discourse on it as well, if one
recalls the fifth argument of the literature laid down in Chapter 3.3.3.. Moreover, Tanil
Bora suggests that Atatiirkism is designated specifically as a “system of thought ... in
order to be posited as a meta-ideological, objective method that renders ideologies
meaningless” (Bora, 2017, p. 174), and this “has a depoliticizing function that pushes
all political currents towards the same center” (insel, 2021, p. 27). In the general
framework of the study, it was observed that almost all interviewees posited Atatiirk
outside politics'!. Atatiirk was quite generally observed to be a metapolitical entity;
nevertheless, the exact political ontology and phenomenology of this metapolitics took
different forms. The outside of politics was never posited to be an outside as such, but
took on competing formulations and conceptualizations, most especially regarding the
spatiality of the realm of metapolitics. In other words, there were distinct pictures of
where that outside may be, and these all carry crucial traces regarding the
interviewees’ understanding of the inside as well. To begin with, some of the
interviewees contended that Atatlirk and politics were necessarily external, and that

Atatiirk was undoubtedly beyond politics. In this first description, it is clear that two

150 “Ama Atatiirkgiiliik oldugunda mesela, iste, umutsuzluk konusunda umutsuz olamam diyorum,
¢linkii Atatiirk umutsuz olunmamasi gerektigini sOyliiyor, diyorum mesela kendime. Biraz daha
hayatimdaki yolu ona gore ¢iziyorum. Atatiirk¢iiliigii 6yle goriiyorum.” (Sumru)

151 Thus, revealing their understanding of politics as a site or area as well, with some elements that are
inside, and some others that are outside, both in the sense of exclusion and transcendence.
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fundamentally different realms emerge from within the account of the interviewees:
The realm of politics and the beyond, the realm of metapolitics. In such scheme,
politics is obviously relegated to an inferior realm, spatially upon which stand certain
“non-politicizable” things (thus indicating a separation between the ontics of the two

realms), such as “national values”, “the constitution”, and “Atatiirk”. Giintan’s use of
b b

beyond is a good example of this first understanding:

In terms of paying respect to and loving Atatiirk... I think this is something
which cannot be discussed upon, and I think Atatiirk is something beyond
politics. I think he is someone you can’t make politics upon'>? (Giintan)

What I understand from Atatiirkism is, as I said, concerns love and respect.
It’s not about a political dimension. I actually think Atatiirk should not be
defended on political grounds, because he is a value of this country'>?
(Giintan)
It is clear that Giintan seeks to keep Atatiirk out of politics. His designation of the
political and the metapolitical realms are found to be necessarily excluding, and the
functioning of Atatiirk within the political realm is designated to be conductable only
through love and respect. As an alternative political ontology, second, the outside of
politics was observed to be characterized in terms of the ground of politics. This is
different from the beyond of politics, in the sense that in the former, no contact between
politics and its beyond was allowed. Not only was the universe ontologically split in
two strict realms of politics and metapolitics, their ontic content were seen to be pre-
assigned as well, with an already-given hierarchical privilege of the metapolitical ones
over the political ones. Atatiirk was found to belong to that very beyond, the other
realm strictly separated from politics. Such separation is made on the grounds of
“preserving” Atatiirk, declaring an “unquestionability” on the side of Atatiirkist tenets
or the love for Atatiirk; nonetheless, in designating the unquestionability of Atatiirkist
tenets, the first approach also effectively shuts down any possibility of Atatiirk

functioning within the political realm. Thus, metapoliticization in the first approach

152 “Atatiirk’e saygi, sevgi gosterme konusunda bunun... Tartiglmamasi gereken bir sey oldugunu
diistiniiyorum ve Atatilirk’iin siyasi iistii bir sey oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. Hani siyaset yapilmamasi
gereken kisi oldugunu diisiiniiyorum, Atatiirk iizerinden.” (Giintan)

153 Ya benim Atatiirkgiiliikten anlayisim, dedigim gibi, sevgi ve saygi ¢ergevesinde, hani daha siyasi bir

boyutu olarak degil de, zaten en ¢ok siyasi diyip savunulmamasi gerektigini diisiiniiyorum Atatiirk’{in.
Sonugta yani bu tilkenin bir degeri” (Giintan)
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also leads to the strict exclusion of the metapolitical elements from the realm of
politics. In this second conceptualization as the ground of politics, no longer are
politics and metapolitics separated as two horizontally opposing realms, but politics

itself is vertically divided within itself, between its own ontological and ontic levels.

This understanding posits the metapolitical as the ontological, the constitutive ground
of politics and politeia. Thus, the relationship is not a matter of transcendence and
exclusion as it was in the first approach, but one of constitution. While the former was
mainly built on a negative framework, i.e. the relationship of negation between Atatiirk
and politics, this second understanding of metapolitics functions on a positive
framework, i.e. the constitution of the space of politics along the lines of the

metapolitical.

In conclusion, the vertical divide within politics does still privilege the metapolitical
over the political, but does not any longer establish a relationship of exclusion between
the two realms. The ground, the metapolitical, is designated to be the very constitutive
realm of politics. When one pays attention to Ayse’s words ido/ and path, her reversal
from the almost-uttered ideology, and her amazement over why there exists people

who don’t adopt Atatiirkism, such an understanding could be easily exposed:

I see both Atatiirk and Atatiirkism as a national value... [Atatiirk] must be an
idol for us. Or... For example, let us assume that you are establishing a party or
an ideolog- you are establishing something political. You can view him as an
idol. Or in the decisions you are going to make... He must be seen as a path to
follow!>* (Ayse)

I don’t get why people don’t adopt Atatiirk’s tenets. Whichever of Atatiirk’s
tenets contain elements that would do evil to us, or that would be the opposite
of what we are? I am thinking about why people would not want to adopt his
tenets... I mean that’s what I think, for the reason for adoption... Is there
someting really controversial? Does it benefit only one group? Of course there
is not such a thing. As I’d said, nationalism, contemporaneity, something that
defends these... Why wouldn’t parties adopt this approach?'> (Ayse)

1% Milli bir deger olarak goriiyorum ben Atatiirkgiiliigii de, Atatiirk’ii de... Idol olmal bence. Veya...
Attyorum, bir parti kurulacak veya bir ideoloj- bir sey kuracaksin siyasi. Hani bunu da... Idoliin olarak
goriilebilir. Veya hani yapacagin, alacagin kararlarda... Hani izleyecegin bir yol olarak gdriilmeli.

(Ayse)

155 “Atatiirk’iin benimsedigi ilkelerden hangisi boyle ¢ok bizim zittimiza ve kotii olacak bir karar
iceriyor da benimsenmiyor... Ben bunu diisiinliyorum, yani hani benimseme sebebi... Cok aykir1 bir
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This is obviously different from that of Giintan, established above. As laid down
above, Gilintan was drawing up a bold border between the political and the
metapolitical, without any possibility of interrelation between the two; Ayse, however,
is indicating a constitutivity of the political through the metapolitical. This is quite
clearly expressed in her suggestion that if one is to “establish something political”,
they “must follow Atatiirk/ism as a path”, and her assertion of “how could someone
possibly reject these political values”. These two competing conceptualizations of the
metapolitical, those of Giintan and Ayse, i.e. the beyond and the ground, 1 assert, give
us a shared account with regards to the position of Atatiirk in a metapolitical space;
however, their difference begins at the ontico-ontological configuration of the
metapolitical space. Thus, although it agrees on the metapoliticality of Atatiirk, there

are two designations of the metapolitical in the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism.

Therefore, on the one hand, although the exact form of where metapolitics lies differs,
Atatlirk is seen to be assigned a position within the realm of metapolitics; however, on
the other hand, the very ontological configuration assigns different roles to Atatiirk.
While the former seeks to shut down any possibility of a relationship between Atatiirk
and politics, the latter seeks to build up politics along the lines of Atatiirk. There is one
more quite similar function of Atatlirk which was found to be quite common within
the discourse of Civic Atatlirkism, that could be naturally related to the first two:

Namely, Atatiirk’s functioning as a figure of Consensus.

4.2.3. Atatiirk as a figure of Consensus

This is quite close to the conceptualization of Atatlirk as a metaphysical entity and a
metapolitical entity. However, this one has much stronger implications regarding Post-
Politics. As established in Chapter 2, one of the central characteristics of the Post-
Political condition was the idea of Consensus. Although this was an issue raised by
many interviewees, in that “there is nothing controversial in Atatiirkism, that there is

nothing that could be objected to in it”'3¢ (Umit), and that “Atatiirk as the founding

sey mi var? Sadece bir grubu mu kayiriyor? Yani Oyle bir sey yok. Dedigimiz gibi milliyetgilik,
cagdaslik hani, bunlart savunan bir gey... Yani bunlart neden benimsemesin ki partiler?” (Ayse)

156 “Aslinda ¢ok da tartisilabilir seyler sdylemiyor iste. Halkin daha rahat etmesi igin, toplumun daha

lyi ve rahat yasamasi i¢in birtakim fikirler sunuyor. Bunu... Tabii, nasil yapilacagina dair tartigmalar
olabilir, ama fikir olarak tartigilabilir cok da bir sey yok Atatiirkg¢iiliikte” (Umit)
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will of the state is a point of legitimacy for many people”!>? (Zeytin), due to him being
“the greatest value to come out of Turkey”'*® (Kelebek), I believe one specific
interview expresses the idea of Consensus and homogeneity in the discourse of Civic
Atatlirkism perfectly. Serdar’s designation of Atatiirkism as a necessary dimension of
a political subjectivity, one that cancels out all other identifications, is crucial to
understand here. Serdar, at the outset of the interview, explains his dream of what an
ideal politics should be, in terms of a common ground, a singularity of Consensus

around which all can come together, regardless of their accidentalities:

Here’s my dream... I want people... to be able to come together in a group... |
want them to be able to find a common ground. I feel like this common ground
is being taken away right now!>® (Serdar)

For Serdar, Atatlirkism comes into play for the very function of this common ground,

and provides the isomorphic parallel of it in political terms. He follows:

If one adheres to the foundational values, the first four articles of the
constitution, to the tenets of Atatiirk... As long as I know that someone adheres
to those, it doesn’t matter for me what the economic ideology or the political
ideology of someone is'® (Serdar)

Thus, Atatlirkism serves as “the center” that depoliticizes all other politicizations
(Insel, 2021, p. 27), and cancels out all other identifications (in accordance with its
character of emptiness and logic of equivalence). Nevertheless, the said common

ground is not observed to be functioning in terms of a voluntary entrance. Serdar

157 Yani ¢iinkii devletin kurucu iradesi. Kurucu iradesini temsil ediyor, tek basina tabii ki Atatiirk
devletin kurucu iradesi degil ama... Yani nasil ki Amerika’da, iste attyorum kimse o kurucu babalar
denilen figiirlere ¢ok da bdyle rahat rahat karst ¢ikamiyorsa dogal olarak Tiirkiye’de de 6yle bir durum
oldugunu diigiiniiyorum. O yiizden yani ¢ok rahat iste kendini mesrulastirabilecegin bir figiir Atatiirk.
Ve yoruma da ¢ok agik oldugu i¢in iste ne bileyim, sol... Kendini sol olarak adlandiranlar bir taraftan
tutabiliyor, sag olarak adlandiranlar bir taraftan tutabiliyor. O yilizden yani kendini mesrulagtirmak
istiyorsan aslinda, herkesin aklina birinci gelen sey biiyiik ihtimalle Atatiirk.” (Zeytin)

158 «Atatiirk, Tiirkiye nin gikarttig1 en biiyiik deger” (Kelebek)

159 “Tahayyiiliim su, daha... insanlarin... bir kiimede birlesebildigi, yani bir ortak nokta bulabildigi bir
sey istiyorum. Su an insanlarin elinden bu ortak nokta alinmaya calisiliyormus gibi hissediyorum”
(Serdar)

160 «“By {ilkenin kurucu degerlerine, iste anayasanin ilk dort maddesi, Atatiirk ilkelerine... baglh

kalinacagim bildigim siirece, o insanin ekonomik ideolojisi, siyasi ideolojisi benim i¢in dnemli degil”
(Serdar)
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strictly states that the common ground is not a point around which people could come
together, but it is a point that they must come together. In other words, the common
ground is not a point where a logic of heterogeneity functions, but a point where there

is a homogenization present:

I don’t think anyone should be able to say something wholly outside of
Atatiirkism within politics. I mean, if one says something outside of
Atatiirkism, I don’t think that will be for the benefit of Turkey!®! (Serdar)

This homogenization is proven, once again, in its cancelling out of all other axes of
one’s identity. The various axes are transcended with the homogenization of
Atatiirkism, and lose their character vis-a-vis the political. This quite perfectly
represents the empty character of the signifier of Atatiirkism, as was developed in
Chapter 3 and 3.1., in that the signifier “Atatiirkist” cancels out all its articulations,
elements and moments, with its equivalential/homogenizing logic. In fact, Laclau
argues that this logic of homogenization is the definitive quality of Kemalism, in that
“the internal split inherent in any democratic demand within the equivalential chain
collapses; the ‘people’ loses its internal differentiations, and is reduced to a substantial
unity” (Laclau, 2005, p. 208). In Serdar’s explanations, the empty signifier
“Atatiirkist” cancels out all other signifiers like Kurdish, Alevi, and socialist, and

reduces everything into a unified bloc of “Atatiirkist™:

It doesn’t matter for me if someone is a socialist, as long as they are Atatiirkist.
Or it doesn’t matter whether they are Alevi, Kurdish...'®? (Serdar)

Therefore, in correspondance with Ahmet Insel’s suggestion that Kemalism functions
on the “vision of a homogenous society” (Insel, 2021, p. 23), the Post-Political idea
of Consensus serves perfectly the Atatiirkist vision of homogeneity. Therefore, just like
what the literature on Post-Politics reveals, the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism is found
to be configuring Consensus as a point of homogenization, on the grounds of an “extra-

ideological ideology” that cancels out all differences, the entrance to which is not

161 “Siyasette herhangi bir insanin ben Atatiirk¢iiliigiin tamamen disinda bir sey sdyleyebilmesi
gerektigini diisinmiiyorum. Yani, sdylerse bunun Tiirkiye’nin yararina olmayacagini diisiiniiyorum”
(Serdar)

162 «Atatiirkgii oldugu siirece bu insan sosyalist olmasinin benim i¢in bir dnemi yok. Ya da iste Alevi,
Kiirtmis...” (Serdar)
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voluntary but rather imperative. Atatiirkism, as an empty signifier, in accordance with
its history of being defined in extra-ideological terms fits perfectly the logic of Post-
Politics, as a ground of Consensus. This is found to be a requirement for such
homogenizing logic, in Laclau’s assertion that “the more extended the equivalential

tie is, the emptier the signifier unifying that chain will be” (Laclau, 2005, p. 99).
4.2.4. Between empty and floating: Atatiirkism as a mode of politicization

The empty and floating character of Kemalism/Atatiirkism was explained in Chapter
3 and 3.1., through its definition as an articulatory practice, the equivalential logic of
which cancels out all differences within it, thus making it able to articulate within it
anything (empty), and be articulated info anything (floating). Under shows both the

empty and floating characteristics of Atatiirkism:

Today, many individuals and groups with competing political ideas and
tendencies are using, and have used in the past, Atatlirk’s speeches and
principles, which has become identical with the regime itself and respected as
a national value, in order to legitimize their causes ... Everyone can find a
phrase, a tendency or a principle in Atatiirk, who had a quite flexible, pragmatic
view as opposed to other political and economic doctrines, and build up an
Atatiirkism that fits their purposes (Under, 2021, pp. 153-154)

Atatiirkism’s designation as a mode of politicization takes place at the very tension
between its empty and floating characteristics. While some interviewees contend that
Atatiirkism, in terms of the so-called political spectrum, is someting close to the Left
(Zeytin, Leylek, Kelebek, Zarif, Giintan, Tiilay, Selva, Roni, Niikhet), some contend
that it is closer to the Right (Sumru, Serdar), while others contend that it is in the very
center of it (Biilent, Ayse, Timugin, Umit).

There were a handful of “contradicting” characteristics and signifiers associated with
Atatlirkism throughout the interviews. As an example, while Sumru strongly
emphasized that Atatiirkism was a branch under Turkism, and that it contained
nationalist, even ethnicist tendencies, explained as “one must be a nationalist, a Turkist

in order to be an Atatiirkist, I think that is what Atatiirkism is built upon”!'®3 (Sumru),

163 Atatiirkgiiniin milliyet¢i olmasi gerekiyor, Tiirkgii olmasi gerekiyor, bunun iizerine kurulmus bir sey
bence Atatiirk¢iiliik” (Sumru)

121



Tiilay quite strongly rejected such Atatiirkism, calling it a right-wing, or even at times,
a fascist scheme, relating Atatiirkism with socialism, expressed in her words as:
In the sense that they asked Atatiirk, are you going to save the country for
these people, and he answered, it is for this very people that I am going to save
it. I think I can relate this to socialism. Other than that, I don’t know, I think
socialism, with respect to the youth in Turkey right now... There are Zafer Party
[Victory Party] supporters everywhere and this incredibly bothers me, really.

Maybe that’s why I relate socialism with Atatiirkism, because I see it as the
opposite of fascism!'®* (Tiilay)

Alongside socialism and Turkism, it was observed in the interviews that some
participants defined Atatiirkism in terms of “social democracy” (Roni), “feminism”
(Tiilay, Selva), and “republican leftism” (Zeytin). Most of the interviewees were quite
conscious of the empty and floating characters of Atatiirkism, in the sense that there
was a strong acknowledgement that Atatiirkism could be articulated into various, even
contradicting, frameworks. This sometimes took the form of “objective observation”,
but at times functioned similar to Asim Aslan’s (and many other Kemalists”)
complaints about the “float”. The interviewees were observed to be acknowledging
such character of Kemalism/Atatiirkism, and seen to be developing accounts about

critiquing such character:

The cult of Atatiirk appeals to everyone today, from those who call themselves
Kemalist, to those who identify as liberal, as socialist, as nationalist, as
conservative!®® (Kelebek)

It is a quite subjective matter, actually. Because the tenets of Atatiirk could be
interpreted in a lot of different ways. People could understand very different
things and they can turn it... into different things. Therefore, I don’t think
Atatiirkism could have only one explanation'® (Biilent)

164 E tabii yani ¢iinkii Atatiirk’e de demisler ki sen bu halk i¢in mi kurtaracaksim diyor ya iste. Asil bu
halk i¢in mi kurtaracagim demesi mesela. Sosyalizmle ben bagdastirabilirim bunu. Bunun disinda bagka
yani, bilmiyorum, sosyalizmi daha ¢ok su anki iilkedeki genglere karsilik.. Yani her yerde Zafer
Partililer falan tiiredi ve inanilmaz bir sekilde beni rahatsiz ediyor, ger¢ekten. Bu yiizden de fasistlige
en ¢ok karsi olarak sosyalizmi diislindiigiim i¢in belki de sosyalizmi bagdastiriyor olabilirim su anda
(Tlay)

165 «Aftatiirk kiiltii, bugiin kendisine Kemalist diyene de, bugiin kendisine liberal diyene de, sosyalist
diyene de, milliyet¢iyim muhafazakarim diyene de, her yere hitap eden bir sey” (Kelebek)

166 «“O)znel, ok 6znel bir konu aslinda. Ciinkii Atatiirk ilkeleri de bir yandan baktigimizda ¢ok farkli

yorumlanabilir. Cok farkli seyler anlasilabilir ve farkli... seylere doniistiiriilebilir bir durumda. Ondan
dolay1, Atatiirkgiiliigiin tek bir agiklamasinin olabilecegini diisiinmiiyorum” (Biilent)
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When we look at it, everyone is Atatiirkist. There are those people, who are
the opposite of each other, both in the Right and in the Left that call themselves
Atatlirkist. It seems like making a distinction is incredibly hard. This is due to
the fact that ideologies today are quite tangled with each other, and I don’t think
there could be a clear cut definition'$” (Roni)

I think Atatiirkism could encompass every kind of activity that we can do in

order to lead our country to better conditions'®® (Roni)
The floating character of Atatiirkism was “legitimized”!%® on the grounds that it did
not resemble a “dogmatic ideology”, and simply that it was not even “ideological” for
some. While for many it functions as an “observation” or “complaint”, with
nonetheless the interviewee “chooses” one float over the other, Sumru’s interpretation
of the float (and emptiness) has peculiar consequences. Sumru’s answer to the question
of “who could be an Atatiirkist” reveals the awkward conclusion of the float perfectly.
She suggests:

I can’t call myself completely Atatiirkist, but [ am trying to be. I think in order

to be completely Atatiirkist, you need to put a lot of effort. Or you have to
sacrifice a lot'’? (Sumru)

No one could be completely Atatiirkist, actually, according to my opinion!”!
(Sumru)
In her explanations, the horizon of being a complete Atatiirkist is designated as an
impossible task. This, I assert, is due to the floating (and empty) character of
Atatlirkism, i.e. its ability to be able to articulate into other, different discourses. Since
every particular instance of Atatilirkism is diverted, due to its floating character, from
the impossible-to-be universality of Atatiirkism, the actuality of Atatiirkism itself is

put as something incomplete. Therefore, the horizon, or the felos of Atatlirkism is

167 “Aslinda baktigimiz zaman tiim kesim Atatiirk¢ii yani. Sag kesimde, sol kesimde, birbiriyle ¢ok zit
olan partilerden her bir insan ben Atatiirk¢iiyiim diyor. Ayirt etmek ¢ok zor gibi goriiniiyor. Clinki artik
ideojiler falan birbirine ¢ok girdigi i¢in net bir sekilde bir ayrim yapmak, bilmiyorum” (Roni)

168 «(Jlkemizi oldugu kosullardan daha iyiye tasiyabilmek adina yapabilecegimiz her tiirlii faaliyeti
bence Atatiirkgiiliik ad1 altinda toplayabiliriz diye diisiiniiyorum” (Roni)

169 The interviewees felt the need to legitimize such float without any incentive or suggestion by me.
That was a common reflex in many interviews.

170 «“K endime tam olarak Atatiirk¢ii diyemem, ama olmaya ¢alistyorum. Tam olarak olmak i¢gin ¢ok ¢aba
sarf etmek gerekiyor. Veya ¢ok fazla 6diin vermek gerekiyor bence” (Sumru)

171 «“Kimse tam olarak Atatiirk¢ii olamaz zaten” (Sumru)
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designated as someting deferred at all times. Sumru’s desire for the impossible
complete Atatiirkist, thus, just as in the case of the banana of jouissance of Asim Aslan
(1999)!72, seeks an Atatiirkism that is not sullied by articulations, not mediated and not
floating into various political frontiers, the impossibility of which was explained in
Chapter 3. The “true”, or complete in Sumru’s words, Atatiirkism/Kemalism, I
assert(ed) lies not in a horizon of extra-discursive, non-articulated future, but in its
very quality of being an articulatory practice, an empty and floating signifier par
excellence. The means of being an Atatiirkist, in Sumru’s explanation, is believed to
be embedded in constant hardship, effort, struggle. It is almost as if a price has to be
paid through the passion of the Atatiirkist that through this negation of the actuality of
Atatiirkism, the always-incomplete Atatiirkist could sublate into the synthetic state of

complete Atatiirkism.

Although Atatiirkism/Kemalism is defined on the grounds of the complete possibility
of any articulation, the Civic mode of Atatiirkism presents certain signifiers that have
a more “stable” place within its chain of signification. The “stability” does not contest
the definition of Atatiirkism laid out in Chapter 3 and here, but rather points to a
momentary, malleable fixation, a suture. “Suture names not just a structure of lack but
also an availability of the subject, a certain closure” (Heath, as cited in Laclau &
Mouffe, 1985, p. 88). It is through the suture that a discourse momentarily closes and
becomes a discourse. Thus, it is through this momentary (this can’t be emphasized
enough) fixity that any positive presence is possible. The crucial point is that “the
moment of the ‘final’ suture never arrives” (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p. 86), thus it is
impossible to assign a “given stability” to any discourse. The “stability” of some
signifiers in Civic Atatiirkism is due to its momentary suture and relativization to other
Atatlirkisms/Kemalisms. It is through these signifiers that a differentiation between
various Atatlirkisms be made. Therefore, the articulatory and empty character of
Atatlirkism is exactly what allows “various Atatiirkisms” to exist. The actualization of
those “various” Atatiirkisms as different “Atatiirkist discourses” is due to the very
stabilization of certain signifiers, i.e. the suture. It was observed in the interviews that

the relatively stable signifiers around which the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism

172 See Chapter 3.
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functioned were: contemporaneity/modernity, republicanism, secularism/laicism,
reformationism/revolutionism and the “level of modern civilizations” (muasir
medeniyetler seviyesi). “The level of modern civilizations” is a signifier that is to be
handled specifically in Chapter 4.2.8., due to its close relationship with Post-Politics.
Its main indication is found to be “a perfect state of Consensus, a fissureless political
condition with the full foreclosure of antagonisms”. However, it is to be introduced
here in somewhat different terms. All of these so-called relatively more stable
signifiers were found to be related to the six arrows of Kemalism. When asked about
their particular understanding of Atatiirkism and what kinds of elements it contained,
some interviewees immediately referred to the six arrows. Even though others did not
explicitly refer to them as the six arrows or six tenets, they listed those elements within
the six in various combinations. Thus, I would suggest that there is not that big of a
difference here. Generally, it was observed that there were “certain arrows” or “certain

tenets” around which Atatiirkism sought stability:

When [ think about Atatiirkism, what I have in mind is a concept... that
revolves around the tenets of Atatiirk. I have an image of civilization, a path to
achieving the level of modern civilizations'”? (Umit)

The level of modern civilizations, contemporaneity, continuing his
revolutions, since he could not complete them, due to the fact that he passed
away. And continuing the republic, carrying it to a better tomorrow!”*
(Giintan)

I can say that it contains nationalism. Other than that... Actually, I think it
contains most of the six tenets. Be it nationalism, laicism... Umm... Etatism?
Maybe!”® (Zeytin)

Our main priority is that Kemalism does not have a dogma. We pay close
attention to innovation and revolutionism, a requirement of the six tenets, so

173 « Atatiirkgiiliik diyince zihnimde canlanan, iste, Atatiirk ilkeleri iizerinden bir. .. bir kavram olusuyor.
Daha ¢ok medeniyet, muasir medeniyetler seviyesine ulagmak i¢in bir yol gibi zihnimde canlantyor”
(Umit)

174 “[ste muasir medeniyetler seviyesi, cagdaslik, onun yapmaya galistig1 devrimleri devam ettirebilmek,
sonugta tamamini yapamadi, 0mrii yetmedigi i¢in. Ve cumhuriyeti devam ettirip tasiyabilmek, daha iyi

yarinlara” (Giintan)

175 “Milliyetciligi icerdigini sdyleyebilirim. Onun disinda... Aslinda alt1 ilkenin ¢ogunu igerdigini
diistiniiyorum. Milliyetgiliktir, laikliktir... Iu... Devletgilik beeelki” (Zeytin)
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that it does not become a dogma... I think anyone who feels close to the six
tenets could be a Kemalist'7® (Leylek)
There was somewhat of a difference between the organizationed and the
organizationless in their answers to the interviewes. Zarif, for example, a member of
ADT, argues that the “stable basis of Atatiirkism” is due to the whole, complete nature
of the six tenets themselves, thus implying that there exists a conceptual affinity

between them; moreover, it functions as the criteria of being an Atatiirkist as well:

The fact that it has no dogma does not show that it lacks a basis. There are
elements which we call the six tenets. If you call yourself an Atatiirkist, a
Kemalist, you cannot say that I take only five of those tenets, I don’t include
nationalism, or you can’t say I embrace Atatiirk, he founded the republic, he
saved our country but I don’t agree with him on religion, I don’t adopt laicism.
This is a whole. If you are a Kemalist, you will take those six tenets as a
whole!”” (Zarif)
In contrast to Zarif’s understanding of the complete nature of the arrows, it was
observed as a counter-character in Civic Atatiirkism that the organizationless did not,
in fact, take those six as a whole. They mostly defined their particular Atatlirkism as a
varying mixture of some tenets, with operations on, and with reformations and
reconfigurations of some of the tenets. The organizationless, in close connection with
their rejection of ideology, tended to mention only some of the six tenets, since they
expressed that they rejected the “ideologization” of Atatiirkism, i.e. since they

privileged lifestyle over ideology. Umit explains the reconfiguration of the six tenets

in such words that:

The actions that were taken in the 1940’s and the actions to be taken today
necessarily have to be different. Because the era is different, technology is
different, the needs are different'’® (Umit)

176 “En temel énceligimiz Kemalizmin bir dogmaya sahip olmamasi. Siirekli yeniligi, alt1 ilke geregi
devrimciligi baz almasi i¢in dogmalastirilmamasina 6zen gosteriyoruz... Ben alt1 ilkeye yakin hisseden
her kisinin Kemalist olabilecegini diistiniiyorum” (Leylek)

177 “Dogmalarinin olmamasi bir temelinin olmadigin gostermez Kemalizmin. Yani alti ilke dedigimiz
unsurlar var. Sen eger kendine Atatiirk¢iiylim, Kemalistim diyorsan, iste efendim ben bes ilkeyi
aliyorum, milliyetgiligi almiyorum, ya da efendim iste tamam Atatiirk’ii benimsiyoruz, cumhuriyeti
kurdu, iilkemizi kurtardi ama din konusunda ben katilmiyorum, ben laikligi benimsemiyorum
diyemezsin. Bu bir biitiindiir. Sen eger Kemalistsen o alt1 ilkeyi bir biitiin olarak alacaksin” (Zarif)

178 «1940’larda alinan aksiyonlarla bugiin alinan aksiyonlarin haliyle aynm olmamas: gerekiyor. Cag
degisiyor, teknoloji degisiyor, ihtiyaglar degisiyor” (Umit)
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Thus, in light of Umit’s words, the rejection of the whole character of the six tenets
could also be interpreted as the continuation of the “realistic” tendency, since it is
indicated that there is a difference between the conditions of the time when the six
arrows emerged, and today’s conditions. What Umit’s statement implies is a kind of
“realism” with regard to the approach. Etatism, for example, as could be observed in
Zeytin’s expression, who happens to be a member of ADT, was either questionable,

or not influential for many interviewees, even for some of the Neo-Kemalists.

Populism, as well, was not mentioned, virtually almost at all, in the interviews, in terms
of Atatiirkism. With the articulation of populism!” and the people with the discourse
of the AKP, populism as one of the six tenets was observed to disappear from the

Ataturkist discourse.

It’s because they are populists. He says whatever he wants, he manipulates

Kiligdaroglu’s videos, he gets the support from the people. This is populism'®

(Niikhet)
In other words, the people (through the rejection of populism) is observed to be an
antagonistic category to the Civic Atatiirkist. Civic Atatiirkist discourse always posits
itself against the people; therefore, the principle of populism (halk¢ilik) disappears
from the Civic Atatiirkist six arrows, since the people are posited on an antagonistic
frontier. Secularism or laicisim, to be handled in detail in Chapter 4.3.3. with its
opposition to “bigotedness”, was also found to be “reformed” in certain senses.
Although the interviewees, when asked what they understood from laicisim, stated
“the separation of the religious affairs from the state”, when a close inspection was to

be made, it was seen that it meant a handful of things, not actually related to that.

A perfect example here is Giintan’s articulation of secularism/laicism,

contemporaneity and freedom with drinking alcohol’3!. In other words, the nodal point

17 Translation may be misleading here. The word halk¢iltk in Turkish is rarely associated with
populism. Nonetheless, the Civic Atatiirkist discourse precisely equates the people with AKP(s
populism); thus, halk¢ilik as well is seen to be rejected, on the grounds that the people is an antagonistic
category to the Civic Atatiirkist.

180 “E ¢iinkii popiilistler ya. Adam ¢ikip kafasina eseni sdyliiyor, o seyleri, Kiligaroglu’nun videolarini
falan montajliyor, halki arkasina aliyor. Popiilizm yani bu” (Niikhet)

181 The signifier of alcohol was referred to by other interviewees as well, but Giintan’s account is the
most explicitly and specifically discussed one.
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of alcohol itself was observed to be quilting secularism, contemporaneity, freedom
etc. This relationship was also observed by Giintan, in that he became aware of such
articulation after the third time, stating in a funny way how he overemphasized the role
of alcohol in thinking about the tenets of Atatiirkism. Alcohol, thus, was observed to
be a signifier enabling the chain of signification of some of the six tenets, mainly
contemporaneity and secularism/laicism, alongside other signifiers like champagne

and belly dancer.

I mean day by day, for example, years ago, when it was the New Years, belly
dancers would appear in TV. Now, even saying champagne is censored.
Alcohol is censored'®? (Giintan)

Turkey today... I mean it’s not that laicist, but they are still selling alcohol.
Nonetheless, it is restricted after 10:30 PM, there is an intervention into
people’s lives, clearly. As I said, there is censorship on alcohol in the movies.
Therefore, I don’t think we have laicisim that much, it is just at the edge'®?
(Giintan)

They are changing our lives by intervening... As I said, be it alcohol, to state
the obvious... I am talking a lot about alcohol, but it’s because it’s the current
thing... Or, that they are heavily taxing alcohol!3* (Giintan)

Because as this process goes on, we will not be able to drink alcohol in the
university campus- Why do I keep talking about alcohol... (laughing)'®?
(Giintan)

We won’t be able to drink alcohol, we won’t be able to sit in comfort. We will
be stripped of our freedom'#¢ (Giintan)

182 “yani gitgide atiyorum mesela bundan yillar 6nce iste yilbasi oldugunda, ne bileyim, televizyonda
dansozler ¢ikardi. Iste su an mesela sampanya deyince bile sansiirleniyor. Alkol sansiirleniyor”
(Giintan)

183 “Tiirkiye bugiin... Yani ¢ok laik degil, ama hala en azindan alkol falan satig1 var. Ama 10:30’dan
sonra yasak mesela, insanlarin hayatlarina miidahale var ¢ok agik bir sekilde. Dedigim gibi iste, veya,
icki sahneleri sansiirleniyor. O ylizden yani laiklik ¢ok kalmadi, boyle ucunda” (Giintan)

184 «ya gdyle zaten hayatimizi degistiriyorlar ya iste miidahale ederek... Dedigim gibi iste alkol olsun,
en basitinden... Siirekli oralara kayityorum da en ¢ok o giindem oldugu i¢in. Veya iste mesela alkolden
diinya kadar vergi aliniyor” (Giintan)

185 «“Ciinkii o siire¢ devam ettigi siirece biz iste okulda alkol de icemeyecegiz- Benim bu alkol
muhabbeti... (giiliiyor)” (Giintan)

186 “yani alkol de kullanamayacagiz, ne bileyim rahat rahat oturamayacagiz da. Ozgiirliigiimiiz gidecek
yani” (Giintan)
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In addition to these, it was found that the level of modern civilizations (muasir
medeniyetler seviyesi) was an imporant anchor in the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism.
Again, as this will be observed below as a separate topic, an introduction here will
suffice. There are two different words in Turkish that indicate
modernity/contemporaneity: namely, muasirlik and cagdaslik. In terms of their literal
“meaning”, both have the same grammatic structure and indicate pretty much the same
thing. The only seeming difference is that muasir is a quite old-fashioned word, while
¢agdasg is newer and more common in everyday use. In the interviews, it was observed
that there is another layer of difference in the interviewees’ preference of one over the
other. The interviewees used muasir whenever they pointed to an impossible horizon
regarding Turkey, and used ¢agdas whenever they described themselves. Thus, while
muaswr simply “means” contemporary or modern, it was seen in the interviews that
muasr stricly signifies an impossible condition, and interesting phrases like “there are

no modern/contemporary civilizations” (muasir medeniyet yoktur) were uttered.

In order to specify its use, muasir will be referred to as modern, and ¢agdas will be
referred to as contemporary. Moreover, the level of modern civilizations will be
indicated as LMC. When asked “who is a modern civilization today”, the interviewees
put forward that any deviation from an imagined ideal of modernity, with the most
important being antagonisms, curbed one’s claim to modernity. In other words, the
interviewees contended that whenever and wherever there was an antagonism, there
was no modernity. Thus, modernity was a-spatialized and a-temporalized (re-
temporalized only in terms of an impossible future) on the grounds of antagonisms. In
a quite interesting conclusion, many interviews revealed that there was no civilization
who could be named modern (in the sense that there were no contemporary
civilizations). While some civilizations had “class problems”, others had “ethnic
issues” and some were disqualified of modernity due to “crime rates”. Serdar’s

understanding of modernity is exemplary:

I don’t think a society who has not solved income inequality could be a
modern civilization'” (Serdar)

187 “Bugiin gelir esitsizligini ¢dzememis bir toplumun muasir medeniyet olamayacagin diisiiniiyorum”
(Serdar)
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Although other accounts of the LMC are to be evaluated in Chapter 4.2.8., there is one
peculiar one I want to shed light upon here. Zeytin gives a quite interesting account of
LMC, which is different from that of others. At the outset, his account is virtually the
same with that of Serdar and others, in that there are no modern civilizations to be

found anywhere:

When I look at it, I don’t personally name any civilization as modern today.
This is because I think most civilizations are in a decline. The world civilization
in general'®® (Zeytin)

After a couple of questions, however, he jokingly suggests that Turkey, in fact, could
be named as a modern civilization, due to conditions of authoritarianism. In other
words, although Zeytin first considers modernity in an impossible-to-achieve sense,
he then reposits it within the actuality of the West, and states that Turkey is quite
modern in the Western sense, since it is an authoritarian country. This is the only time
in the interviews where the present of Turkey is posited in terms of modernity.
Furthermore, this is one of the rare uses of modernity in its actuality. Although
modernity is constantly deferred to an ambiguous future, with the horizon of a
fissureless society, Zeytin here grasps modernity in its actuality, as a rare instance to

be observed in the interviews:

Turkey is a modern civilization right now. You know, with authoritarianism

and all that (laughing). I mean, what we see all around those other modern

civilizations we see in Turkey!®? (Zeytin)
There were two other interviewees who both gave the example of Scandinavian
countries in discussing modernity (Tiilay, Selva), but other than that, none of the
interviewees thought there existed modern states. The impossibility of modern states
will be handled below in more detail, and will indubitably reveal much more regarding
the discourse. Although other signifiers were observed to have some place within the
discourse of  Civic Atatlirkism, namely “republicanism” and

“reformationism/revolutionism”, they were seen to be not that much central to the

188 “Bugiin ben sahsen baktigimda higbir medeniyeti muasir adlandiramiyorum. Ciinkii her, ¢ogu
medeniyeti aslinda biraz gerilemede goriiyorum. Diinya medeniyetini genel olarak” (Zeytin)

189 “Tiirkiye su an aslinda muasir bir medeniyet bence. Hani o otoriterlesme ve saire (giiliiyor). Yani

tam da diger o muasir medeniyetlerin sahip oldugu olgular Tiirkiye’de yasaniyor” (Zeytin)
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discourse, what Freud would have called “elements of low value” (Freud, 1999, p.

235). Thus, I will not be making a specific discussion upon both terms.
4.2.5. Between Civicness and pseudo-civilianization: Lack and Abundance

As established in the introductory parts of the field study, the main split around which
the interviewees concentrated was that of organization. Only the non-organized were
seen to be carrying certain characteristics of Civicism, while the organized did not.
This split was first and foremost functional regarding the issue of militarism, coups,
and the army. The organizationed were seen to be much comfortable defending what
could be called militarist outlooks; in contrast, in some accordance, to an extent, with
the first argument of the Civic Atatiirkism Literature, in Chapter 3.3.3., the non-
organized were carefully emphasizing that they were “not militarist” (Giintan, Selva)

even before they talked about anything pertaining to the army!'*°.

An organizationed interviewee, Roni, who is a member of CHP, makes clear
indications regarding his understanding of the army. He posits the army as a check-
and-balance mechanism opposite politics. In answering the question “whether there is
a relationship between Kemalism and the army”, a question to which the non-
organizationed gave a resounding no, Roni argues there was a relationship, and that it

has been broken apart:

Those soldiers who define themselves as Atatiirkists, those who would seize
power when they see bigotry, when they see reactionism are now gone. Is such
a relationship between Atatlirkism and the army wrong? I think not. This is
because those figures like Atatiirk and Ismet inénii are people who grew up on
a military framework, educated in military schools, coordinated war and
politics at the same time, administering the country. Since they have such
military background, I think there is a relationship. However, this is also a
relationship that has been corrupted!®! (Roni)

190 Nonetheless, a total separation from an etatist understanding is questionable, as at certain points, it
was observed that the interviewees held fast to such framework.

191 «“Kendisini Atatiirkgii olarak tammlayan, yani yeri geldigi zaman bir bagnazlik, bir irtica gordiigii
zaman yOnetime el koyabilecek olan askerler su an ¢ok, yok durumdalar. Boyle bir iligkinin kurulmus
olmas1 Atatiirkgiiliikle ordu arasinda yanls mi? Bence degil. Ciinkii Atatiirk olsun, Ismet Inonii olsun,
bunlar askeri tabandan yetistikleri i¢in, yani askeri okullarda okumus insanlar, keza bir tarafta cephede
savagirken bir tarafta politika var, iilke yonetimi var. Bu tabandan yetistirildikleri i¢in bu baglantinin
kurulmasini agik¢asi dogru buluyorum. Ki kurulmali da ama, zamanla ¢ok yozlastirtlmis durumda bu
baglant1” (Roni)
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While the non-organizationed usually tended to reject such relationship, and even
when they acknowledged it tended to devalorize it, Roni was observed to be valorizing
the relationship, and mourning its loss. After I wanted him to clarify the valorization,

Roni followed:

I think the severing of the relationship is a negative thing. I think the army
should be able to stand as a balance mechanism. It should be able to say I am
here. However, when a secondary or third person intervenes into the army, and
the democratic structure within the army and within its hierarchy collapses, I
don’t think this could lead to right results'*? (Roni)

It was seen in the discourse of the organizationed that there was a strict separation
between the coup of 1960 and of 1980. While the former was defended with fury and
related to Kemalism, the latter was rejected and it functioned as a separation point in
the positioning of Neo-Kemalists outside the state, what Dag1 had called the ripping
out (Dag1, 2021). Zarif and Kelebek, members ADT, state regarding the coup of 1960:

The army has a duty at the end of the day. It secures the country. It defends
the motherland against any possible danger coming from outside or from
within. Therefore, it has a natural relationship with Kemalism. When we look
to the Adnan Menderes era, the May 27 process, the danger comes from within.
Thus, the army feels the need to intervene!®? (Zarif)

May 27 is a coup that is generally welcomed by the political crowds in Turkey,
but slandered after September 12, with the growing discontent for soldiers... At
this point, I am completely thankful for May 27, I must admit... May 27 is a
coup done by patriotic officers who did not want to see the country tumble
down the hill'** (Kelebek)

192 “Bence baglantinin kopmasi olumsuz bir sey. Ciinkii ordu bence bir denge olarak durabilmeli. Yani
ordu ben buradaymm diyebilmeli diye diigiiniiyorum. Ama iste orduya ikinci, tiglincii bir kisinin
miidahalesi oldugu zaman, yani ordu igerisindeki demokratik yap1 olsun, ne bileyim, o hiyerarsi
bozuldugu zaman ¢ok, bunun dogru sonuglara yol agabilecegini diisiinmiiyorum agik¢asi” (Roni)

193 “Ordunun bir gorevi var sonugta. Bu iilkenin giivenligini sagliyor. Ayn1 zamanda disaridan ya da
iceriden gelebilecek herhangi bir tehdit unsuruna karsi vatani savunuyor. Sonug olarak Kemalizm’le
dogal bir iligkisi bulunuyor bu noktada. Yani Andan Menderes donemine, 27 Mayis siirecine
baktigimizda, bu tehdit igerden geliyor. Yani, ordu da kendinde bir miidahale ihtiyaci duyuyor” (Zarif)

194 <27 Mayis ¢ogunlukla Tiirkiye’nin politik kitleleri tarafindan benimsenen, ama 12 Eyliil
sonrasindaki asker karsitligiyla beraber literatiirde tekrar kirletilen bir darbe... Yani bu noktada ben
sonuna kadar 27 Mayis’tan raziyim, agikgast... 27 Mayis iilkenin uguruma yuvarlanmasini istemeyen
birtakim vatansever subaylarin darbe yapmasidir” (Kelebek)
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However, their accounts drastically change with the coup of 1980. This change is so
strong that even the previously established relationship between the army and

Kemalism, which was explained in “natural terms”, is suspended:

For people, there is a relationship between Turkish Armed Forces [TSK] and
Kemalism. TSK always seems like the defender of Atatiirk, Atatiirkism, and
like the army of Atatiirk. However, when we make a historical inspection, we
see that this is not the case in the coup of 1980. After the coup of 1980 we see
the exact opposite. Rather than the favoring of Kemalist governments, we see
that the counterrevolutionary formations, whom we can call anti-Kemalist, are
having a say in government more and more'*> (Leylek)

There’s a so-called Kemalist coup, and Imam Hatip schools skyrocket, imam
Hatip graduates become district governors, Imam Hatip graduates become
governors. How could that be Kemalist?!'?° (Kelebek)

The discourse of the organizationless differs strikingly from the other here. Even
though some non-organized participants did hesitantly establish a relationship between
Kemalism and the army, this only concerned the fact that Mustafa Kemal was a soldier,
and rejected what they deemed to be a “radical” approach. Beyond that, the
organizationless were seen to be not establishing any relationship between their

particular Atatiirkism and the army:

In terms of a relationship, I think there is this kind of one. Since Atatiirk is a

military personality, and at the same time that there are people in the army

who... radically adopt his views... My Atatiirkism is not like that!®” (Biilent)
Other organizationless participants outright denied any possibility of a relationship

between Atatiirkism and militarism, positing themselves along what they called

universal values:

195 “Halk goziinde TSK ile Kemalizm arasinda bir iliski var. TSK her zaman Atatiirkgiiliigiin,
Atatiirk’iin  savunucusu, Atatiirk’iin ordusu diye goziikilyor. Ama bu tarihsel baglamda
degerlendirildiginde, 80 darbesi 6zelinde aslinda hi¢ dyle olmadigini goriiyoruz. 80 darbesinden sonra
tam tersi, Kemalist hiikiimetlerin gdzdelesmesinden ziyade, anti-Kemalist diyebilecegimiz karsi
devrimci olusumlarin hiikiimette daha ¢ok s6z sahibi olmaya basladigini net bir sekilde goriiyoruz”
(Leylek)

196 “Kemalist bir darbe oluyor ve Imam Hatipler bir anda firliyor, Imam Hatipliler kaymakam oluyor,
Imam Hatipliler vali oluyor. Bu Kemalist olabilir mi?” (Kelebek)

197 “ya iliski, soyle bir iliski oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. Atatiirk askeri bir kimlik oldugu i¢in ayni

zamanda, askeriyede daha... radikal bir sekilde benimsenmis diisiinceleri oldugunu diislinliyorum...
Benim Atatiirk¢iiliigiim boyle degil” (Biilent)
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I mean of course I don’t condone coups. When looked from the perspective
of some people, they might be symphatetic towards them, but I believe there
are humane values above personal ones, like right to life, right to freedom of
expression of thought. When I think about these universal things, I don’t
condone coups... I don’t condone any of them, neither those done in the name
of Atatilirkism, nor others who were done against those who were claimed to
be reactionaries'*® (Umit)
One of the organizationed participants, Kelebek, a member of ADT, had coincidentally
read about Civic Atatiirkism in the newspaper a couple of weeks prior to our interview.
When 1 delivered the information about the nature and scope of my study, he
immediately objected to the concept of Civic Atatlirkism. He criticized it for
employing the signifier Civic. “Atatiirkism is already civilian, why the need to use
such an adjective?” he plead. In concluding the difference between the two groups vis-
a-vis the military, Kelebek’s points about Civic Atatiirkism could be useful in its

reflection. When asked why he was rejecting the notion of Civic Atatiirkism, Kelebek

explained:

Because of its qualification of Atatiirkism as civilian [Civic]. That means
Atatlirkism, in accordance with the political-historical paradigm of the 90s, is
presumed to be militarist. Or that it is not civilian, that it does not resound
within the people... It is a word put forward by people who define Atatiirkism
as militarist, top-down, unable to reach the people, away from people.
Therefore, by using such adjective, they presume that Civic Atatiirkism is
something new, and that Atatiirkism was not civilian before, as if it is only now
displaying a civilian outlook!® (Kelebek)

Along this counter-positioning between Civic Atatiirkism and Neo-Kemalism, as an
interesting point, the examples of famous Atatiirkists/Kemalists given by the

participants differed on the determinant of organmizations as well. While the

198 «Yani tabii darbeleri dogru bulmuyorum. Belli bir kesim tarafindan bakinca, bazilari sicak bakiyor
ama insanin kisisel dogrularmin {istiinde bir insani dogrular olduguna inantyorum. Iste yasama hakki,
Ozgiirce fikrini beyan etme hakki, diisiince hakki gibi. Evrensel seyleri diisiiniince darbeleri dogru
bulmuyorum... Atatiirk¢iilik adinda yapilanlar1 da, diger bunlar irticaci diyerek yapilan darbeleri de
dogru bulmuyorum” (Umit)

199 “Ya, ¢iinkii sivil diye nitelemeye ihtiyag duyuyor. Bu demek ki Atatiirkgiiliigiin aslinda, bu
90’lardaki yazimla, siyasi tarih yazimiyla militarist oldugu 6n kabuliine dayanan bir sey. Yani veya sivil
olmadigi, halkta bir karsiligi olmadigi 6n kabuliine dayali bir sey.. Ve hani daha Oncesinde
Atatiirkciiliigii iste militarist, tepeden inmeci, halkta karsilig1 olmayan, halktan uzak diye nitelendiren
insanlarin, genelde o kesimin ortaya attig1 bir kelime. Dolayisiyla bence bu sifat1 koyarak, ayn1 zamanda
sivil Atatlirk¢iiliigiin yeni bir sey oldugunu, aslinda Atatiirkgiiliigiin sivil olmadigini, ama su an sivil bir
izlenim verdigine dair bir 6n kabul igeriyor bence” (Kelebek)
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organizationless referred to “more civilian figures”, like Haluk Bilginer (Tiilay), Haluk
Levent (Niikhet), and Cem Karaca (Selva), the organized referred to incredibly
obscure Kemalist figures like Emine Ulker Tarhan (Zeytin), various Kemalist
academics (Leylek, Kelebek, Zarif) or mainstream party leaders like Umit Ozdag
(Sumru). It was also observed that the organizationless were hesitant to call themselves
nationalist. While the organizationed, alongside the six tenets of Mustafa Kemal, were
comfortable in identifying as nationalist, the organizationless tried to differentiate
themselves from mainstream nationalists, sometimes even referring to concepts like

cosmopolitanism in their accounts:

No, I wouldn’t say I’m nationalist. I think the concept nationalism should not
exist in this century. Everyone is living in a cosmopolitan way, we are too at
the moment. I think nationalism is a very hollow concept today?*’ (Giintan)

I would call myself a nationalist, but it’s different from what is understood
from nationalism today... Now, for example, when one says nationalism, what
emerges in people’s minds is too radical of a nationalism. I think too much of
it is wrong?’! (Ayse)

Would I directly call myself a nationalist? Maybe a nationalism from
Atatlirk’s perspective ... But it’s never in the sense that Turks are superior,
never. It’s in the sense of a nationalism built upon national values and
preserving the national unity?°? (Selva)

Although the Civic Atatiirkist privileging of lifestyle over ideology is to be discussed
below, I must state here that there was a common preference of ideology within the
organizationed, and a common preference of lifestyle within the organizationless. In
accordance with the fourth argument of the Civic Atatiirkism Literature, that the mode

of appearance of Atatlirkism today resembles a lifestyle rather than ideology, as

200 «“yok, ben milliyet¢iyim demiyorum. Milliyetgilik kavrami artik bu yiizyilda bence olmamasi
gereken bir sey. Herkes kozmopolit bir sekilde yasamaya bagladi artik, biz de dyleyiz su anda.
Milliyetgilik kavraminin artik ¢ok i¢i bos bir kavram oldugunu diisliniiyorum o yiizden” (Giintan)

201 «“K endime milliyetci olarak sdylerim, ama su anki anlasilan milliyetgiden farkli olarak... Su anda
mesela milliyet¢i olarak dendiginde insanlarin aklinda olusan sey, bence yani, asir1 fazla milliyet¢ilige
giriyor. Bence fazlasi bana gore yanlis olan bir sey” (Ayse)

202 “Yani kendime direkt olarak milliyet¢i der miyim? Atatiirk’iin perspektifinden olan bir milliyetgilik

belki ... Yani asla sey bir yerden degil, Tiirkler daha iistiindiir gibi bir yerden degil asla. Ama milli
degerlerimiz ve milli biitlinliigli koruma {izerine bir milliyet¢ilik aslinda séylenebilir” (Selva)
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established in Chapter 3.3.3., the non-organized (Civic Atatiirkist)**® portion of the
participants pretty much reflected the claim of the literature. The organizationed called
it an “ideology” (Kelebek, Zarif, Zeytin), a “programme” (Leylek) and a “framework”
(Roni), with the exception of Sumru who ideologically defined herself as a Turkist,
while living her life in accordance with Atatiirkism; while the non-organized preferred
“lifestyle” (Selva, Timugin, Niikhet), “life view” (Ayse), “inheritance” (Biilent), with
the exceptions of Umit, Serdar, Giintan and Tiilay who struggled to lay down a strict
definition and preference. Alongside this separation, the former, the organizationed,
was observed to be preferring the word Kemalism over Atatiirkism, and the latter was
seen to be distancing themselves from Kemalism. For example, Zarif, a member of
ADT, suggests that those who distanced themselves from Kemalism were actually ill-

intentioned people who consciously sought to hurt it:

For me, those who distinguish between Kemalism and Atatiirkism, and who
say that they are Atatiirkists but not Kemalists are malevolent people who seek
to tarnish Kemalism?** (Zarif)

Much to Zarif’s dismay, the non-organized were seen to be doing exactly that which
he objected to. For example, Giintan related Kemalism with his aforementioned
conception of Ataput¢u, Tiilay distanced herself from Kemalism in her specific

association of it with old republican women, and Umit distinguished between two

types of ideologies, one of which was defined as close to a dogma:

I think the Kemalist people are closer to what I called the Ataput¢u people?®?

(Giintan)

Would I call myself a Kemalist? I don’t know. I’'m not someone who believes
that what Atatiirk said was one hundred percent right. Of course. I mean... I
don’t believe that, I don’t say everything he did was right, that everything about
him was great. But I don’t know the concept Kemalism that well if I'm to be
honest. That’s why I... When I hear the word Kemalist, I have in mind the CHP

203 It must be obvious here that Civic Atatiirkism could be applicable only to the non-organized portion
of the participants, as the organizationed group are seen to fit more to a framework of Neo-Kemalism.
More to be explained in the conclusion of this sub-chapter.

204 «“Ama bana gore, iste giiniimiizde Atatiirkgiiliik ile Kemalizm’i ayiran, iste ben Atatiirk¢iiyiim ama
Kemalist degilim ve saire diyen giirith, Kemalizme zarar vermek isteyen art niyetli grup olarak

nitelendiriyorum” (Zarif)

205 «’y'a Kemalist kesim dedigim bu Ataputgu kesime daha yakin bence” (Giintan)
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aunties who live in Izmir (laughing). That’s why I’m not sure if I would define
myself as such??® (Tiilay)

When 1 think about Atatiirkism, I am thinking more about an ideology that
functions around Atatiirk’s ideas, but when I think about Kemalism, I think
about an ideology that takes as right and defends without question everything
that Atatiirk did*’7 (Umit)

In concluding remarks, I believe the exact difference between the discourses of the
organizationed and the organizationless (what I believe could be the group that might
be close to an understanding of Civic Atatiirkism), is seen to be first and foremost due
to their being organized, as shown in this study, with other differences being due to

this first one, or being the extensions, natural conclusions and results of it.

However, there is one other difference that was seen to be a crucial determinant in
distinguishing between the two discourses (which may still be an extension of the
determinant of organizations, but as imporant as it nonetheless). This pertains to the
difference in their mode of description of Atatiirkism/Kemalism. While the former,
organized, group positively describes Kemalism, in that they posit an abundance of
criteria that operates in being a Kemalist, the latter, non-organized group negatively
defines Atatiirkism, in that they talk about a lack of certain things in being an
Atatiirkist. The abundance is captured in Sumru’s aforementioned “effort and
sacrifice” (for Atatiirkists), and her assertion that “everyone must love Atatiirk” (for
non-Atatiirkists). The lack of the latter, on the other hand, is crystallized perfectly in
Gilintan’s  formulation of, respectively, “love and respect (lack of
ideology/Ataputculuk)” (for Atatiirkists) and “no disrespect” (for non-Atatiirkists). In
that sense, this could be regarded as another determinant that that distinguishes
between the two discourses at hand, those of the organizationed and those of the

organizationless.

206 «“Kemalist der miyim... Bilmiyorum yani Atatiirk’e de tam olarak her dedigi ¢ok dogru diyen bir
insan degilim. Tabii ki. Yani sey... Diistinmiiyorum yani, her yaptig1 dogru, her seyi ¢ok iyi demiyorum.
Ama Kemalist kavramini da ¢ok bilmiyorum agikgasi. O yiizden ¢ok... Kemalist sézciigiinii duyunca
yani Izmir’de yasayan CHP’li teyzeler canlaniyor (giiliiyor). O yiizden o sekilde tanimlar miyim
bilmiyorum” (Ttilay)

207 «Atatiirkgiiliik diyince daha gok Atatiirk’iin fikirleri {izerinden bir ideoloji diisiiniirken Kemalizm

deyince daha ¢ok Atatiirk’iin yaptiklarini, her sekilde, yaptig1 her seyi oldugu gibi kabul eden ve bunu
savunan bir ideoloji gibi daha ¢ok tahayyiil ediyorum” (Umit)
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Atatiirkism for me is, actually, I’'m not on the side of Ataputcu people, those
who worship Atatiirk, but more on the side of loving and respecting Atatiirk...
I think this is something that should not be discussed?’® (Giintan)

One should not be disrespectful of Atatiirk. Respecting him could be arguable,
but one should not disrespect him. They live in this country and should not be
disrespecting the founder of it. However, I’'m not saying one must love and
respect him?* (Giintan)
Thus, it is seen that Sumru’s definition of Atatlirkism lays down a set of criteria for
Atatlirkists which is impossible to be fulfilled but nonetheless must be endeavored to
do so, and asserts that those who are not Atatiirkists must nonetheless “love him”.
There exists the conception of abundance here, with the positivity of certain criteria,
certain “duties” (Zarif), certain “sacrifices” (Roni). However, in Glintan’s conception
the only “criterion” is found to be “love and respect” for Atatiirkists (which the
organizationed dismissed as a criterion of Atatlirkism, but saw it as more of a natural
necessity), and the negation of negation in his notion of “lack of disrespect” designated
for the non-Atatiirkists, where exists a /ack in the conceptualization of Atatiirkism,
with a negativity pertaining to the definitions. This rivalry between the descriptions of
Atatlirkism that are built up on abundance and lack, is the central difference between
the two discourses of the organized and the non-organized. Although this difference
between the abundance and the lack stems from the status of being organized or not,
since it concerns the very core of the self-identification of Atatiirkists, and the very

modality of Atatiirkism itself, it is found to be a difference of utmost importance.

This competition between abundance and lack was reflected in the rhetorical outlook
of the interviews as well. The organizationed were stongly preferring the use of we in
the interviews. The non-organized, on the other hand, preferred / in presenting their
accounts. The abundance could be argued to be thought of in terms of reflecting a
spirit of community, while the lack strictly functioned within the sole, lonely subject

that does not seek a community, but rather tries to distance itself from any conception

208 “Benim igin Atatiirkgiiliik, aslinda ben sdyle hani, Ataputgu olarak, yani Atatiirk’e tapan insan
tarafindan degilim de, daha ¢ok Atatiirk’e saygi, sevgi gosterme konusunda bunun... Tartigilmamasi
gereken bir sey oldugunu diisiiniiyorum” (Gtintan)

209 “ya Atatirk’e saygisizlik yapmamali diyeyim. Saygi duymali tartigilabilir, ama saygisizlik

yapmamali bence. Sonugta bu iilkenin i¢inde yasiyor ve bu iilkenin kurucusuna saygisizlik yapmamali.
Ama kesin saygl duymali sevmeli diyemiyorum” (Gfintan)
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of community (which is in line with the understanding of the Post-Political imprint
established above). The organizationed, in conclusion, defined and understood
themselves around the unifying bond of a collective that operated around an
abundance, the we; in contrast, the non-organizationed rejected such a communitarian
understanding and functioned around negative definitions, those that reflected the lack
of certain things (lack of disrespect, for example), thus both beginning and ending up

in the tautological individual position of the /.
4.2.6. Hyperpoliticization: Engaged, but not Participating

The paradox of engagement instead of participation, laid down in Chapter 1, is the
most crystallized form under which the aspect of hyperpoliticization in Civic
Atatiirkism is observed. In the interviews, it was seen that the organizationless
participants, ak.a. Civic Atatiirkists, were quite knowledgeable about Turkish
politics, and involved in the sense that they were “entering into debates with their
friends” (Ayse), “mediating upon the nature of Turkish politics” (Serdar), and “going
into online debates” (Giintan), even to the point where Giintan was blocked on Twitter
by some famous Atatiirkists (Giintan), and “supporting online causes” (Tiilay).

I enter into debates among friends, I don’t hold back. I mean I speak about

things. Nonetheless, the demonstration aspect, the protests etc. seem to me like
too much partizanship. I think that is too much?!? (Ayse)

The essence of our society is... I think, in contrast to what is presumed, that
we have a multicultural structure in our society, and I think that’s something to
be proud of?!! (Serdar)

He is crazy too, I was blocked by him as well, he too claims that he is an
Atatiirkist but he’s very weird character, you probably know what he did when
Kiligdaroglu announced his candidacy... I was blocked by him as well... It’s
like that, I follow the news on Twitter?'? (Giintan)

210 “Konugma ortamlarinda falan bayagi da tartismalara falan girerim, ederim. Yani konusurum o
konuda. Ama hani o miting boyutu, bir seylere katilmam olsun bana ¢ok partizanlik gibi geliyor. Hani
gerek yok bence o kadar” (Ayse)

211 “By toplumun 6zii su... Ben sanilanin aksine, buranim ¢ok kiiltiirlii bir yapisi oldugunun ve bununla
gurur duyulmasi gerektigini diigiiniiyorum” (Serdar)

212 0 da bir manyak, ondan da engel yedim, o da mesela Atatiirk¢iiyiim diyor ama o da ¢ok iislubu ¢ok

garip bir adam, Kemal Kiligdaroglu aday oldugunda belki n’aptigini biliyorsunuzdur... Ondan da engel
yemistim... Iste Twitter’da dyle, giindem falan takip ediyorum” (Gtintan)
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I use social media. I use Twitter. Other than that, even though I know
Change.org is not that helpful, I support it. I haven’t done anything in it yet,
but I support it?!3 (Tiilay)
Nonetheless, even though they were quite engaged, they distanced themselves from
various kinds of participation, most prominently protests, in that some thought
protests were “too political”:
I didn’t participate in any protest. There were ones I supported, though. I

signed some stuff etc. However, I did not participate in anything. I never went
in person and protested etc.?!'* (Serdar)

I am going to protests, I try to participate, as long as it’s not something too

political?!® (Giintan)
As established in Chapter 1, it was seen in the recent youth studies that there was
indeed a “repoliticization” in the youth; however, the studies had trouble denoting
exactly what kind of “repoliticization” this was, since it still lacked participation. IEA,
for example, defined the youth as not apolitical, but anti-political, (IEA, 2021, pp. 6-
7), KASF argued that although they showed serious interest and involvement in
politics in some forms, they were disinterested in traditional political mechanisms
(KASF, 2023, p. 20), and Ates (2021) suggested that the youth was not apolitical but
depoliticized. All of these studies (including other studies like KASF, 2021; KONDA,
2024; Yasar et al., 2021) univocally suggest that the youth is not apolitical, but they
struggle to find the correct term regarding the recent “repoliticization”.
Hyperpoliticization, as displayed perfectly in the paradox of engaged, but not
participating is, | assert, the answer to this problem. The paradoxical character of
engagement observed in the interviewes precisely excludes political forms of
participation out of its horizon, and chooses those that escape politics, like activism,
supporting online causes, signing petitions, writing stuff on Twitter etc. The

interviewees are observed to be seeking a voice in terms of politics, but regarding the

213 “Sosyal medya kullaniyorum. Twitter kullantyorum. Onun disinda Change.org ¢ok yardimci olmasa
da bir yandan Change.org’u da destekliyorum en azindan. Ben heniiz hi¢bir sey yapmadim ama en
azindan destekliyorum” (Tiilay)

214 “Katilmadim. Destekledigim oldu. iste imza verdiklerim ve saire oldu. Ama katilmadim bir seye.
Birebir gidip yiiriiyiise ve saire katilmadim” (Serdar)

215 “Gidiyorum genel olarak, katilmaya galistyorum, asir1 bdyle politik bir sey olmadigi siirece”
(Giintan)
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voice, they do not articulate it with action. In other words, the voice is observed to be
something that must be given to them, rather than something that is taken. Thus, there

could be said to be a lack of action on the part of the interviewees.

This lack of action reveals the privileging of engagement instead of participation. It is
through this that a passionate involvement in politics is possible, without action. The
only form of political action the interviewees displayed was a voting-based one.
Passion, in both senses of the word in addition to an affective quality, namely passivity
and suffering (of their voiceless conditions) was seen to be a dominant mode in Civic
Atatiirkism, and the determinant that allowed the paradox of emgaged but not
participating. It is through the very passionate involvement in politics that action is
deferred. To exemplify, both Giintan and Ayse assert that they want politics to listen

to them:

This is my expectation from politics, I expect it to listen to me, to create better
conditions for my life, I am voting with an expectation at the end of the day?!¢
(Giintan)

How much do they listen to us? We don’t have a voice. Even those whom we
trust to be our voice do not become our voice?!? (Ayse)

Nevertheless, when the participants are asked “what they do” in order to get that voice,
and how the current conditions can change, they are observed to be referring to change
in the most abstract, obscure way, as something that naturally happens, without any

kind of agency:

I think things are definitely going to change in the upcoming years... I think
the current political situation will end at a certain point, obviously?!® (Ayse)

Change is everywhere. Everything is changing. This will change too, since
the conditions are changing, the times are changing, the needs are changing.

216 “By yani siyasetten beklentim, beni dinlemesi, hayatimi daha iyi noktalara getirmesi, sonugta ben
orada bir beklentiyle oy veriyorum” (Gtintan)

217 “Ne kadar dinleniliyor? Hani bir sekildeyse sesimiz olmuyor. Aslinda sesimiz diye

giivenebilecegimiz belki de en yakin taraf digerine gore, ama o bile sesimiz olmuyor” (Ayse)

218 “Ama zaten bence net bir seyler degisecek ilerleyen yillarda... Su anki siyasi durumun bir yerde
bitecegini illa ki diisiinliyorum” (Ayse)
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Politics will change too. It’s maybe because the conditions are not ripe yet that
change has not come?!® (Niikhet)
Thus, political change is seen to be somewhere, or happening in a natural fashion. It
is designated in such a way that it does not have an agent, does not have the possibility
of intervention, and does not have a strict temporality. None reject the idea of change,
but once again not each one of them are thinking of themselves as the agents of change.
Change is explained to be a natural phenomenon, a normal part of life, and political

change is understood simply as an extension of that natural change.

Biilent’s account of political change, for example, is quite similar to this understanding
of natural change, but revealing of another dimension of hyperpoliticization. Any
possibility of agency is taken out of the equation, and change is expected to occur
within and due to itself. This is quite close to the seeming character of passion
observed above. The political subject is posited in such a way that it only passively
relates to the political process, watching the change occur without any possibility of

affecting it.

Therefore, I think what will overthrow the AKP [Justice and Development
Party] is their own wrong policies, rather than the right policies that the other
parties are going to implement??° (Biilent)

His account perfectly externalizes any kind of active subjectivity that may affect
politics, thus creating a configuration of politics to which the subject is necessarily
distanced. According to his account, any action on the part of the opposition is
rendered meaningless. Therefore, what will bring the change is nothing other than this

natural process of change itself.

Ayse, as well, displays some kind of an externality regarding her agency vis-a-vis
politics. In her accounts, the lack of agency is expressed in terms of a powerlessness.
She situates herself in what seem like a state of chaos which she is not able to affect

in any way:

219 “Degisim her yerde zaten. Her sey degisiyor. Bu da degisir, sonugta kosullar degisiyor, zaman
degisiyor, ihtiyaglar degisiyor. Siyaset de degisir tabii ki. Kosullar uygun olmadigi i¢in o degisim heniiz
gelmiyor olabilir” (Niikhet)

220 «Q) yiizden ben asil AK Parti’yi iktidardan diisiirecek seyin kendi yanlis politikalar1 olacagmi
diistiniiyorum. Diger partilerin iktidara gelmek i¢in yapacagi dogru politikalardan ziyade” (Biilent)
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The politics of the country, the administration got off the track, I think... What

can I do now, how can I do it? There were a lot of moments in the country

where things had to be done, but nothing happened at the end®*! (Ayse)
It was observed that the interviewees were not necessarily “complaining” about that
powerlessness. Most of them, in fact, designated politics precisely in such a way that
left them powerless. Serdar’s account is exemplary here. Change is afforded, in his
account, to a technocratic elite who will influence the public in a scientific way in
order for them to make decisions. Here, as well, the subject is posited in an external
fashion vis-a-vis politics. It is designated as an entity outside politics, coming into
contact with it in ways that are only drawn up by the elite themselves, namely,
elections. Since the predominant, and virtually only, mode of political action observed
in the interviews was voting, it is transcended into a perfect technocratic decision-
making where even the decision itself was bound to scientific grounds (where there
was no decision at all, at the end), thus was the subject left without any sort of
possibility of an alternative agency. This aspect of a politics dominated by
technocratical rationality is not surprising, as it was established that one of the most
important components of Post-Politics was the position of a technocratic elite.
Nevertheless, Serdar’s perfect reduction of politics into a practice coordinated by a

pure technocratic mentality is worth seeing:

I mean there are legal experts, political scientists... Let the experts come and
discuss, let us listen and then make a choice??? (Serdar)

It must be noted here that the description of engaged but not participating does not
apply to the organizationed Atatiirkists, since they were much more active compared
to the non-organized, attending rallies, going to protests etc. and defined politics in a
much more extended fashion, one that transcended a voting-based understanding,
which was seen to be the predominant understanding of Civic Atatiirkism. It is only
when hyperpoliticization is understood can one understand both Civic Atatiirkism, and

hyperpoliticized Post-Politics, the hegemonic mode of politics today.

221 «“Ciinkii ¢ok sapti bence amacindan. Ulkenin yonetimi, iilkenin siyaseti.. Su anda nasil, ne

yapabilirim, su an mesela? Yani ¢ok fazla bir sey yapilmasi gereken nokta oldugu iilkede, ama bir sey
olmad1 sonucunda hi¢” (Ayse)

222 “Yani, onun hukukgusu var, iste siyaset bilimcisi var... Uzmam gelsin, tartigsinlar, ve biz de
dinleyelim, ve bir kararinizi verelim istiyorum.” (Serdar)
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4.2.7. (Lack of) Radical Imagination

In a quite close fashion to the natural change, lack of agency and voting-based
understanding of political action discussed above, along the lines of a Post-Political
imaginary, the interviewees were observed to distance themselves from any kind of
radical imagination, jargon and thought. Biilent Diken suggests that “the concept of
‘post-politics’ gestures towards articulating a vision of a disappearance of ‘politics’ in
its radical sense, as the attempt to change society” (Diken, 2014, p. 126). In other
words, the Post-Political condition is that in which we “cannot imagine radical political
change” (Diken, 2009, p. 579). I took this understanding of radical imaginary to its
most literal and extreme in the interviews, inquiring whether the participants possessed
an out-of-the-box understanding about various things, the most important of which is

politics.

If we are to take Jameson’s words /iterally, that “it seems to be easier for us today to
imagine the thoroughgoing deterioration of the earth and of nature than the breakdown
of late capitalism” (Jameson, 1994, p. xii), such lack of radical understanding must be
expected to seep into many facets of the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism. Not only that
I designated questions on fictional, dystopian scenarios about the world, future and
politics, and asked the interviewees to contemplate upon them, I also sought to
understand what sort of a mode of appearance and presentation their discourse relied
upon in its various facets. Thus, the result was that, fitting the Jamesonian maxim
perfectly, it was quite easy for the participants to /iterally imagine the end of the world,
such as in the examples of a total environmental breakdown due to climate change, the
terraforming and inhabitation of Mars, and the rapid development of artificial
intelligence (Al) to the point where it enslaved humanity; in contrast to their mode of
thought which functioned in a quite rigid sense when imagining political change.
Selva, for example, perfectly illustrated such understanding in her account two distinct
futures, one quilted by politics, and another quilted by the rise of artificial intelligence

(AD):

I am hopeful for the future. I am not that pessimistic. Okay, our spirits are
down, the elections don’t end up like we want to ... But in the long run, I am
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thinking whether it will go worse or better in 10 years... If you’d ask me
whether things will be better, I would probably say yes®** (Selva)

I am incredibly afraid because the Al is developing, there are crazy things. Do
you know what happened with Taylor Swift? An Al sex tape of her was
released ... There are these kinds of crazy things. It scares me a lot. Especially
the development of artificial intelligence ...You write a prompt, it writes you
a scenario. It writes you a book, a scenario, it creates a photograph, photographs
of people who were never born, who have never been. There are Al influencers
now, for example ... That’s why the current state of the world terrifies me??*
(Selva)

Although speaking in terms of politics she is observed to be quite “hopeful”
(exemplified in the first quote), when the matter turns to Al, she suddenly expresses
that she is “incredibly afraid”. This is closely related with the understanding of natural
change developed above. Her imagination of political change rests on the premise of
an ambiguous temporality, through which change will naturally occur. Moreover, this
indicates that the participants, as there were many accounts of the lack of radical

imagination similar to Selva’s, do not understand politics to be related to their lives.

Although the signifier of politics does quilt various things??, from “being aware”
(Roni), to “dirty game” (Niikhet), and “ambiguity” (Zeytin), it was seen that whenever
there was a discussion without the mention of the word “politics”, the mode of thought
differed radically from that of politics. Politics itself was observed to be externalized
to the status quo. Even within the confines of a dystopian scenario, politics was
observed to be deferred. Giintan, for example, instead of working out a political

configuration, goes on the verge of denying climate change:

223 “Umutluyum ya. Yani ¢ok karamsar degilim. Tamam evet hepimizin moralleri ¢ok bozuluyor, iste
secim istedigimiz gibi gitmiyor ... Ama yine de uzun vadede diisiiniiyorum, 10 y1l sonra daha m1 koétiiye
gider... Daha m1 iyiye gider gibi bir soru sorsaniz bana, daha iyi derim biiyiik ihtimalle” (Selva)

224 «“Cok korkuyorum ¢iinkii sey boyle iste Al’lar ¢ok gelisiyor, sagma sapan seyler ¢ikiyor. Iste Taylor
Swift hakkinda yapilan seyi biliyor muydunuz? O seyi... Iste, Al seks kaseti yaynlandi.

Ya bdyle sagma sapan seyler oluyor. Cok korkutuyor beni. Ozellikle yapay zekanin bu kadar gelisiyor
olmast ...

Iste bir sey yaziyorsunuz, size senaryo falan yaziyor. Kitap yaziyor, senaryo yaziyor, fotograf
olusturuyor. Hi¢ dogmamig, olmamis insanlarin fotograflari, Al influencer’lar ¢ikti mesela ...

Ondan ¢ok korkutuyor beni diinyanin bu gidisat1 yani” (Selva)

225 It must be noted here that the majority of the interviewees thought politics was not necessarily a
negative word, but a word that might be said to have some negative connotations.
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People were saying that there was climate change and the world was going to
end 100 years before today, it’s been 100 years and they’re still saying the same
thing. I don’t care at all... I let it go. | mean we’re using paper straws and all
that, recyling stuff... Acun hops on a jet, and ruins all our thousand-years-
worth recyling, it means nothing. That’s why I’ve been thinking it’s a very
stupid thing??® (Giintan)
Although Giintan is quite aware of the shortcomings of an individual activism, instead
of problematizing Acun’s jet, for example, an image he himself draws up, he
problematizes the discourse of climate change. It is almost as if there exists some kind
of “mental barrier”, which has been historically called “ideology”, that restrics the
participants from any imagination about politics that could be deemed even a bit ouf-
of-the-box. Thus, in light of this, it might be argued that two kinds of lack of radical
imagination were seen in the interviews. First, a literal lack of radical imagination, in
the sense that the interviewees could not think of a radical political change, but mostly
referred to a natural change, the agent of which was unknown. Second, there was an
issue of what we may simply call “thinking politically”. Whenever politics was not
specifically referred to, the political aspect of the discussion was averted from, as if

there operated an invisible hand continuously destroying the relationship between

politics and social phenomena, i.e. ideology.
4.2.8. Foreclosure of Antagonisms (Perfect Consensus-LMC)

The phrase “level of modern civiliations” (muasir medeniyetler seviyesi) is a quite
popular one in the discourse of Atatlirkism. Having appeared in in similar
conceptualizations in the speeches of Mustafa Kemal from 1925 on, it had its
formulation in terms of a “level” in 1933, in his “10™ Year Speech” (See Atatiirk,
2006). In the speech, Mustafa Kemal talks about his objective of taking the Republic
“over” the level of the modern states, thus simply repeating his endeavor of
modernization, which he talked about elsewhere as well. Nonetheless, in the Atatiirkist
discourse, the phrase is used in a quite peculiar, even awkward sense. As it was

established above in Chapter 4.2.4, the level of modern civilizations (muaswr

226 “Bundan 100 y1l 6nce de iklim krizi, diinya yok olacak deniyordu, 100 y1l gegti hala yok olacak
deniyor. Artik hi¢ sey... Onu saldim ben yani. Bir de mesela biz simdi atryorum kagit pipet
kullantyoruz, veya iste ne bileyim, bunu geri doniisiime atryoruz... Iste Acun bir jet kullantyor zaten,
bizim belki 1000 yillik geri doniisiimiimiizii ¢6p ediyor yani. O yiizden ben onun artik bos bir sey
oldugunu diisiinmeye basladim ben” (Gtintan)
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medeniyetler seviyesi-LMC) is a signifier of utmost importance in the discourse of
Civic Atatiirkism. Furthermore, it is the signifier that is most closely associated with
Post-Politics. This is due to my observation that LMC, as a nodal point, quilts a state
of perfect Consensus, a society without fissures, without antagonisms, without
inequality, without ideology and without any kind of conflict. This chain of
signification, consequently, means to the Atatiirkist that any society within which any
kind of antagonism operates is not a modern civilization. Thus, 1 came across many
times in the interviews a claim that I found to be incredibly awkward: The claim that
there were no modern civilizations. Even though the concept of modernity’?” (in
English) could involve a self-reflexive discussion upon its actuality (See Osborne,
1992), when it is recalled that the word muasir literally means contemporary, the
awkward nature of the suggestion becomes more visible: There are no contemporary

civilizations.

This claim is most explicitly observed in Sumru’s account. Talking about Mustafa
Kemal’s infamous conception of LMC, when asked to give examples of the modern
civilizations, in other words, when asked if she could name what those modern

civilizations are, she suggests that “there are no modern civilizations”. She follows:

I don’t know if it’s possible in conditions where a government exists. It seems
to me that governments are restricting it. At the end of the day, every

2271 use “modern” here to denote muasir, in order to distinguish it from ¢agdas, which 1 translated as
“contemporary”. This decision does not involve a discussion upon the nature of modernity. There are
two Turkish words in use in the discourse of Atatiirkism, which “mean”, in the naive sense, the same
thing, modern or contemporary, but used in quite different ways. One is muasir, which is an old-
fashioned term used by Mustafa Kemal in his infamous line “muasir medeniyetler seviyesi” (the level
of modern states), the level of the modern/contemporary civilizations to which the modern Turkish
Republic aspired to put itself. The other is ¢agdas, a fairly newer term which means, again, modern or
contemporary. However, in the discourse of Atatiirkism, muasur is a signifier that denotes a sense of an
impossibe horizon to which a society can strive to achieve, while ¢agdas is closer to the everyday usage
of “being modern”. When asked about muasir medeniyetler seviyesi, the interviewees strictly pointed
out that there were no modern civilizations, at all, around the world. However, when asked about
cagdaslik, the interviewees considered themselves, various countries, various behaviors or attitudes as
being ¢agdas. Although the latter is used in forms like “T am ¢agdas”, the former never appears in such
a case as “l am muaswr”. The different significations of the terms may be attributed to the fact that
muastr is an old-fashioned, out-of-use word in Turkish. Nevertheless, it is observed that muasir, in time,
came to signify the pure homogeneity of society and the complete foreclosure of antagonisms, towards
which a society must strive. In contrast, ¢agdas is used in its proper sense of “being of the present, the
presentness” in the examples about societies, and even “secularism” or “drinking alcohol” in the case
of politicizations and individualities. In this thesis, muasur will be translated as “modern”, while ¢agdas
will be translated as contemporary.
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government in the world has an ideology and when you have an ideology you
cannot be a completely modern civilization??® (Sumru)
Interestingly enough, many of the interviewees agreed with Sumru in her argument
that there were no modern civilizations, because the precise mode of articulation of the
signifier of LMC functions in such a way in the discouse of Atatiirkism that it refers
to the impossible horizon of homogeneity. Sumru is quick to denote the impossibility
of LMC once again, in that the first stipulation sublates itself into another

impossibility:
But there could not be a future without governments®*® (Sumru)

When the obvious consequence of the suggestion is presented to her, that “no one
could ever be modern”, she redefines the LMC in an asymptotic fashion, as not only
an impossible horizon, but an impossible horizon towards which every society must

strive:

We can’t completely be [muasir], but we can progress to be, we can strive for
it. However, I’m still not sure if it is completely possible?*? (Sumru)

Finally, when asked to clarify what she means, she gives out the exact explanation of

what she understands from modernity:

A world that could get on with each other, a world that has no conflict, a more
peaceful world*! (Sumru)

Therefore, it is clear that modernity (muasirlik) is a signifier that quilts a peaceful
condition where everyone gets along, where there are no conflicts and no ideology.
Correspondingly, the signifier of the level functions precisely within the matrix of

modernity as a guardian that guarantees the impossibility of its realization. To clarify,

228 «“Yani, hiikiimetler oldugu siirece ¢ok miimkiin mii bilmiyorum ya. Hiikiimetler biraz kisitliyor gibi.
Yani sonugta her hiikiimetin belli bir ideolojisi var su an diinyada ve belli bir ideoloji oldugu siirece tam
olarak muasir medeniyet olamazsin gibi” (Sumru)

229 “Ama hiikiimetsiz bir gelecek de olamaz” (Sumru)

230 “Tam olarak olamayiz, ama olmak igin ilerleyebiliriz, olmak igin gabalayabiliriz, ama tam olarak
miimkiin mii bilmiyorum” (Sumru)

231 “Birbiriyle anlasabilen, ¢atismanin olmadig1, daha huzurlu bir diinya” (Sumru)
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the words of and civilizations do not have any part in the semantics of level of modern
civilizations. The quilting agents in this example are the words level and modernity.
While the latter indicates the conditions of perfect Consensus and the complete
foreclosure of antagonisms, the former seeks to destabilize the possibility of the latter
at all times (as if it were not impossible to begin with). Modernity is a desired
condition, and /level always reminds the desire of its asymptotic character while
nonetheless reproducing the infinity as the asymptote gets closer. Biilent, as well, lays
down the same framework with that of Sumru. Even the steps towards the definition
seem to be resembling each other. Nonetheless, rather than ideology, Biilent argues

that it is capitalism due to which there would be no modern states today:

I would define a modern civilization as a civilization that went through the
developments I talked about earlier, went through the technological
developments, with a high level of welfare, with a low level of crime, low level
of unemployment, low level of economic discrepancy between the classes®*?
(Biilent)

When asked whether he could give an example of a country that fit those criteria,

Biilent explains, in the same way as Sumru does, that there are no modern countries in

the world right now, due to capitalism:

There’s no example according to my definition. It’s because capitalism reigns
all over the world... And the class separation that I talked about is huge?*?
(Biilent)
Other similar accounts were observed, regarding the claim that there are no modern
civilizations. The actuality of modernity kept hitting on certain barriers regarding

various antagonistic points in societies.

I don’t think a society who has not solved income inequality could be a
modern civilization?3* (Serdar)

232 “Ya muasir medeniyet, daha énce dedigim gibi teknolojik gelismeleri yasamus, refah seviyesi
yiiksek, suc¢ orani diisiik, issizlik orani diisiik, siniflar arasindaki, ekonomik siniflar arasindaki fark
diistik bir sekilde tanimlarim” (Biilent)

233 “Bu tanima gore yok. Ciinkii diinyanin genelinde zaten kapitalizm hakim... Ve o bahsettigim smif
ayrimi ¢ok biiylik” (Biilent
Y yu

234 “Bugiin gelir esitsizligini ¢dzememis bir toplumun muasir medeniyet olamayacagini diisiiniiyorum”

(Serdar)
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I don’t think there are any civilizations that we could call modern. I mean
everyone has their own problems. There’s war. When we talk about modern
civilizations I understand something more abstract. These kinds of problematic
things seem to me to affect the condition of modernity??® (Niikhet)

Modern civilizations... I wouldn’t include America for example. We see
certain incidents where individuals are not feeling safe regarding their race. In
this sense, I would not include America?*® (Umit)

I can’t personally name any civilization as such. I see most civilizations in a

state of decline. The world civilization in general, that is?37 (Zeytin)
The chain of signification under LMC included “choosing science over religion”
(Roni), “enlightened” (Roni), “freedom” (Giintan), “economic and intellectual
development” (Ayse). All that being said, there was one interview where modernity
was articulated with a sense of actuality, rather than a constant deferral to an
impossible horizon. As established in Chapter 4.2.4., Zeytin, who suggested in the
earlier parts of the interview that there were no modern civilization, interestingly
claimed in the later parts that Turkey was a modern country, due to its close

resemblance to the developed countries in the world, but with a surprising twist:

Turkey is a modern civilization right now. You know, with authoritarianism
and all that (laughing). I mean, what we see all around those other modern
civilizations we see in Turkey?*® (Zeytin)

4.3. Entanglements: Binary oppositions in Civic Atatiirkism

This chapter will discuss entanglements, a specific linguistic formation under which
the Civic Atatiirkist discourse takes shape. Entanglements are, simply, binary
oppositions which function within a discourse, and around which a discourse

functions. More detail upon the issue may be found in Chapter 4.1.

235 “Ben bugiin muasir diyebilecegimiz bir medeniyet oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum. Yani herkesin
sikintilar1 var. Savag var. Simdi burada muasir medeniyetler diyince ben biraz daha soyut bir sey
anliyorum. Boyle sikintili seyler sanki muasirligi etkiliyor gibi” (Niikhet)

236 “Muasir medeniyetler... Amerika’y1 saymam mesela. Ozellikle 1k iizerinden insanlarin giivende
hissetmediklerini gordiigiimiiz hadiseler yasantyor. Bu anlamda Amerika’y1 katmam” (Umit)

237 “Bugiin ben sahsen baktigimda higbir medeniyeti dyle adlandiramiyorum. Ciinkii her, ¢ogu
medeniyeti aslinda biraz gerilemede goriiyorum. Diinya medeniyetini genel olarak” (Zeytin)

238 “Tiirkiye su an aslinda muasir bir medeniyet bence. Hani o otoriterlesme ve saire (laughing). Yani
tam da diger o muasir medeniyetlerin sahip oldugu olgular Tiirkiye’de yasaniyor” (Zeytin)
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4.3.1. Reason/Rational/Logic/Science-Unreason/Irrational/Heart/Doxa

Every discourse has its own peculiar mode of imagination of a political space.
Consequently, they all have, as well, a peculiar parcelling of that imagined political
space. It is a general trait of the Atatiirkist discourse that it divides the political space

into two in its own peculiar way. As established above, Necmi Erdogan suggests:

The Neo-Kemalist discourse separates the political space into two
antagonistic camps, like secular/anti-secular, republican/anti-republican,
modern/reactionary, Kemalist/2. Republican,
nationalist[ulusalci]/separationist. Against the Kemalists stands a counter-
revolutionary frontier constituted by sharia supporters, Kurdists and Second
Republicanists. Both wings of this polarity creates their own chain of
equivalence (Erdogan, 2021, p. 586)

Therefore, (Civic) Atatiirkism, as well, possesses its own conceptualization of political
space, and its own parcellations. Furthermore, it is built upon other, already-existing
binaries that it “borrows” from other discourses as well. I endeavor to explain the
binaries that are functional in (Civic) Atatiirkism (and over which the discourse is
built) in terms of entanglements®*’. The first of these is undoubtedly the entanglement
(or opposition) between the rational and the irrational, which is the most commonly

expressed opposition in the discourse of (Civic) Atatlirkism.

It was observed in the interviews that there was a strong entanglement between the
signifiers of rationality and irrationality (and their respective superpositions of reason,
logic, science and unreason, heart, doxa). The discourse of Civic Atatiirkism strictly
revolves around a separation between the rational and the irrational. This is found to
be a purely positional relationship, which is to be explained below. The interviewees’
imagination of the society and political space rested on this separation in general, but
most aggressively observed with regards to voting behavior and political
identification. They, the Atatiirkists, aligned themselves on the side of the rational,
while aligning various sections of society on the side of the irrational. Niikhet

explains, for example, with her choice of the word /logic that:

23 The reader is encouraged to re-visit Chapter 4.1. in order to get a more detailed picture of
entanglements, or what could be simply called binaries.
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But we have a difference between us and them. We follow logic in our actions.
I mean I’'m not voting in terms of fanaticism. I am looking at the programmes
of the parties, I am watching the TV programs of party leaders. They are
following their emotions when voting. They are supporting political parties as
if supporting football teams?*® (Niikhet)
Therefore, as is clear in Niikhet’s account, politics is observed to be imagined as
simply a mode of reason. Anything outside reason or logic concerning politics was
imagined to be in a counter-position of rational politics, relegated to irrationality and

sought to be dismissed from politics. Ayse, for example, in describing a political

debate, puts forward:

For example, when you’re talking to someone you assert certain things as
counter-arguments, you say this is like this, and that is like that, but no, says
the other, and chooses the opposite. Even though you say the exact opposite,
they do not accept it. This is because there is no logic here, there is only a
commitment of the heart. They don’t think logically?*! (Ayse)
In what follows, she stongly asserts that she thinks “logically”. Nonetheless, ironically,
when presented with the fact that she voted for a candidate she did not want in the first
place, she legitimizes her action as a choice made in favor of the “lesser of two evils”.
The binary opposition, thus, was understood to be not established in terms of a specific
operation, but in terms of positions®#, since any action within both frameworks could
be legitimized as rational on certain grounds. Although one might claim to act
rationally, what counts within the binary opposition is the position of the subject.

Roni’s opposition between science and religion, thus, is exemplary in terms of this

positionality:

To whom can we call Atatiirkist... I think I can call anyone an Atatiirkist who
follows science closely, who does not instrumentalize science for their

240 “Ama onlarla aramizda sey farki var. Biz manti§a gore hareket ediyoruz. Yani ben dyle fanatiklik
yapmiyorum oy verirken. Partilerin vaatlerine bakiyorum, parti bagskanlarinin programlarini izliyorum
falan. Onlar oy verirken duygulara gore hareket ediyorlar. Takim tutar gibi parti tutuyorlar” (Niikhet)

241 «“Bjir insana mesela konustugunda kars: argiiman olarak bir seyleri sunuyorsun, bu bdyle ama su séyle
diyorsun, ama hayir, yok, digeri diyor. Tam tersini sdylemene ragmen kabul etmiyor. Ciinkii mantik
yok aslinda, kalben bir baglilik var. Mantiken diistiniilmiiyor mesela” (Ayse)

242 positionality here does not mean locality. Entanglements are, following the description of quantum
entanglements, non-local, in the sense that even though they might have originated in a particular
discourse, they transcend that discourse and behave in an intra-discoursal way. Quantum particles have
the property of position (and polarization, momentum and spin), being nonetheless non-local.
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ideology. I mean in terms of ideology, what I mean could be a religion, a view.
Atatlirk has a lot of speeches about this, you know. Like his statement that if
my words contradict science, choose science*** (Roni)

The positionality observed in Roni’s account functions on the previously parcelled
(opposite) positions of science and religion. In other words, it is not that Atatiirkists
are rational, therefore they follow science; on the contrary, someone is an Atatiirkist
only insofar as they position themselves in alignment with science. This positionality
is also observed in another superposition of the binary opposition of rational and
irrational. Serdar’s opposition between individual and society lays on the same
opposition between rational and irrational. The individual, defined as “a person who
reads books and who could make decisions by themselves”, is posited as a separate
entity against society, with the latter being defined in terms of a culture of “not reading

books”:

Someone who is an individual for me... For example, the reading rates in
Turkey are getting higher in a piecemeal fashion. People don’t even read 10
books a year. Someone who could do that, for example, has stepped out of
society and did the right thing... If I am to give simple examples, a person who
reads 10 books a year is an individual for me. Since what we have learned from
our elders, what the society forces on us is built upon not reading?** (Serdar)

The them that was talked about, in counterposition vis-a-vis the Civic Atatiirkist
(individual), was revealed to be, thus, society. This quite close to the disappearance of
the signifier populism (halk¢ilik) in the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism, as established
in Chapter 4.2.4.. The designation of the them as society was a common theme in the
interviews. Umit, for example, directly rests his understanding on an opposition
between reason versus society. In his account, both Roni and Serdar’s explanations

seem to combine, as he uses society and religion interchangeably:

243 “Kime Atatiirkgii diyebiliriz... Bence bilimi yakindan takip eden, bilimi herhangi bir ideolojisine
devsirmeyen insanlar olarak tanimlayabilirim Atatiirk¢iiliigii. Yani bunun, ideolojiden kastim bir din
olabilir, bir gériis olabilir. Ciinkii Atatiirk’iin bununla alakali bircok sozii var biliyorsunuz. Iste benim
soziimle bilim ters diiserse, bilimi se¢in gibisinden” (Roni)

244 “Benim igin birey olabilen kisi... Su an mesela Tiirkiye’deki okuma oranlari yavas yavas yiikseliyor
da olsa az. Yani yilda 10 kitap okuyan insan neredeyse yok. Bunu yapabilen insan, mesela, toplumun
disia ¢ikip dogru bir sey yapabilmis demektir... Basit o6rnekler vermek gerekirse yilda 10 kitap
okuyabilen bir insan Tiirkiye’de birey olarak tanimlanabilir bir insan. Ciinkii toplumun bize baskiladigs,
bizim biiyiiklerimizden 6grendigimiz seyler okumamak iizerine kurulu” (Serdar)
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We must take actions towards reason and civilization, without denying the
reality of the society in which we live... We live in a predominantly Muslim
society?*® (Umit)

The binary of the rational and irrational, thus, rests on the separation of society
between two: The part of the rationals (regardless of their rationality, sometimes
articulated in terms of education), and the part of the irrationals (the “essence” or
“reality” of society, which is defined in terms of Islam in Umit’s account). It is
interesting that the claim to the name of society was afforded to the latter, as the Civic
Atatlirkist is observed to be trying to distinguish itself from an imagined but very much
concrete (part of the) society. Politics, at the heart of this split society, thus, was
understood to be a an activity of Reason, which was done properly only by the former.
The generation of a distance away from society, and the privileging of the individual,
thus, reveals a crucial dynamic of the hyperpoliticized character of Civic Atatiirkism,
with its Post-Political imprint. Politics is designated to be not a collective endeavor,
but much more of an entrepreneurial endeavor, acted upon by the individual who

stands opposite society.

4.3.2. Lifestyle-Ideology

Another binary opposition on which the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism (the
organizationless) rests is the opposition between lifestyle and ideology. It was no
surprise that such opposition came to the fore in the interviews, since this, as the fourth
argument of the discourse on Civic Atatiirkism, was one of the constitutive points of
Civic Atatiirkism. Furthermore, as another expected point, this opposition was found
to be at work, only in reverse (with a counter-valorization of the signifiers in
entanglement), in the discourse of the organizationed (especially Neo-Kemalists) as
well. While the Civic Atatiirkist is observed to be privileging Atatiirkism as lifestyle
over Atatiirkism as ideology, the privilege is reversed for the organizationed, with a
stronger preference of ideology. The precise functioning of the entanglement worked
in favor of one or the other, assigning positive or negative values to either term. This

opposition holds for most interviews (with the exceptions of Umit, Serdar, Giintan,

245 “Hani toplumun gergeklerini de yadsimadan daha ¢ok akil ve medeniyet yolunda aksiyonlar_
alinmasi gerektigini diigiiniiyorum... Coguna yakini Miisliiman olan bir toplumda yastyoruz” (Umit)
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Tiilay who could not provide a strict definition of Atatiirkism) where the
organizationless were choosing lifestyle and the organizationed were choosing
ideology, with the exception of Sumru, who had both a lifestyle (Atatiirkism) and and
ideology (Turkism), which is to be explored below. Even then, as an organizationed
participant, she was seen to be privileging her ideology over her lifestyle, as was
observed in all of the organizationed participants. Moreover, this binary opposition
was at work in the demarcation between Atatiirkism and Kemalism. Etyen
Mahgupyan’s assertion that the difference between Kemalism and Atatiirkism lied in
ideologylessness (Mahgupyan, 2021) was observed to be exactly the case here. It was
seen, thus, as it was established in Chapter 4.2.5., that the non-organized were strongly
preferring Atatiirkism over Kemalism, and vice versa for the organized, as Atatiirkism

came to be associated more with lifestyle, and Kemalism with an ideology.

It was observed that the non-organized tended to define Atatiirkism as a /ifestyle. Even
though the exact wording differed, in that it was presented in the forms of “lifestyle”
(Selva, Timugin, Niikhet), “life view” (Ayse) and “inheritance” (Biilent), the

signification was found to be the same, in a strict opposition towards ideology:

I don’t think Atatiirkism is an ideology. It could be named... A life view...
Yes, a life view. I think ideology is used for things that have sharp boundaries,
for me at least. However, in Atatiirkism, there are things that you think in your
mind, things that you think are true, according to your ideas... And there are
things that you think are good, it is shaped accordingly... Ideology is
something that has sharp boundaries, I think?*¢ (Ayse)

What I understand from Atatiirkism is a lifestyle, mostly**’ (Timugin)

I think it’s a lifestyle. I’'m not defining it in strict terms, that is for me at
least?*® (Niikhet)

It could be a lifestyle. A collection of ideas. I don’t know exactly, Atatlirkism
for me is more, how shall I say... It’s not like Marxism. Atatiirkism for me is

246 “Bence Atatiirkgiiliik bir ideoloji degil. Bir... Yani hayat goriisii denebilir... Aynen, bir hayat goriisi.
Ideoloji daha bence keskin sinirlari olan seyler i¢in kullaniliyor, bana gore yani. Ama onda hani aklinda
disiindiigiin, dogru oldugunu disiindiigiin seyler var Atatiirkgiiliikkte, onun da kendi fikirlere
dayanarak... Ve hani iyi yaptigim diigiindiigiin seyler var aslinda, bunlara gore sekil aliyor... Ama
ideoloji daha keskin sinir1 olan bir sey bence” (Ayse)

247 “Benim Atatiirkgiiliikten anladigim hayat sekli ya, genelde” (Timugin)

248 “Bence bir hayat bigimi denebilir. Cok dyle sert tanimlara sey yapmiyorum kendi adima” (Niikhet)
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more of a... Lifestyle. Ideas... It’s somewhere where we uphold his ideas in
the background at all times?*° (Selva)

It’s not an ideology, as I said. It’s more like adopting Atatiirk’s views, seeing

them as an inheritance and endeavoring to continue them?° (Biilent)
This binary opposition was observed to be at play in the distinguishment between
Kemalism and Atatiirkism as well, as explained in detail in Chapter 4.2.5.. Although
most interviewees did not mind defining themselves as both, they nonetheless
indicated that they thought the terms had certain differences. Moreover, the
organizationed (Neo-Kemalist) reversal of the entanglement, the valorization of
ideology, was explained in Chapter 4.2.5. as well. Therefore, it is fitting to only take a
closer look at Sumru’s exceptional case where both lifestyle and ideology were found
to be co-existing, with the hierarchical superiority of the latter over the former

nonetheless.

Sumru argues that Atatiirkism, for her, is a lifestyle, rather than an ideology.
Nonetheless, she posits it as a branch under Turkism, suggesting that Mustafa Kemal
was actually a Turkist first and foremost. Furthermore, she posits Turkism under the
higher category of nationalism. She argues that nationalism was, in fact, the highest
signifier in the constitution of Atatiirkism, and suggests that Atatiirkism was build
strictly around nationalism, and that nationalism had a superiority over all other
arrows, which later obtained a lower position among the remaining 5 arrows.
Therefore, she distinguishes between nationalism and the other 5 arrows in such a way
that it is placed above Atatiirkism, and even above Turkism, as their constitutive
element. The remaning 5 arrows are argued to be “coming later” in the chain of

signifiers of Atatlirkism.

It seems to me more like a lifestyle, not ideology. For example, if you’d ask
my ideology, I would say I am a Turkist, but I try to lead my life as attached to
Atatiirk. This is because Turkism is not something that I could go to when I
wonder what I should do. It is just a structure that my ideas are close to, or my

249 «ya bir yasam bicimi olabilir. Iste fikir biitiinii. Tam bilmiyorum, Atatiirkciiliik bende cok daha,
nasil diyeyim... Marksizm gibi bir yerden degil bence. Atatiirkgiiliik benim i¢in... Daha ¢ok yagam tarzi.
Boyle fikirlerin... Hep arka planda onun 6gretilerini tasidigimiz bir yerde bence” (Selva)

250 «Bir ideoloji degil dedigim gibi. Biraz daha Atatiirk’iin ilkelerini benimseyip, miras olarak goriip
onu devam ettirmeye ¢aligsmak™ (Biilent)
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desires are similar to. But in terms of Atatiirkism, when I am hopeless, I tell
myself that I cannot be hopeless, because Atatiirk says one should not be
hopeless. I lead my life in accordance with this. I see Atatiirkism just like
that*®! (Sumru)
She asserts that she consults to Atatiirkism for a more “realistic” attitude. Since
Turkism is not “realistic” enough, in her understanding, there is the need for a more
practical view that can offer simpler solutions. In her very complex scheme of ideology
and lifestyle, she privileges ideology which is defined to be Turkism; however, the

aims of Turkism she does not find “realistic” enough to be applicable, thus she turns

to Atatiirkism as a lifestyle, the aims of which she assigns an applicability.

I mean yes, my thought is directly Turkist. The importance of Turkishness is
different for me, as I wouldn’t think the same of someone from another nation
with a Turk. Not in the sense of superiority, but it’s just not the same. I want to
do things that concern all Turks in general, but that is not exactly possible. In
such cases, Atatiirkism becomes much more reasonable, in the sense of Turks
in Turkey, for example?>? (Sumru)

As a final point, even though she claims that she does not designate Turkishness in
terms of superiority, in the later parts of the interview, she talks about the “blood” of
the races, and asserts that even though she tries to build her understanding of

Turkishness on secular terms, she cannot overlook the aspect of “blood”.
4.3.3. Secular/Modern/Contemporary-Bigot/Religious/Villager/Reactionary

One of the strongest entanglements that was observed in the discourse of Atatiirkism
was that between the secular and the religious (with their respective variations of

modern, contemporary and bigot, villager, reactionary). This entanglement is quite

251 “Biraz da hayat tarz1 gibi geliyor, ¢ok ideoloji degil. Yani mesela ideolojimi sorsamz Tiirkgiiyiim
derim, ama biraz da Atatiirk’e bagl olarak hayatimi yiiriitmeye ¢alistyorum. Ciinkii Tiirkgiiliik cok sey
degil, boyle, acaba ne yapsam dediginde bagvurabilecegin bir sey degil. Sadece fikirlerimin daha yatkin
oldugu, ya da isteklerimin o tarz oldugu bir yap1. Ama Atatiirk¢iiliik oldugunda mesela, iste, umutsuzluk
konusunda umutsuz olamam diyorum, ¢iinkii Atatiirk umutsuz olunmamasi gerektigini soyliiyor,
diyorum mesela kendime. Biraz daha hayatimdaki yolu ona gore ¢iziyorum. Atatiirk¢iiliigii dyle
goriiyorum.” (Sumru)

252 “Yani evet, diisiincem Tiirkgiiliik direkt. Tirkliigiin benim igin énemi ayri, yani diger milletten
birisini bir Tiirk’le ayn1 koymam. Daha iistiin anlaminda degil, ama benim i¢in ayn1 yerde olmaz mesela.
Genel olarak biitiin Tiirkleri diisiinerek bir seyler yapmak isterim, ama mesela bu da ¢ok miimkiin
olmuyor. O zaman Atatiirk¢iiliik daha mantikli oluyor, Tiirkiye’deki Tiirkler anlamimda mesela”
(Sumru)
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close, and even could be argued to be related in a sense, with the first entanglement,
that between rationality and irrationality. The positionality that was exposed in the
first is found to be effective here as well. It is the case with entanglements that I
propose that they are non-local (a characteristic of quantum entanglement), or inter-
discoursal in other words, in the sense that (even if they might have originated in a
particular discourse) the entanglement exists in various degrees of opposition (with
changing counter-valorization of each signifier in differing degrees) in many

discourses?>3.

Hifz1 Veldet Velidedeoglu, in 1963, had suggested that “one cannot be a sharia
supporter and an Atatiirkist at the same time”?** (Velidedeoglu, 1963, p. 8). More than
30 years after him, in 1994, Recep Tayyip Erdogan would go on to state what seems
to be the same sentence: “You cannot be a laik and a Muslim at the same time”?>
(Hiirriyet, 2001). These statements are the perfect crystallization of the entanglement
between secularism and religion. Both Velidedeoglu’s and Erdogan’s statements not
only explain perfectly the logic of entanglement, that the opposing signifiers are
always in counter-values, without the possibility of a surplus in the entangled totality
(the positive valorization of both signifiers), but also explain the inter-discoursal
character of the entanglement, its non-locality. The entanglement, or the opposition
within the binary coupling, is so strong that it forces itself into various discourses, it
does not stay in the originary discourse, i.e. it is non-local (which does not mean non-
positional). Even though, for example, we might argue that this entanglement
originated in Kemalist discourse (even though any claim on the “originary discourse”
is found to be irrelevant, since the entanglement transcends its “originary discourse™),
the opposition functions in a perfect symmetry in what could be termed an Islamist
discourse, with simply the opposite valorization of each signifier. It is not the case in
Erdogan’s speech that there is a disentanglement, i.e. the wholesale abolishing of the
opposition altogether, but just variations on the same entanglement, a simple counter-

valorization.

233 Thus, positionality and locality are different, as in quantum entanglement.
254 “Hem seriat¢1 hem Atatiirkcii olmak miimkiin olmaz”

255 “Hem laik hem Miisliiman olunmaz”
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Giintan defines “contemporaneity” in terms of the strict negation of “bigotedness”.
This example is a perfect one in terms of binary oppositions, i.e. entanglements, where

one signifier is directly quilted by the negation of another:

Am I a contemporary (modern) person? I think I am a contemporary (modern)
person. I mean, when I say contemporary (modern), I refer to not being
bigoted... And you’re going to ask me what I mean by not being bigoted... I
can define as bigoted the intervention into people’s lives or pushing their
thoughts, their religious beliefs etc. as if everyone’s under their responsibility,
messing with people... I can define these as bigotedness?*¢ (Giintan)
As observed, Gilintan designates his definition of “contemporariness/modernity” in
terms of its opposition to bigotry. His suggestion that “when I say contemporary, I
refer to not being bigoted” explains the fundamental logic of entanglements. It is
through the direct mediation of another signifier (i.e. direct negation), or what could
be called the direct deferral to another (very specific) signifier, that the signifier at
hand obtains its “meaning”. This mediation or deferral is not random, as the first
signifier is observed to be quilted at all times, in all discourses by its specifically
entangled opposite. Ayse’s explanation, much more obscure than Giintan’s in terms of
its definition, is more revealing of the positionality that was exposed in the first
entanglement. Here, the same positionality is found to be at function. The imagination
of the social functions over a split around which are assigned two radically different

positions. Just as in the first entanglement, the positions are assigned regardless of the

content of the elements:

For example, my thinking can’t be the same with an old guy living in a village.
His conditions in his lifetime and my conditions now are quite different. And
his brain is much more accustomed to the conditions of his time. I mean of
course there are people who developed themselves, changed their perspective,
but I think people can’t change many things after a certain age. And his
perspective can’t be the same with mine. I am, of course, more modern when
compared to him?7 (Ayse)

256 “Ben ¢agdas biri miyim? Ben ¢agdas biri oldugumu diisiiniiyorum. Yani sdyle, cagdaslik derken,
yobaz olmamak... Ama diyiceksiniz ki yobaz olmamaktan kastin ne... insanlarin hayatlarina miidahale
etmek, veya iste kendi diigiincesini, iste dini inancini ve saire, insanlarin da sanki onun sorumlulugu
altindaymis gibi, insanlara karigmak... Bunu yobazlik olarak tanimlayabilirim” (Giintan)

257 “Mesela kdyde yasayan bir amcayla benim diisiincem ayni olamaz. Onun yasadig1 zaman dilimindeki

kosullarla benimki ¢ok farkli su anda. Ve o, o zamanki kosullarin beyin olarak ona alisik daha ¢ok.
Hani, tabii ki kendini gelistirmis, degistirmis bakis agisinda olan insanlar vardir ama hani, insanlar bir
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Regardless of the possibility of repositioning, opened up here with the “developing of
oneself, changing of perspective”, and rapidly closed with regards to its impossibility
“after a certain age”, the split is found to be external to the content. In other words, the
split precedes and functions through the alignment. The “old guy living in a village”
has already been assigned a position against the modern. Any repositioning is seen to
be impossible (or rendered impossible by the other side of the split). This is, once
again, quite close to the first entanglement in the sense that the individual/the modern

is placed directly against the society/the villager.

4.3.4. Real Atatiirkism-Fake Atatiirkism

Due to the very nature of Atatiirkism being a floating signifier, as established in
Chapters 3 and 4.2.4., there are oppositions against its various fluctuations. In such a
scheme, every Atatiirkist discourse places itself as the universal, against others’
particularities. The Kemalist/Atatiirkist discourse has long functioned on a separation

between “real” and “fake” Atatiirkisms. Levent Koker, for example, suggests that

the words Kemalism and Atatiirkism is often made topics of different and
competing interpretations, and every interpretor or political current blames its
adversary as fake with regards to its own ‘real’ Kemalism or Atatlirkism
(Koker, 2021, pp. 97-98).

The earliest designation of a “real Atatiirkism/Kemalism” against a “fake” one goes
back to 1963, to my knowledge. Hifz1 Veldet Velidedeoglu, in a piece titled “Gergek
Atatiirkgiilik Nedir?” [What is Real Atatiirkism?] (1963), written for the periodical
Kemalizm, which began to be circulated after the coup of 1960 by Tiirkiye Kemalistler
Teskilat1 [Turkish Organization of Kemalists], by a group close to Cemal Giirsel
(whose pictures and speeches often occur in the magazine), explains his designation
of “real Atatiirkism” as “a phrase you might find weird” (Velidedeoglu, 1963, p. 1) in
beginning his piece. He then goes on to designate the difference between the “real”
Atatiirkism and its fakes as the difference between a real piece of art and its forged
copies. In his designation of the “fake” Atatiirkists as “politicians”, it is obvious that

he points to Demokrat Parti (Democrat Party) and Adalet Partisi (Justice Party), with

yast gegtikten sonra bence ¢ok da bir seyleri degistiremez. Ve onun zaten bakis acist da benimki ayn1
olamaz mesela. Ben ona gore tabii ki daha modern kalirim” (Ayse)
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his mentions of the “Law for the Preservation of Atatiirk”>%, and Islamism. He
designates the “real” Atatiirkist as one that is on the side of progess, secularism and
the six arrows. At the end of his piece, he cries for the resurrection of Mustafa Kemal,
in order that he can teach everyone once and for all what “real” Atatiirkism is. He does
not “blame” people, in that sense, due to his claim that they are deceived by politicians,
in his paternal referral to them as “the ignorant people” (Velidedeoglu, 1963, pp. 1-8).
The entanglement between “real” and “fake” Atatiirkists, in line with the denial of the
empty and floating characteristics of Kemalism/Atatlirkism established in Chapter 3
and 3.1., continued to operate in the discourse of Kemalism/Atatiirkism. ilhan Selcuk
(2019), in his piece in the Y6n magazine, written in 1966, invented the term “Wardrobe
Atatiirkists” (Gardrop Atatiirkciileri) to designate his own version of ‘“fake”
Atatiirkism. In his piece, Selguk bases his explanation on the term tenperestlik (body-
worshipping), and suggests that the “fake” Atatiirkists are those who worship the
Ottoman body, while wearing indifferently the Atatiirkists garments in order to be
legitimized. Thus, just like Velidedeoglu’s differentiation in terms of a real piece of
art and its forged copies, Selcuk distinguishes between the body and garments in
devising his separation. This entanglement between the “real” and the “fake”
Atatiirkists went so further in the following years that Asim Aslan, who had been the
topic of an important discussion in Chapter 3 with his banana of jouissance, suggests
that the Atatiirkist political space is divided between two, between the “real”
Atatiirkists and “fake” ones (Aslan, 1999, p. 162), and lays down the most detailed list
of “fake” Atatiirkists with 17 different designations: “Parrot Atatiirkists”, “Parade
Atatiirkists”, “Commercial Atatlirkists”, “Fashion Atatiirkists”, “Spirit Atatlirkists”

and so on (Aslan, 1999, pp. 157-162).

Therefore, this was, obviously, an expected entanglement. As it had been, once again,
established in Chapter 4.2.4., there were who articulated Atatlirkism with “social
democracy” (Roni), “feminism” (Tiilay, Selva), and “republican leftism” (Zeytin), in
addition to whether it was closer to the Left or the Right. It was observed in the
interviews that the interviewees, by their very negation of certain other

Atatlirkists/Kemalists, established their particular mode of Atatlirkism as the real one,

258 A law enacted in 1951 by Democrat Party.
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against terms like “wardrobe Atatiirkist” (Roni), “keyboard Atatiirkist” (Leylek),
“moderate Atatiirkist” (Leylek), and Ataput¢u (Gilintan). It was no surprise that this
binary was more strongly expressed by the organizationed interviewees, since they
defined Atatiirkism/Kemalism as an ideology, rather than the more-flexible definition

of lifestyle. Roni, a member of CHP, for example, suggests:

I think there is such a distinction. This is because we see that people try to
legitimize their various actions in the guise of Atatlirkism. We can see this
clearly in politics. Various parties, by saying that they are Atatiirk’s party, and
many people within the party, could do things that are quite contrary to
Atatlirkism. And they, by using populist discourse, claim that they are
Atatlirkists. I think they are wardrobe Atatiirkists. I think we need such a
distinction®® (Roni)

Nevertheless, he is quite conscious of the empty and floating character of Atatiirkism,
in that he acknowledges the “flexible” character of its elements, and its ability to

articulate into different signifiers:

For example, when we look at things like Izmir Economics Congress, those
could be related to a more liberal economy. However, things like etatism,
populism could be related to a more left framework?®® (Roni)

Leylek, a member of ADT, as a different example, generates a similar Atatiirkist
political space and distinguishes between his Atatiirkism and what he calls “keyboard
Atatiirkism” or “moderate Atatiirkism”, quite close to all the definitions of “fake”
Atatiirkisms explained above. It is worth noticing that he distinguishes between the
presentation (which denotes fake) and the unconscious (which denotes real), in a quite

similar fashion to Ilhan Selguk’s distinguishment between garment and body:

This is a tactic used in active politics. Presenting yourself in a guise, in order
to legitimize yourself, and then laying down your unconscious, doing what you

259 «“Bgyle bir ayrim oldugunu diisiiniiyorum agikgasi. Ciinkii insanlar gesitli davranislarini Atatiirkgiiliik
kisvesi altinda mesrulagtirmaya ¢alisabiliyor. Bunu siyasette gayet agik ve net bir sekilde gorebiliyoruz.
Cesitli partiler ad1 altinda, biz Atatiirk’lin partisiyiz diyerek, mesela o parti i¢erisinde bulunan birgok
kisi aslinda Atatiirk¢iiliige aykirt hareketler yapabiliyor. Bunlar da agikgasi o popiilist sdylemden
faydalanarak kendilerini Atatiirk¢ii olarak addediyorlar. Bence onlar gardrop Atatiirk¢iisii. Bence bdyle
bir ayrim yapmamiz gerektigini diisiiniiyorum ben” (Roni)

260 “Mesela Izmir Iktisat Kongresi’nden falan olsun iste, onlar biraz daha liberal ekonomiye ¢ekilebilir.
Ama devletcilik olsun, halk¢ilik olsun buralar daha ¢ok sol kesime ¢ekebilir” (Roni)
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really sought to do. In addition, we make an extra definition as well. Keyboard
Atatiirkism, or moderate Atatiirkism?®! (Leylek)

In the following, he suggests that the “moderate Atatlirkists” were a result of the coups.
In his understanding, the coups installed a wrong sense of Atatiirkism in the people
that since people thought the republic was safeguarded by the army (after the various
coups), they did not need to be as strict Atatiirkists as in the past. Zeytin, another
member of ADT, on the other hand, reverses the relationship established by Leylek
that it was the identification of Kenan Evren with Atatiirkism that people were being

distanced from it;

Maybe it’s because of the fact that the representation of Atatiirkism is seen in
the wrong people. I mean February 28, for example, everyone deems this
Atatlirkist, but I don’t actually see it like that. Or even Kenan Evren could be
called an Atatiirkist. That’s why I think people are being distanced from
Atatiirkism. That might be one of the problems?®? (Zeytin)

The non-organizationed, albeit their general difference vis-a-vis the organizationed
interviewees, were still seen to be preserving the entanglement in some forms and
degrees nonetheless, as seen in Glintan’s conceptualization of Afaput¢u. However, the
“fake” Atatiirkists this time, different from the accounts of the organizationed, were
the organizationed themselves, with their strict privileging of ideology, a trait that
Civic Atatiirkists did not find acceptable. This is seen to be in line with Ozpek’s earlier
suggestion that Civic Atatiirkism endeavored to differentiate itself from the

“unpleasant” Atatiirkism of the Neo-Kemalist discourse (Medyascope, 2022).
4.3.5. Other Entanglements

It was observed that there were other entanglements around which the discourse of’

Civic Atatiirkism functioned, which were not as commonly stumbled upon in the

261 «By aktif siyasette kullanilan bir taktik. Kendini mesrulastirmak igin énce bir sekle biiriiniip sonra
bilincaltini ortaya koyma, esas gayeleri gergeklestirme. Ekstra olarak biz soyle bir tanim da kuruyoruz.
Iste klavye Atatiirk¢iiliigii, ya da ilimli Atatiirk¢iilik” (Leylek).

262 “Belki veya iste Atatiirkgiiliigiin temsilinin yanlis insanlarda goriilmesi. Yani iste 28 Subat, mesela
hani herkes boyle Atatiirkcii bir sey olarak adlandiriyor ama aslinda ben dyle gormiiyorum mesela.
Veya hatta Kenan Evren bile Atatiirk¢li olarak adlandirilabiliyor. O yilizden insanlarin biraz
Atatiirkciiliikten uzaklastigini diistiniiyorum o yiizden. Sorunlarin sebeplerinden biri de bu olabilir
aslinda” (Zeytin)
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interviews. Although I am compelled to suggest that the rarity in the instances of the
expression of such binaries is most probably due to the fact that my questions did not
revolve around them, it will suffice to simply state them here. Further studies that
specifically address the content of such binaries may reveal that they hold a more

common and central position in the discourse of (Civic) Atatiirkism.

First, the interviews revealed that there was an entanglement between education in
native language (anadilde egitim) and national unity (milli birlik). Such binary was
expressed both by a member of ADT and an organizationless interviewee. In the
Atatiirkist discourse, whenever the former was uttered, there seemed to be a loss in the
latter (and vice versa, but in a more non-conscious, obscure way). Even though in one
of the cases the exact language was not specified, the signifier native language was
understood to be denoting Kurdish. In both interviews, education in native language

was immediately related with separation (boliinme) and contraposited against unity:

The solution of the Kurdish problem does not mean the following. Let us give
them education in their native language, let them establish autonomous
administrations... Today, giving Kurds cultural rights, giving them rights like
education in native language, are really, not even in a funny way, separationist
statements?® (Kelebek)

I definitely think that any Turkish citizen... Even though they might not
define themselves as Turkish, or be Turkish, any citizen of Turkey must have
equal rights, equal social, economic rights, right to speak their own language. ..
Yes to all those, I'm okay with them. What confuses me, and what I’'m not sure
about are the things about... Like education in native language, things like
those. I don’t agree with that ... The reason that I don’t agree with that concerns
the unity of Turkey. I believe that education in Turkey must be given in
accordance with Istanbul Turkish, which is the official language of the state. I
think that’s how it should be. In that sense, I don’t support something like
education in native language. Or I don’t support a state, a new state. I don’t
support separation. Just according to laws, according to social rights, and
maybe with education so that the prejudices in society, maybe the prejudices
can, I don’t know?%* (Selva)

263 “Ancak Kiirt sorunun ¢dziimii su demek degildir. Anadilde egitim verelim, 6zerk yonetimler
kuralim... Bugiin Kiirtlere kiiltiirel haklar vermek, anadilde egitim gibi haklar vermek, ¢ok, gercekten,
hani sakasi olmadan boliicii soylemlerdir” (Kelebek)

264 «“Acikcast kesinlikle herhangi bir Tiirk vatandasinin... Kendini Tiirk olarak tanimamasa bile, Tiirk
olmasa bile, herhangi bir Tiirkiye vatandasinin kesinlikle esit haklara, esit sosyal, ekonomik haklara,
kendi dilini konusabilmesine... Bunlara evet, kesinlikle okeyim. Benim kafami karistiran ve emin
olmadigim konu, iste sey sdylemleri olabilir. iste egitimde anadil, tarzi bir sey. Buna katilmiyorum...
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Another entanglement that was observed in the interviews was the entanglement
between republic and sharia. It was observed in the interviews that the opposite of the
word “republic” was thought to be “sharia” or “caliphate”. In other words, and to
clarify, the opposite of republic could have been imagined in many senses, like
“monarcy”. Nonetheless, it was strictly “sharia” that counter-quilted it. Giintan, for
example, when talking about what he understood from republic, inserted the signifier
of sharia without any prior mention of it. Although there is no “logical” opposition
between the two, as there are republics governed with ser’i law (a fact that I
specifically emphasized in the interview), the fact that the signifier of republic quilts

the signifier of sharia, i.e. its immediate counter-position against it, is interesting.

When I think of republic, I think of independence... That people are... And
democracy, of course, comes to mind when I think of republic. People choosing
the person who is going the rule them. Of course, that’s not always a good thing
but... Freedom, again, comes to mind with regards to republic. Since, I don’t
know, women are not really free in countries where there is caliphate or
sharia?® (Giintan)

4.4. Substitutions: Displacements of the Political in Civic Atatiirkism

This chapter will discuss the substitutions that are present in the discourse of Civic
Atatiirkism. These substitutions, which could be understood as displacements as well,
reveal exactly the Post-Political imprint present in the Civic Atatiirkist discourse. It is
the case here that the political has disappeared in the discourse, and instead substituted
with another category, namely, the rational, the economic, and the aesthetic. Although
the substitutions concerning the former two are understood to be quite close to each
other, they will be handled separately due to certain characteristics that are specific to

each.

Buna katilmama sebebim Tiirkiye nin biitiinliigiiyle alakali. Yani Tiirkiye’deki egitimin aslinda devletin
resmi dili olan Istanbul Tiirkgesi ile verilmesi gerektigine inaniyorum. Bdyle olmasi gerektigini
diisiiniiyorum. O konuda egitimde anadil gibi bir durumu desteklemiyorum. Ya da herhangi bir devleti,
yeni bir devleti desteklemiyorum. Bir ayriligi desteklemiyorum yani. Sadece kesinlikle yasalar
nezdinde, sosyal haklar nezdinde ve toplumda da kesinlikle bu konudaki 6ngyargilarin zamanla belki,
belki egitimlerle, belki, bilmiyorum” (Selva)

265 “Cumhuriyet yine bagimsizlik... insanin... Ya demokrasi tabii ki yine, cumhuriyet diyince aklima
gelen. Insanimn kendi yonetecegi insan1 kendi segebilmesi. Tabii bazen her zaman iyi olmuyor bu sey
ama... Yine 6zgiirliik, camhuriyet dedigimde aklima gelen. Ciinkii, iste ne bileyim, hilafet olan iilkelerde
veya seriat olan iilkelerde mesela kadinlar ve saire ¢ok 6zgiir degiller” (Giintan)
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4.4.1. Replacing the Political with the Rational

The most common displacement observed in the discourse of Civic Atatlirkism is that
of the political with the rational. This displacement, I believe, is perfectly illusory of
the Post-Political overdetermination of the hyperpoliticized subjectivity (i.e. the Post-
Political imprint present in the discourse of Civic Atatiirkism), as the political was
“taken out” and replaced with the rational. It was observed in the interviews that the
political, in the accounts of the interviewees, was either seen to disappear completely
in the face of Reason, or that it was relegated to a point where it had no distinctive
character other than that of Reason, thus, in close connection with the entangement
between the rational and the irrational where politics was defined as a modality of
Reason. The displacement took various forms. For some, the rational was a horizon
towards which politics should strive, somewhat connected to the framework of LMC
developed above, even though its articulation was not found to be necessary (Serdar,
Roni). In this displacement, it was also observed that the rational took the forms of a
technocratic elite at times, in the sense that the participants sought a line of
development in accordance with the dictates of Reason through an elite who would
guide the Platonic ship of progress due to their access to Knowledge. In this specific
instance where the political was replaced with the rational in terms of technocracy, |
devised my questions based on the signifier of Mehmet Simsek?®S. For others, the
rational was a mechanism that must operate within politics, to the dismay of politics
itself, as a dynamic that enables politics to function properly (without which the
functioning of politics was seen to be improper). This is observed most clearly in the

commonly seen issue of “strategic voting”, where the participants stated that they did

266 The new and current minister of treasury in Turkey, who is lauded by virtually all sections of society
for his “good CV”, but nonetheless somewhat doubted due to belonging to the party in power. His
appointment as the new minister was met with confusion among the political opposition. His new
economic program and “correct” interest policy place him at a very specific location within the
imagination of the oppositional subject. On the one hand, the hyperpoliticized character of their
subjectivity drives the subject to criticize Simsek, for simply belonging to the party in power, but on the
other hand, the Post-Political imprint functions through this drive in such a way as to keep silent about
him due to the fact that he represents the restoration dynamic towards “correct” economic policies, in
the sense of a correctly-applied neoliberal program. The criticisms about the economy from the
opposition, with the appointment of Mehmet Simsek, simply faded away. The imprint, thus, functions
in such a strong sense that it cancels its own drive out. Thus, I employed the signifier of Mehmet Simsek,
which I thought to be quilting exactly the imprint above, in order for my questions to make sense for
the interviewee. I would assert that it did make sense, and it did reveal the technocratic aspect of the
displacement at hand quite successfully, the results of which are to be revealed below.
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not vote “politically”, but made strategic decisions to vote for the “strongest” (who
they thought to be the strongest, mostly according to media sayings and online
surveys) opposition party in their hometowns, so that they could bring the biggest blow
to the party in power (Zeytin, Timugin). In some participants, this displacement was
observed as the replacement of the political with the pedagogical, a quality that was
most possibly inherited from Kemalism, where they though political problems could

be overcome by education, i.e. a system of rational thought (Roni, Selva).

To begin with, when asked what his vision of politics is, Serdar explains that he seeks
a political state which is grounded on pure Reason, within which can exist no
distortion, thus closely resembling the idea of Consensus established above.
“Influencing people”, understood to be devised in terms of a “political persuasion”
was observed to be distorting Rational Consensus in his account, as the “political”
space had to be based on Reason “100%” of the time. Roni, as well, notes on the role
of the experts as true agents of change, thus indicating, once again, the lack of agency

discussed in Chapter 4.2.6.:

What’s important while doing that is not to influence people, but to establish
a 100% reason-based system?®’ (Serdar)

When things are left to experts, I think we see that things are changing?®®
(Roni)

The signifier of Mehmet Simsek, in the relationship between the dictates of Reason and
its natural conclusion of a technocratic administration of society, perfectly revealed

the Post-Political imprint of a hyperpoliticized subjectivity. Giintan and Roni, for

example, when asked about Mehmet Simsek, explain:

Mehmet Simsek, I actually don’t know much about what he did in the past,
but I think his current policies are pretty okay. But it’s going to weigh on the
poor, as he himself said too... However, I think it’s good that he fixed the
interest policy. There’s a very experienced person with a great CV in the
Central Bank now as well ... I consider correct what Mehmet Simsek is doing
now. But I can’t really say I’'m supporting Mehmet Simsek, because we don’t

267 “Ama bunu yaparken dnemli olan insanlar1 etkilemek degil, %100 bir sekilde rasyonel temelli bir
sistem olusturabilmek” (Serdar)

268 “Yani isin ehli insanlara verildigi zaman bir seylerin degistigi goriilebiliyor buradan diye
diistiniiyorum” (Roni)
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know what he will do tomorrow. As I said, he is a man from the party in
power?%® (Giintan)

I think he (Mehmet Simsek) possesses merit. When you think about his
education etc. for example... Be it Mehmet Simsek, be it the new head of the
Central Bank. I think they are quite well-qualified people?’® (Roni)

As observed, although they are hesitant to directly support him due to his political
framework, they state their symphaty and/or support to him, thanks to his “good CV”

and his allegiance to the dictates of Reason.

Strategic voting, an action that legitimizes voting behavior on the grounds of Reason,
was observed to be much more common than expected in the interviewees’ political
framework. Most interviewees suggested that they voted according to certain

calculations, certain rational considerations and certain “informations”:

Actually, I voted strategically back then, not according the what I thought
about the party, and whether it would represent me or not. I thought maybe it
could lead to AKP having one less MP. That’s how I voted®’! (Zeytin)

I mean like it or not, there is the issue of percentage of votes. Now if I am to
go and vote for Iyi Party [The Good Party], I know that it is not going to win.
My vote will be wasted, at the end of the day. However, if I go and vote for
Mansur, there’s some chance of things happening?’? (Timugin)

I knew how much vote the party I support in my hometown was going get in
the elections. Thus, I acted in a more... Like I looked at voting calculations on

269 ““Ya Mehmet Simsek soyle, ben gegmisindeki yaptiklarini ¢ok bilmiyorum agik¢asi, ama su anki
uyguladig iste politika fena degil bence. Ama fakiri de daha ¢ok ezecek. Zaten onu da kendi bizzat
sOyledi yani... Ama su faiz politikasini diizeltmesi agisindan iyi oldu bence. Merkez Bankasi’na da
gercekten cok CV’si saglam, deneyimli bir insan geldi.

Mehmet Simsek’in su anki yaptigt seyleri dogru buluyorum. Ama Mehmet Simsek’i simdi kesin
destekliyorum diyemem, yarin n’apicagi belli olmaz. Dedigim gibi ¢iinkii iktidar partisinde bir adam”
(Giintan)

270 «“Bence liyakat sahibi biri oldugunu diisiiniiyorum agikgasi. Ciinkii aldig1 egitimler falan goziinde de
bulundurdugumuz zaman... Gerek Mehmet Simgek olsun, gerek Merkez Bankasi bagkani. Gayet
liyakatli insanlar yani donanimli insanlar olarak diisiinliyorum bunlar1” (Roni)

271 “Aslinda ben oy verdigim partiye biraz daha bdyle beni temsil edecegini diisiinerek degil de, o
donemin seyine kapilarak iste biraz stratejik oy verdim. AKP’den bir vekil daha belki diisiindim. O
sekilde oy verdim” (Zeytin)

272 “[ster istemez oy orami var. Simdi ben gidip de Iyi Parti’ye versem kazanamayacak dogal olarak.
Oyum da bosa gitmis olacak. Ama ben gidip de Mansur’a versem bir ihtimal” (Timugin)
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the internet, I checked the surveys, and I voted strategically back then?’3
(Niikhet)
The substitution of the political with the rational appears in the guise of reducing
political problems to problems of education at times, in line with the conceptualization

of pedagogy in the discourse of Kemalism. Roni, for example, explains:

I think change regarding many things, including governments, is related to
education. It’s because governments come to power with elections. And people
voting in the elections are from among people, the people... If education could
be ameliorated, so that these people can let go of their certain thoughts in
choosing who governs them... Let go of thoughts that hinder them, and have a
quite rational, critical culture, I think governments can change?’* (Roni)

I think we need to look at education. I think many things are based on
education. Be it the integration of the people into society, be it the political
participation of people, many things are based on education. If we can change
some things with education, I mean if we can follow certain things closely in
terms of science, I think politics can change?’> (Roni)

It is observed that Roni’s imagined relationship between education and politics rests
on an understanding similar to the Marxist separation between base and
superstructure, where education is seen to be the primary determinant of change of
various things in society, i.e. the base, and politics is reduced to a secondary, accidental
character that is altered with various changes in education, i.e. the superstructure.
Thus, a linear relationship of determination between education and politics, similar to
the Kemalist pedagogical conceptualization of progress, is at play in the discourse of

Atatiirkism. I believe it is both through the Post-Political inscription and Kemalist

273 “Yani benim bulundugum yerde destekledigim partinin kag alabilecegi belli. Daha boyle sey
davrandim, internetten oy hesaplarina falan baktim, iste anketlere baktim, o sekilde stratejik oy verdim
o donem” (Niikhet)

274 “Cogu sey gibi bence iktidarlarin degismesi de egitimden gegiyor diye diisiiniiyorum. Ciinkii iktidar
dedigimiz sey secimle basa geliyor. Secimde oy veren insanlar zaten halktan, halk oldugu i¢in... Eger
egitim iyilestirilebilirse, yani bu insanlar kendilerini yonetecek insanlari segerken ¢esitli gortislerini...
Engel olusturabilecek goriislerini bir kenara birakip, ¢ok rasyonel bir sekilde, eger, elestirel bir kiiltiire
sahip olabilirlerse, elestirel bir diisiinceye sahip olabilirlerse, bence iktidarlar degisebilir diye
diisiiniiyorum.” (Roni)

275 “Bence egitimde aramaliyiz diye diisiiniiyorum ben. Ciinkii ¢ogu seyin egitimden gegtigine
inantyorum ben. Yani bunu insanlarin bu topluma entegre olmasindan tutun da bir insanlarin siyasal
katilimina kadar ¢ogu sey egitimden gegiyor bence. Eger egitimle bir seyleri degistirebilirsek, yani baz1
seyleri yakindan takip edebilirsek bilim baglaminda, bu sekilde siyasetin degisebilecegini
diistiniiyorum” (Roni)
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pedagogical inheritance that the displacement of the political with the pedagogic takes
place. Atatiirkism is, thus, posited to be in the crossroads where the displacement of
the political with the rational takes place, and where the Post-Political inscription of
Consensus and rationality intersect with Kemalist secular progressivism, as explained

perfectly in Serdar’s account:

The most important thing about Atatiirkism, its most important contribution
to us is the rational mind. And in order to progress with a rational mind, we
need to approach things in a more secular fashion?’¢ (Serdar)

Atatlirkism comes as a framework of Reason at the exact point where the substitution
between the rational and the political is made. Since, as it was established, Atatiirk is
considered to be a metapolitical figure of Consensus and rationality, and that
Atatiirkism is associated with rationalism, the political is deferred and replaced with
the rational via Atatiirkism. It is precisely because of the presence of Atatiirkism here
that the displacement takes place. Therefore, hyperpoliticization with an immanent
dynamic of Post-Political overdetermination is found to be what Civic Atatiirkism

exactly is.
4.4.2. Replacing the Political with the Economic

There were cases where the political was observed to be replaced with the economic.
This is quite close to the first displacement, in that they could have been handled
together successfully; nonetheless, I believe there is a specific displacement here that
needs special attention. It is observed that in many instances in the discourse of
Atatlirkism, political problems, issues and matters are reduced to economic ones. What
I mean by that is that political problems which originate from politics are sought to be
resolved in an economic realm, with economic tools. This is present in many of the

participants’ accounts:

Without fixing the economy, I don’t think politics can be fixed. At the end of
the day, everything depends on the economy, even how politics itself is going
to be conducted... Those problems that we listed, for example, the immigrant

276 “Ciinkii burada Atatiirk¢iiliigiin en dnemli konusu, bize kattig1 seylerden biri rasyonel akil. Ve

rasyonel akilla ilerlememiz i¢in biraz daha sekiiler bir noktadan yaklasmamiz gerekiyor olaylara”
(Serdar)

170



thing etc. can only be solved through economic development, I think?’’
(Niikhet)

It’s not about Alevism or Sunnism, it’s more about economic things, social
life, lifestyle, they are more influential I think. If he were a good administrator,
it would have been fine. But he’s not, as we see in the economic conditions are
going worse day by day?’® (Timugin)

[Talking about the Kurdish problem] I think this can be solved with economic
development... Of course this has a cultural aspect, but if the people can’t
satisfy their basic requirements, I think it is meaningless to think about the
culture, social consciousness aspect of all this. There is a need for an economic
model where everyone’s needs are met?’® (Umit)
This displacement has natural conclusions, in that, as seen in some interviews,
economic progress is favored over political allegiances. Giintan, for example, a strong
opponent of the party in power, stated that if the government had provided better
economic conditions, he would support it. In other words, with economic progress, his
political attitude, of which he was so passionate, as seen in his relationship between
alcohol and freedom, established in Chapter 4.2.4., totally melts away and leaves its
place to a disinterestedness of politics. Towards my designation of an imaginary
scenario in which the same party is in power, but the economic conditions are better

than ever, Glintan answers:

Let me think... (long silence)... I would probably be okay with that,
unfortunatelyyyyy?*° (Giintan)
More than that, if one recalls his definition of Atatiirkism based on “love” and “no
disrespect”, established in Chapter 4.2.5., Giintan, when presented with a fictional

scenario where economic conditions are perfect but the party in power, who provided

277 “Ekonomi diizelmeden siyaset diizelmez bence. Yani sonugta her sey ekonomiye bagli, siyasetin
nasil sey yapilacagi da ekonomiden gegiyor... O saydigimiz sorunlar1 mesela, iste miilteci seyi olsun
falan, ancak ekonomik kalkinmayla ¢ozeriz gibi geliyor bana” (Niikhet)

278 «“Ya Alevilik Siinnilik degil de konu, daha ¢ok ekonomik sey, sosyal yasam, yasam tarzi, yani onlar
daha ¢ok agir basiyor yani. Oyle iyi bir yonetici olsaydi eyvallah. Yani ama kesinlikle dyle degil. Yani
goriiyoruz ekonomik durumu, gittikge daha kotiiye gidiyor” (Timugin)

279 «[Kiirt sorunu hakkinda kunusuyor] Bunun ekonomik kalkinmayla ¢dziilecegine inantyorum... Tabii
bunun kiiltiirel bir tarafi da var tabii ama insanlar temel ihtiyaglarini karsilayamadiktan sonra, bu isin
kdiltiir, toplum bilinci tarafini diistinmek biraz farazi oluyor. Herkesin temel ihtiyaglarinin karsilandigi,
uygun bir ekonomik modele ihtiyag var” (Umit)

280 “Bynlari diiiiniyim bi... (sessizlik)... Okay olurdum ona yaaaa, maalesefff” (Giintan)
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those economic conditions, happen to “hate Atatiirk”, answered in a way that showed
that displacement of the political with the economic, revealing of such a strong imprint
of the Post-Political technocratic management, led even to the trivialization and
abolishment of Atatiirkism itself. In other words, the imprint was observed to be so
strong that it even made Gilintan “quit” his beloved Atatiirkism for “economic

comfort”:

So they’re not Atatiirkists at all... But the economy is good, again? [Yes]
Do they like, swear at Atatiirk? [Yes]

And you said there was meritocracy... [Yes]

I would say, I know it sounds selfish but, I would probably be okay with it.

I mean... I would... I would probably accept the fact that not everyone has to

like Atatiirk... Because I am living in comfort... That’s why I could... Be okay

with it?8! (Giintan)
Thus, even though, as was established in the first displacement, Civic Atatiirkism was
found to be the perfect instance, the perfect case of a hyperpoliticization with an
immanent dynamic of Post-Politics, it is observed that the Post-Political inscription
itself is, at times, stronger than the allegiance of Civic Atatilirkism to itself
(hyperpoliticization), overpowering it as observed in the account of Giintan. This
reveals the paradoxical character of hyperpoliticization perfectly, in the sense that it
is not a proper “repoliticization”, through its operation within the overdetermination
of a framework of Post-Politics. In other words, the subjectivity “proves” its Post-
Political nature at the end of the day. When faced with a question that pushes the
subject towards the poles of hyperpoliticization and Post-Politics, the imprint of the
subject is observed to triump over its (re)politicized characteristics. Thus, without the
embracing of a politics proper and the disappearance of the political,
hyperpoliticization is observed to obliterate itself in the face of a Post-Political,

technocratic economic management.

281 “Hi¢ Atatiirkcii degil... Ama ekonomimiz yine ¢ok mu iyi? [Evet]

Atatiirk’e kiifiir falan m1 ediyor bdyle, yoksa... [Evet]

Liyakat de var... [Evet]

Ben soyle diyeyim, biraz bencillik olacak ama, ben okay olurdum ona ya.

Ben... Yani... Atatiirk’ii sevmiyor da herkese sevdiremeyiz deyip... Ciinkii rahat yasiyorum... Yani o
yiizden... Okay olabilirim” (Gtintan)
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4.4.3. Replacing the Political with the Aesthetic

The final displacement to be handled in Civic Atatiirkism is the replacing of the
political with the aesthetic. This displacement concerns very closely the binary
between ideology and lifestyle, as explained in detail in Chapters 4.2.5. and 4.3.2.. A
strict preference of lifestyle over ideology, as “predicted by” the Civic Atatlirkism
Literature with its fourth argument, was observed in the non-organizationed
interviewees. Since this has been established various times in the field study, I will be
only presenting some specific characteristics of the displacement at hand which were
nonetheless not explained in the preceding parts. Therefore, I take for granted here the
privileging of lifestyle over ideology, and will talk about further displacements. First,
it was observed in the interviews that politics and involvement into politics only took
mainstream forms, without the mention of any alternative understandings of politics.

The interviewees were seen to imagine politics in the sense of a specific performance:

You have to be sure of yourself, if you claim that you are going to make
politics, or be a political person... You have to have high self-confidence, you
have to be a strict kind of person too. I’m talking about Turkish politics here,
of course?®? (Giintan)
Being a member of a political organization, a collective or even a university club
related to politics, for the organizationless interviewees, meant a distortion, a
corrosion, a sense of spoilage of their sterile subjectivities. In perfect accord with
Serdar’s conceptualization of the individual against society, which was present in all
non-organized participants, any kind of “socialization”, or any kind of collectivity
meant that their individuality, built against and in spite of society, was dirtied. Being
part of a collective was always imagined to be a cause of external change, a breakdown
of the original equilibrium of the individual. Ayse, for example, explains being part of

a collective in terms of “restriction”, “adopting a (foreign) mindset”, “entering into a

(foreign) framework™:

I mean I don’t know, but in my age, with this experience... I did not want to
feel like I am entering into a framework of something. I mean restricting myself

282 “Kendinden emin olmak zorundasin, efer siyaset yapacagim veya siyasi bir insan olacagim
diyorsan... Ozgiivenin yiiksek olacak, boyle hay huy bir insan olmak zorundasin yine, Tiirkiye siyaseti
icin konusuyorum” (Giintan)
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like that, at this point in my life... I don’t think of myself as ripe enough in
terms of that. I mean adopting the mindset of something... Maybe I get in like
how I am right now, what if my thoughts change... I don’t think my ideas are
ripe enough yet. That’s why I feel like being a member of such clubs and stuff
seem inappropriate for me?33 (Ayse)

Serdar, as an additional example, explains his decision to not become a part of any

university club on the grounds of a complaint about the “overpoliticization” of

university clubs, in that:

If the overly political character of the administrative boards of university clubs
are going to come between me and science, I think there’s a problem here?%*
(Serdar)
In conclusion, through the replacing of the political with the aesthetic, it was observed,
just like in the second displacement, that Atatlirkism was the means by which politics
was deferred. Once again, Serdar’s words are exemplary, in that he deems Atatiirkism
something that is “not political”, but “cultural”. Serdar’s substituton of politics and

culture is the crystallization of the displacement of the political with the aesthetic:

Atatiirkism is not like that... People understand it in a very political way. This
is not politics. This is about human relationships, it’s about culture®> (Serdar)

4.5. Concluding Remarks

Although there could be a wide discussion upon the conclusions of the field study, at
this point, [ will be discussing only one of those, which seems to be the most important,
and which should clarify the answer to the question of how Post-Politics and (Civic)
Atatiirkism actually relate. Other conclusions will be made in Chapter 5. Tanil Bora,

discussing various features of Atatiirkism, suggests:

283 “Ciinkii yani bilmiyorum su an bu yagimda mi diyeyim, daha bu tecriibemle hani... Cok daha

simdiden boyle bir seylerin alt yapisina giriyormus gibi hissetmek istemedim. Yani simdiden kendimi
Oyle sinirlamak... Hani su an daha kendimi pismis olarak gérmiiyorum bu konuda. Hani ve direkt bir
seyin altina girmek hani... Belki de su anki fikrimle girdim, ve yani degisecek o fikrim... Daha tam
oturmadi bence fikirlerim. O yiizden su an bir seylerin dyle topluluklarina girmek bir yersiz geliyor
bana” (Ayse)

284 «y onetim kurullarinin asir1 siyasi olmasi benim bilim yapmamui engelleyecekse burada bir problem
oldugunu goriiyorum” (Serdar)

285 “Ya bu Atatiirkgiiliik sey gibi degil... Cok siyasi bakiliyor. Bu siyaset degil. Bu insan iligkileriyle
alakali bir konu, bu kiiltiirle alakal1 bir konu” (Serdar)
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‘Atatiirkist way of thinking’, as much as is anti-ideological, is anti-political,
it understands politics, apart from its ‘objective’ administration principles, to
be either a redundant (if we are to be optimistic), or a separationist/hate-
mongering activity (if we are to be pessimistic). This attitude relies on its
designation of a homogenous society which criminalizes any kind of difference
of opinion (Bora, 2017, p. 175)
It observed in the field study that the most important, most “functional” characteristic
of Post-Politics for Civic Atatiirkism is its foreclosing aspect towards the political. The
Civic Atatiirkist is observed to be different from the simply repressive attitude of the
organizationed (mostly Neo-Kemalist), with its foreclosing tendency towards politics.
In other words, in Civic Atatiirkism relies no longer on a Kemalist anti-politics that
seeks to repress the political, but a Post-Politics that is seemingly more tolerant
towards the political, as long as it is successfully foreclosed. Upon the returns of the
political, however, as shown in the signifier of the “education in native language
(Kurdish)” and the issue of the “immigrants”, the Civic Atatiirkists are seen to be
“regressing” (See Dagi, 2021) towards a more defensive-reactionary stance,
characteristic of Neo-Kemalism (See Erdogan, 2001; Erdogan 2021; Insel, 2021, p.
25). Thus, although the most important conclusion to be derived from the field study
could be that the balance between repression and foreclosure in the Civic Atatiirkist
leans more towards the latter, in the form of a very functional adoption of the Post-
Political framework, the balance is understood to be quickly reverting to the former
upon facing the Real. Therefore, although there could be said to be a transition from
Kemalist anti-politics towards Post-Politics in this new form of Atatlirkism, the

transition is found to be not necessary-directional but rather malleable.

Ahmet Insel states that Kemalism lies on an “imagination of a homogenous society”
(Insel, 2021, p. 23), which is shared by Bora as well. The Post-Political condition,
whereby the political is foreclosed in favor of Consensus, is found to be a good option
for Civic Atatlirkism in designating the homogeneity of the social. Thus, the
homogeneity pertaining to Kemalist anti-politics is not abandoned, but replaced with
Post-Political, seemingly-consensual homogeneity. Therefore, although there could
be said to be a transition from one mode of Atatiirkism/Kemalism to another, the
transition is not between two radically different frontiers, but between two “easily-

fitting” alternatives. Instead of a repression, what is opted for is a foreclosure, i.e. a
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more “invisible” repression. The Post-Political Rationality, technocratic management
and foreclosure of antagonisms are observed to fit perfectly in the Kemalist matrix of
politics. In fact, this exchange, between Kemalist repression and Civic Atatiirkist
foreclosure was exactly the one Necmi Erdogan detected in the Neo-Kemalist

discourse:

In this hegemonic crisis we can say that there has been formulated two
different solutions: Kemalism that follows an excluding and repressive
framework, and ‘post-political” discourse that displays inclusive and absorbant
qualities, with its neoliberal or postliberal variations. While the former
preaches national unity and solidarity, the latter suggests a ‘civilian’ unity that
depends on tolerance and living in peace and harmony ... While Kemalism
seeks to repress politics, the neoliberal or postliberal post-political discourse
seeks to foreclose politics, more than simply repress it ... Both principles of
‘preservation of national unity’ and ‘different identities living in peace’ aim for
depoliticization in two nonetheless different ways (Erdogan, 2021, p. 591)

In conclusion, thus, the Civic-ization does not seem to be escaping the entrapment, as
argued by the literature, explained in Chapter 3.3., but rather disguises it in the form
of a Universal Rational Consensus. The further implications of the whole study will

be discussed below, in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This study attempts to converge the two, usually nebulously related, dimensions of
politics: Political theory and political “reality”. Political theory in this case does not
denote a realm of thought that is wholly separate from “reality”. While I do contend
that it is “above” it, in the sense that it provides the linguistic, phenomenological, thus
ontological ground where the said “reality” takes shape (for without a grounding
“understanding” of the world, no action, no motivation and no phenomenon would be
possible; moreover, no interpretation of the “reality”, which turns the
meaningless/dumb reality into a meaningful/intelligible actuality, would be possible),
it is strongly embedded in it. This very embeddedness is observed to be taken for
granted at most times, especially today, where there exists little reflection upon the
foundational, theoretical scheme which functions above “reality”. The “reality” is seen
to be scrutinized in its face value, where the reseracher does not scrutinize their own
mode of understanding, their own mode of transformation of “reality” into actuality,
i.e. their own theoretical arsenal. This results in a poor understanding of the world,
where it is assumed that phenomena simply exist with a given set of ontico-ontologics
and interact in a mechanistically-oriented “reality”. However, as Weber states upon

the so-called “given” nature of phenomena:

The quality of an event as a ‘social-economic’ event is not something which
it possesses ‘objectively’. It is rather conditioned by the orientation of our
cognitive interest, as it arises from the specific cultural significance which we
attribute to the particular event in a given case (Weber, 1949, p. 64).

Thus, it must be the task of the researcher that the most serious of excursions be made
into the grounding characteristics of “reality”, or actuality. The most important task,

therefore, is that the researcher scrutinize not the “reality” itself, with a poorly
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developed theory, but the theory itself, in order for “reality” to be transformed into an
intelligible actuality. This study endeavors to do exactly that. As observed in the recent
youth studies, the scientist is overwhelmed by the richness of the phenomenon, and is
at a perfect failure concerning its interpretation. The language of the scientist is seen
to be unable to grasp (make sense of) “reality”. As seen in the youth studies conducted
in recent years, with their inability to answer what the current mode of politicization
of the youth is (See KASF, 2021; KASF, 2023; IEA, 2021; KONDA, 2024; Yasar et
al., 2021), what dysfunctions is the language of the researcher, their theoretical
reservoir. Therefore, the objective of this study was to no longer rely on a directionless,
non-oriented, rough approach that expects “reality” to actualize itself through a
quantitative richness (those approaches that seek to find “the answer” in the surplus of
that reality, those that aim to widen the scope of observation of “reality” in order to
get a better grasp of it at some quantitative final point), but to re-problematize the
theory itself, under the tutelage of “reality”. I contend that “the answer” does not
emerge at some quantitative surplus where the “reality” simply “reveals” itself, but
lies in the qualitative scrutiny of the theory with which “reality” is made meaningful,
is uncovered (every covering, since it is bound to leave open some parts, is an
uncovering; thus, every interpretation by its own peculiar way of “garmenting”

“reality”, covers it in a peculiar way that what takes place is, actually, an uncovering).

This study attempted, thus, to try to interpret the relationship between the political
structure and the agents within in a specific theoretical fashion. By distinguishing
between the symbolic realm of politics, and the subjective realm of politicizations, the
study at hand aimed to develop a fruitful understanding of the hegemonic framework
of politics and the various modes of politicizations that take place “within” it. The
relationship of overdetermination aims to explain exactly how the two realms are
geometrically separate but are in a necessary relationship. This understanding of
politics not only renders intelligible the widespread dynamic of hyperpoliticization in
today’s world, but also puts an end to the debates about “the end of Post-Politics”.
With such an understanding, it is observed that the two realms are not, as some
claimed, incompatible, but compatible to the extent that the relationship of
overdetermination is valid. In other words, the study puts forward that

hyperpoliticization does not “end” the Post-Political condition (since the Post-Political
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condition is not only made up of subjective politicizations), but is compatible with it

in the sense that the whole framework is transformed in today’s world.

Civic Atatiirkism was seen to be the perfect example for this dualistic understanding
of politics. As a subjective mode of (re)politicization that displayed a hyperpoliticized
subjectivity, and as a mode that emerged within the Post-Political condition, thus
carrying the Post-Political imprint, Civic Atatiirkism is argued to have successfully
exemplified both the claims about hyperpoliticization and Post-Political inscription,
and is believed to have shown the fruitful results of the dualistic scheme of politics
itself. The study defined the Post-Political condition as one in which the political was
no longer simply repressed (associated with Kemalism), but one where it was
foreclosed (associated with Civic Atatiirkism). In the symbolic dimension, the
foreclosure lies in the constitution of “politics™ itself; however, in the subjective
dimension, the foreclosure lies in the subject’s belief in Consensus, desire to foreclose
the antagonisms, and lack of radical imagination. Furthermore, it is also observed in
the displacements of the political, namely, its substitutions with the rational, the
economic and the aesthetic. It is the case here that the political is not violently
repressed, but exchanged with other categories and deferred at all times. The subject
is seen not to be repressing the political, but to be “running away from it”, “avoiding
it”, or “evading it”. The main difference between Kemalism and Civic Atatiirkism was
found in exactly this difference between repression and foreclosure. In the study,
Kemalism/Atatlirkism was analyzed to be an empty and floating signifier par
excellence. The possibility of Civic Atatlirkism, which re-narrates the history of
Kemalism around the signifier of entrapment, was found in the empty and floating
characteristics of Kemalism/Atatlirkism. The arguments of the discourse on Civic
Atatiirkism were distilled into six, and thus made able to put to the test in the field

study.

The most important observation made in the field study was that the results of the
interviews was split into two, based on the determinant of organization(lessness). The
arguments of the discourse on Civic Atatlirkism were found to be applicable, to a
certain extent, only to the non-organized portion of the sample. It was found that the

organized members were much closer to what may be deemed a Neo-Kemalist
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discourse. With their respective views on, especially, the army, coups and the state,
the split between the organized and the non-organized was seen to be functioning in
further aspects of the study. The field study was analyzed in three parts, which all
showed the hyperpoliticized Post-Political characteristics of Civic Atatiirkism in
different linguistic formations. Hyperpoliticization was mainly observed in the
subjective quality of engaged, but not participating. The interviewees were not
apolitical, in that sense; on the contrary, they were quite engaged in politics. However,
this engagement did not translate into political participation, and could even be said
to be the element that hinders participation in the first place. The Post-Political imprint
was observed in such signifiers like the level of modern civilizations, and the

displacements of the political with the rational, the economic and the aesthetic.

All results of the field study, and its central conclusions may be found in Chapter 4.
Here, I will be presenting some other conclusions that were not discussed prior to this
point, and some others that need further attention. First, the analysis must end with a
return to the question of the ontology of Civic Atatiirkism. It must be asked whether
the “reality” reflects the theoretical claims, or in other words, whether the theoretical
claims about the phenomenon at hand “fit the reality”, or “quilt it in the desired sense”.
It was seen that such a phenomenon called Civic Atatiirkism could be observed by
holding fast to the central arguments of the literature. In other words, insofar as the
arguments are concerned, the phenomenon may be said to “fit” those arguments (in
the sense that such a thing could be claimed to exist, in the first place), but with certain
limitations. First and the most important of these limitations is that the so-called Civic-
ization only applies to a portion of Atatiirkists, those who happen to not be organized
under an Atatiirkist organization (or a vaguely Atatiirkist one). In perfect line with the
logic of Post-Politics (instead of Kemalist anti-politics, since anti-politics does not
necessarily involve the level of organizations), organizations are found to be the axis
that enables or disables Civic Atatiirkism. The question whether Civic-ization only
takes place through the non-organized, or that it takes place in general but only stops
at the level of organizations, is one that cannot be answered here. However, it was seen
that the non-organized portion of the Atatiirkists interviewed in this thesis does reflect
some claims of the so-called Civic-ization. It was never the complete set of Civic-

ization as was prophesized in the arguments, but a varying mixture of them in each
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case, with different emphases on some signifiers and different quiltings of others.
Nonetheless, what must be added to this is a crucial point that “measures” the distance
between Neo-Kemalism and Civic Atatiirkism. Even though Civic Atatiirkism could
be said to be (and i can’t emphasize this enough) an autonomous phenomenon, the
new and current mode of Atatiirkism, the distance between it and Neo-Kemalism is
observed to be not that far. As explained above, in Chapter 4.4.4., especially regarding
the “Kurdish issue” and the topic of refugees, the Civic Atatiirkist discourse is
observed to be seeking shelter in a regression*®® towards Neo-Kemalism (as if in its
given form it is a progress from Neo-Kemalism), or in its articulation into a nationalist,
and sometimes even chauvinist-racist discourse. Thus, the sixth argument of the
literature, which has not been discussed until now, and probably the most important
one among all of them, the one that assigns Civic Atatiirkism an automatic dynamic
of democratization and pluralization, is found to be questionable. Having established
its general political framework, I contend that there is no necessary relationship
between Civic-ization and democratization/pluralization. On the contrary, the Post-
Political imprint in Civic Atatlirkism, as was observed, rather seeks an aggressive
consensuality on the premises of Atatiirkism, seen in the examples from the
interviewees upon a “required love for Atatiirk” or a “politicization necessarily in line
with the tenets of Atatiirkism”. Thus, what might seem like democratization to some
is actually found to be a an involuntary consensualization of the rational principles of
Atatiirkism. The displacements in the said discourse that are found to be operational
in replacing the political, are seen to divert to a simple repression at the moment the
possibility of Consensus fades, an anti-political repression, which is characteristic of

Kemalism/Atatlirkism (See Bora, 2017, p. 175).

Second, through an analysis of the “civilianization” of Atatlirkism in 1998, it was
found that Atatlirkism/Kemalism has historically functioned as a dynamic of transition
from periods of crisis in Turkey. Both 1998 and 2023-on show similar characteristics
of crisis, transition and restoration. Thus, Atatiirkism, as one developed at the level of
popular identifications, in popular or Civic forms, is found to be a “safe shelter” (See

Medyascope, 2022) for Turkish politics. In its precise dynamic as a “depoliticizing

286 Recall ihsan Dag1’s warning of “the regression” in Dag1, 2021.
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function that pushes all political currents towards the same center” (insel, 2021, p.27),
it functions as the most useful of shelters in times of crisis and restoration. In
conclusion, the claim that Civic Atatlirkism is the new mode could be falsified on the
grounds that it could very well be a transitionary affiliation. Nonetheless, this could

not be resolved at a theoretical level. As the saying goes, “time will tell”.

Third, although Civic Atatiirkism does show some characteristics of civilianization,
such complete Civic-ization as claimed in the literature, or a perfectly “Civil” identity
could not be possible without a dramatic transformation regarding some fundamental
Kemalist principles, such as the relationship between state and sub-society (or a to-
come civil society) in Kii¢iikkomer’s terms, and a democratization in Turkey regarding
the “Kurdish issue”. Therefore, it is believed that certain characteristics of
civilianization are not enough to claim a whole Civic-ization. Just as certain
characteristics of Atatlirkism change and transform over time, it is also equally
possible for them to re-change and re-position themselves in a so-called regressive
fashion, or drift to an “undemocratic” option. For example, the points of intersection
between the Civic Atatiirkist and the “secular nationalist” discourses (what I regarded
as two separate discourses, which for some writers are actually the same?®”) must warn
the observer that it is quite easy for the Civic Atatiirkist discourse to opt for the
signifiers of “secular nationalism”, some of which are already very much present in it.
It is due to my understanding of secular nationalism as being a mirroring effort of a
separation at the level of mainstream politics, i.e. an endeavor to distinguish between
two socials along the lines of party-differentiations, which today, whilst writing this
conclusion seems a “lost cause”, that I opted to define the two discourses as separate

but as operating on shared nodal points.

Fourth, just like in the 1990s when Kemalism was said to be in an organic crisis, facing
the Real of the Kurdish and the Islamist movements, unable to suture a fissureless
symbolic (See Erdogan, 2001; Erdogan, 2021; Celik, 2021), Civic Atatiirkism does,
too, seem to be a response within Kemalism to its own crisis. One dimension could be

said to be involving an “internal” dynamic, the failure of Kemalism to perpetuate itself

287 See Sabuncu, 2023 and Medyascope, 2021b for arguments which suggest that Civic Atatiirkism
relies on a secular nationalist outlook.
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through the discourse of Neo-Kemalism, in need for another, more flexible discourse;
and the other could be said to be an “external” dynamic, as observed in the complaints
about a so-called “Post-Kemalism”. In answering the “external” dynamic, Kemalism
is seen to be re-imagining its past once again as a state of jouissance. In the so-called
“Post-Post-Kemalist” discourse, the critiques of Kemalism are periodized (there is
nothing necessarily periodical in critiquing Kemalism, as seen in figures like Idris
Kiigiikdmer and Serif Mardin in the academia, and those like ibrahim Kaypakkaya and
Hikmet Kivilcimli in the popular Left, who provided extensive critiques of Kemalism
way before the coup of 1980 -ilker Aytiirk claims that the critique began as a response
to the coup?®®-) and homogenized (Mete Tungay and Niliifer Gole’s criticisms, for
example, are rendered the same through this homogenization, albeit relying on totally
separate frameworks) into a conditional existence, linked directly to the coup of 1980.
Nonetheless, beginning with the 1960s, it is possible to observe criticisms of
Kemalism in many fronts. Furthermore, a critique could not be interpreted as an
internal moment of history, but are external moments of the very breaking-down of
the historical homogeneity. Just as Civic Atatiirkism is a hyperpoliticized subjectivity
with Post-Political characteristics embedded in it, the so-called “Post-Post-Kemalism”

does not go beyond an apologetic re-remembrance of the Kemalist jouissance.

Fifth, it is Mouffe’s contention that the Post-Political Zeitgeist is the result of a
unipolar world, where there is no true alternative, no balancing mechanism that can
create other routes for a different hegemonic mode of politics and subjective
politicization. She contends that “the dangers entailed by the current unipolar order
can be avoided only by the implementation of a multipolar world, with an equilibrium
among several regional poles allowing for a plurality of hegemonic powers” (Mouffe,
2005a, pp. 6-7). In other words, she suggests that she argues for a “multipolar world
and of envisaging the world as a pluriverse” (Oppelt, 2014, p. 264). However, when
inspected closely, what will allow this is not “any” multipolarization for her, as she
explicitly points to a quite particular pole: Europe. She argues that what may be called
a “truly political Europe” that might erect an alternative to the model of neoliberal

globalization of the US could provide a balanced multipolar world (Mouffe, pp. 127-

288 See Aytiirk, 2015.
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130). Today, we live in what seems like a multipolar world, seemingly just the one
Mouffe has been looking for. However, the poles of this multipolar world is far from
Mouffe’s desired ones. The Russian president Vladimir Putin stated in 2022 that we
were on the process of the establishment of a multipolar world, arguing: “It is an
irreversible process; it is happening before our eyes and is objective in nature”
(Teslova, 2022). Nonetheless, against Mouffe’s calls and predictions, this one is not at
all celebrated by the Left, at least some of them. This new multipolarity led those like
Zizek to urge those on the Left to “reject Putin’s multipolarity” (Zizek, 2023), and call
for a “stronger Nato” (Zizek, 2022). Therefore, the multipolarity which Mouffe
thought was the way out of Post-Politics, turned out to be the condition through which

Post-Politics lives on today, albeit in a hyperpoliticized form.

Sixth, Chantal Mouffe criticizes the discourse of Post-Politics for its rejection of
passion in the name of rational politics, and suggests:
The mistake of liberal rationalism is to ignore the affective dimension
mobilized by collective identifications and to imagine that those supposedly

archaic ‘passions’ are bound to disappear with the advance of individualism
and the progress of rationality (Mouffe, 2005a, p. 6)**°.

She contends, even today, that the Left needs to employ passions, going as far to
suggest that there is the need for a “left-wing patriotism” (Mouffe, 2021). Today, much
to the chagrin of Mouffe, the hyperpoliticized subject displays a passionate
engagement in politics; however, it still preserves the Post-Political characteristics
imprinted into itself. Passion and repoliticiziation are understood to be not necessarily
related, but compatible to the extent that passion can hinder the emergence of action
within the awkwardly repoliticized (hyperpoliticized) subject. This passion works
through the hyperpoliticized subject so perfectly that it renders the subject passive, and
makes it the object of passion (suffering), within its Post-Political horizon. What is the
case here is a passionate subject, but one that lacks action due to this very passion.
The possibility of the emergence of an alternative, truly radical mode of politicization

that excurses against the direction of the Post-Political inscription still seems afar.

289 Even though she acknowledges later that “this mobilization of passions was not acknowledged as
such but perceived as the rational reaction of moral human beings wanting to defend universal values”
(Mouffe, 2005a, p. 73), she relates the Post-Political Vision with the “retreat” of passion.
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C. SAMPLE INTERVIEW / ORNEK MULAKAT

(")zgiir Umut BAZ: Herhangi bir... Atatiirkgiiliik oldugu icin konu, biraz ona
yonelik, biraz da disinda da soruyorum ashinda. Herhangi bir yerde orgiitlii
miisiiniiz? Yani bu bir parti filan... Bir toplulukta, kuliipte filan sey yapiyor

musunuz?

Interviewee: [Atatiirk¢ii Diislince Toplulugu’ndan bahsediyor] Yani bir diisiindiim
aslinda girsem mi girmesem mi. Tam emin olamadim. Biiyiik ihtimalle girerim ama,

su an degil. Herhangi bir topluluga gitmiyorum.

Benim iki kriterim var bu miilakati yapmak i¢in. Purposive iki sey belirledim.
Biri, birinin, yani miilakati yapacagim Kisinin, kendini Atatiirk¢ii olarak
tamimlamasi [ikincisi de 18-25 yas arahginda olmasi]. Ben onu sey yapmiyorum,
Atatiirkciiliik budur, siz boyle misiniz demiyorum. Tanimin1 miilakat1 yaptigim
kisiden almaya cahsiyorum biraz daha. Self-proclaimed bir Atatiirkcii ise nasil
tanimhyorsun diye soruyorum. Atatiirkgiisiiniiz, bu miilakati yaptigimiza gore.

Nasil tammmhiyorsunuz Atatiirkciiliigii? Ne demek sizin icin Atatiirkgiiliik?

Ya Atatiirk aslinda benim i¢in, bilmiyorum, benim ailemden gelen bir sey olabilir, bir
gelenek olabilir. Dedemler, yani her iki ailede de hep Atatiirk’lin 6gretileriyle
biiylidiim aslinda. Atatiirk’iin yaptig1 isler, tilkenin kurulusu, iste kuvayi milliye ruhu,
milliyetcilik bu tarz konseptlerle biiylidiigiim i¢in aslinda, ben de bunlarin {istiine
kendim eklemeler yaparak... Kendi tanimim aslinda bir tik gercekten Atatiirk’lin iyi
yonlerini alip, iste yikilmis bir imparatorlugu... Aslinda Atatiirk¢iiliik de biraz oraya
dayaniyor ya... Atatiirk Osmanli’nin devamli olarak kurmuyor kendisini, Osmanli’nin
kotii yonlerini bir noktada birakiyor ve iyi yonlerini alarak, yeni bir, yukaridan asagi,
bir sistem kurmaya calisiyor. Ben de aslinda bu Atatiirk¢ii elitler dedigimiz, iste
milliyetcilik, Atatiirk¢ii bir milliyet¢ilik, benimsiyorum kendi agimdan, bdyle bir

Atatlirkgiiliik tanimim var aslinda. Atatiirk’iin ilkeleri, 6gretileri, iyi yonleri tabii ki.
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Peki kimdir Atatiirk sizin icin?

Atatiirk biraz gercekten baba figiirii gibi. Aslinda bence ¢cogu kisi i¢in dyle. Atatiirk
benim i¢in gergekten bir dnder, bir fikir babasi. Kendisini ¢ok entelektiiel bir taraftan
zaten de okuyabiliyoruz. Cok, askeri taraftan da okuyabiliyoruz. Benim i¢in

gercekten bir baba figiirii gibi aslinda Tiirkiye i¢in.

Atatiirkciiliigii bir ideoloji olarak mi tammmlarsiniz mesela? Bir seyini yapmak
istesem, hani genel structure’mm sormak istesem. Yoksa bir yasam bicimi gibi bir

sey mi?

Ya bir yasam bicimi olabilir. Iste fikir biitiinii. Tam bilmiyorum Atatiirkciiliik bende
cok daha, nasil diyeyim... Marksizm gibi bir yerden degil bence, Atatiirk¢iiliik benim
icin... Daha ¢ok yasam tarzi. Boyle fikirlerin... Hep arka planda onun &gretilerini

tasidigimiz bir yerde bence.

Atatiirk¢ii olmanin yaninda bir baska sey koyuyor musunuz kendinizi
tammlamak icin? Atatiirkciiyiim ve... Iste, sosyalistim gibi. Atatiirk¢iiyiim ve...

Milliyet¢iyim gibi veya hani virgiil virgiil virgiil...
Feministim tarz1 bir sey diyebilir miyim?

Tabii. Tam da bunu sormak istiyordum.

Yani bu tarz bir yerden belki.

Baska bir yine benzer sey var mi1?

Yani kendime direkt olarak milliyetci der miyim? Atatiirk’lin perspektifinden olan bir

milliyetcilik belki.
Nasil bir milliyetcilik 0?

Yani asla sey bir yerden degil. Tiirkler daha {istlindiir gibi bir yerden degil asla. Ama
milli degerlerimiz ve milli biitiinligii koruma {izerine bir milliyet¢ilik aslinda

sOylenebilir. Soyleyebilirim ben kendim i¢in.

Anladim. Yani su ana kadar Atatiirkgiiliik dedik hep, bir de Kemalizm, Kemalist

diye bir sozciik var. Bu sozciigii tercih eder misiniz? Tercih etmez misiniz?
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Ya bu sozciigiin ben biraz ocii gibi gosterildigini diisiinliyorum bazi ¢evrelerce. Yanlis
buluyorum bunu. Yani Atatiirk¢ii ve Kemalist aslinda bence iki ayr1 kol gibi
almiyorum ben onu dyle. Yani ben kendime gayet Kemalist de diyebilirim ve bu
Kemalizm sey gibi bir yerden ¢agristiyor bana, iste gergekten iste Kemal’i takip
edenler. Aslinda Atatiirkciiliik dedigimizde yani. Ayni es anlamli gibi bir yerden
aslinda. Iste bu baktigimiz zaman, Milli Miicadele zamanlarinda da iste... Yanlis bir

sey soylemeyeyim ama...

Estagfurullah, ben hi¢c bunu dogrulayacak veya yanhslayacak biri filan degilim

yani.

Saray tarafinda da Kemaller ya da iste Kemalciler tarzi bir sdylem var zaten Atatiirk
icin. Halk icin bile bdyle sdylemler var aslinda. Oyle bir noktadan ¢iktig1 icin ben onun
cok ayr1 oldugunu diigiinmiiyorum. O sanki sonradan, biz onu ¢ok ayr1 bir noktaya
koymusuz da, ayr bir yerden yonlendiriyoruz gibi. Sanki bizim algimiz. Aslinda ikisi

de ayni sey gibi.

Anhliyorum. Atatiirkcii olmanin birtakim kosullar1 var mu sizin i¢in? Yani bir
kriter... Sunlar sunlar, sunu yapanlar Atatiirkcii diyebilir kendine, ama bunlar

diyemez gibi.

Ya Oyle sdylemek istemem insanlara. Ama hepimizin tabii kendimizden farkli herkese
kars1 bir tedirginlik yani kesinlikle oluyor. Sey bir noktadan degil bu yani iste, aaa bir
insan muhafazakarsa Atatiirk¢ii olamaz, gibi bir noktadan degil ama bence kendini bir
tik sekiiler tanimlamak kosulu olabilir gibi diislinliyorum. Yani Atatiirk’iin 6gretileri
icerisinde olan iste daha... Nasil diyeyim, modern biri sanki, daha Atatiirkcii gibi. Tabii
ki karar1 burada hi¢birimiz vermiyoruz. Herkes kendi istedigi gibi tanimlayabilir.
Benim algim olarak, daha kendini sekiiler bir noktada konumlandiran bir insan olabilir

bu.
Modern birini nasil tanimlarsimiz? Biraz onu agmanizi istesem, imaj.

Tabii ki. Modern birini tanimlarken sdyle... Tabii ki higbir kiiltiirii bence modernite ile
bagdastiramayiz. Yani iste baktigimiz zaman, atiyorum Arap kiiltlirii. Arap kiiltiirii
belki bir agidan bize modern gelmis degil. Yeme sekilleri, kiyafet sekilleri. Ama hep

boyle bir zaten ¢agdaslasma akimi oldugu i¢in, hani ¢agdaslasmak istedigimiz i¢in, biz
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iste kendini Atatilirk¢li olarak tanimayan insanlar. Bence bu ¢agdaslasmaya katkili
bulunacak sekilde davranmak bence. Iste daha temiz bir Tiirk¢e kullanmak mesela,
daha sade bir Tiirk¢e kullanmak olabilir bu. Daha temiz goziikmek gibi geliyor bana.
Daha jilet gibi, daha Batili anlamda bir gériiniim gibi geliyor.

Modernligi Batiyla iliskilendiriyor musunuz? Cagdas olmay1?

Ya tam anlamiyla tabii ki bagdastirmiyorum. Ben aslinda ¢agdaslagmayi bir tik, yani
gercekten iyi yonlerini almaniz gereken ya da kotii yonlerini geride birakarak iste
cagdas, kendi kiiltirlimiizle, kendi geleneklerimizle o g¢agdas noktaya
ulagabilecegimize inaniyorum. Hani illa iste Bati 0Ozentisi olmaktansa kendi

degerlerimizle... Mesela birakmamiz gereken ¢ok gelenek oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.
Ne gibi?

Su an aklima gelen ilk sey mesela ¢ok cinsiyet¢i bir yerden, hep konusulur ya iste,
carsaf gelenegi, gerdek gecesi sonrasi. Gergekten birakmamiz gereken gelenek bence.
Ki Tiirkiye’nin ¢ogu yerinde de yapiliyor... Ya da nasil bir sey olabilir? Yani iste daha
Islami kiiltiirle bizim taraflara gelen geleneklerden bazilarmi iste birakmamiz
gerekiyor olabilir. Ya da bazi geleneklerimizi daha fazla hatirlamamiz gerekiyor gibi

olabilir. Yani o noktada.

Anhyorum... Bu cagdashga bir hemen sicrayayim, onu hazir konusuyoruz.
Modernligi, tanimladiniz, nitekim cagdas1 da, cagdasa dair de birtakim seyler
aldim. Muasir Medeniyetler Seviyesi diye bir tabir var, Atatiirk’iin tabiri zaten.

Muasir Medeniyeti nasil tammmlarsimz?

Muasir medeniyet deyince aklima benim, ilk 6nce kesinlikle boyle daha egitimli bir
profil canlandiriyor. Daha egitimli, daha esit. Daha... Nasil diyeyim? Yani bir sey esit
olmak var iste atiyorum, tiim halkin ¢ok daha alt bir tabakada esit olmasi durumu var.
Bir de gercekten bir halkin ¢ok daha iist bir noktada konumlanmasi ve dyle bir esitlik

durumu var. Ben de o iist konumdaki esitlikten bahsediyorum...

Mesela bir iilke, bugiin, kimdir?

Yani Iskandinav iilkelerini konusuyoruz ya, iste...
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Sekiiler sozciigiinii tercih ettiniz mesela az 6nce konusurken. Laik var bir de hani,

sozciik olarak. Ayni sey mi sizin i¢in, bir fark var aralarinda?

Yani bilmiyorum. Bence var. Ben laik kelimesini daha ¢ok seyle bagdasliyorum iste.
Din ve devlet isleriyle bagdastirtyorum. Ama sekiilerligi daha yasam tarzi agisindan
kullantyorum sanirim... Tam olarak ayrimlarini kelime anlamiyla bilmiyorum... Kendi

konumumdan boyle.

Tiirkiye acisindan o zaman soyle sorayim. Tiirkiye sekiiler bir iilke mi? Slash.

Tiirkiye laik bir iilke mi? Bugiin?

Yani... Tiirkiye laik bir tilke. Kendi yasasiyla birlikte. Tiirkiye’nin halki... (sessizlik)...

Yani... herhalde... Umarim dyledir... Bilmiyorum, ¢ok bir arastirmam yok aslinda.

Atatiirk’iin bir ideolojisi var miyd1 sizce? Bugiin Atatiirkg¢iiliigii, biraz daha

yasam tarzi gibi bir seye yakin tanimladimz. Atatiirk’iin bir ideolojisi peki?

Kesinlikle. Yani Atatiirk’iin gercekten ya iste attyorum kendisi zaten iste, attyorum
CHP’nin ilk zamanlarinda iste kullandigt Kemalist prensipler baslkli, iste
Atatiirkgiiliigliniin ilkelerinin zaten partinin, iste bir diisiincesi, bir baslangici oldugu
icin kesinlikle once Atatiirk de aslinda kendisi de Kemalist basligini kullaniyor. Ve
iste dedigimiz gibi yukaridan asag bir... Iste, bir ne denir? Bir toplum miihendisligi
gibi bir yerden zaten indigi i¢in demokrasi, fikri, cumhuriyet fikri, laiklik, sekiilerlik,
kiyafet, o, bu... Aslinda sdyle, ¢cok uzun zamandir bir arkasi olan konusmalarin, iste
atiyorum harf devrimi, iste kiyafetle alakali degisiklikler, ta Osmanli’nin son
donemlerinden konusulan 100 yillik problemler Atatiirk ile birlikte aslinda, gercekten
tamam, bu kadar konusuldu, biz artik bunu yapiyoruz noktasinda basladigi i¢in bence
zaten, bdyle bir kesinlik, o stabil durumu bozmayla alakali, hani bir devrimci bir
noktada. Ama biz bunu sey olarak degil, Fransa’nin devrimiyle de karsilastiramayiz
sonucta. Ciinkii yukaridan, aslinda o elit kesimden bahsediyoruz hani. Yani halkta bir
sey s0z konusu degil aslinda, yani Atatiirk’iin bir tik halka niifuz ettigi bir devrim var

gibi.

Peki bugiin Atatiirk’iin halka niifuz edisi, bugiin Atatiirkciiliik hakkinda filan,
bugiiniin Tiirkiye’sinde yani, Atatiirkcii bir iilkede mi yasiyoruz gibi sorabilirim

bunu, boyle bir sekilde.
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Ben Atatiirk¢ii bir lilkede yasadigimizi diistinmiiyorum. Tabii ki Atatiirk’iin fikirlerini
egitim hayatimiz boyunca da kesinlikle 6greniyoruz, 6gretiliyor. Kimileri bunun ¢ok

tarafl1 bir yerden 6gretildigini diisliniir hatta.
Siz oyle diisiinityor musunuz, katiltyor musunuz?

Ben buna pek katilmiyorum. Ya ben buna su sekilde katilmiyorum. Yani iste nasil
denir, genelde bazi kendini... Hep muhafazakarlikla alakali da konusmak istemiyorum
ama, daha muhafazakar insanlarda gordiiglimiiz sey olay:1 vardir ya, iste Atatiirk’e
destek veren haci hocay1 hi¢ anlatmadiniz. Ya da iste ne bileyim Atatiirk tek bagina m1
kazand1 sanki bu savasi deyip Atatiirk’lin degerini bir noktada daha asagiya ¢cekmeye
calisan insanlar vardi. Ben bunlara asla katilmiyorum. Yani tabii ki, tarihi tam olarak
objektif yansitmiglar midir, tarih¢i degilim. Ama bence ¢ok da bdyle bir ayr1 agizdan
anlatilmis gibi bir hikaye de yok baktigimizda, 6zellikle egitimde. Yani ben bunun bir

tik seyle, kurbanlikla, yani kendi kurban gostermekle alakali oldugunu diistiniiyorum.

Anhyorum. Atatiirk... Yani soyle sey yapayim, bir kesimden bahsettiniz, bunlar
iste soyle bir itirazda bulunuyorlar, hakhh bulmadigimiz1 séylediniz. Yani bu belli
kesimleri diisiiniirsek, mesela Atatiirkcii diyebilece@iniz partiler, insanlar,
siyasetci, tinlii, kimdir? Degil diyeceginiz kesimin mesela boyle bilindik figiirleri

kimdir diye sorsam?

Ya ben su an higbir partinin tam olarak Atatiirk¢ii oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum. Iste hani
CHP kendini Atatiirk¢ii konumlandirsa da ben c¢ok Atatiirk¢li olduklarini
diistinmiiyorum agikg¢asi. Ya o yiizden Tiirkiye siyasetinde zaten her sey bdyle hallag
pamugu gibi. Her parti her sey ya, her parti hem muhafazakar, hem Atatiirk¢ii falan.
Baktigimizda AKP de Atatiirkg¢ii bir yerden zaten... Yani aslinda her parti her sey. Her
parti milliyetci, her parti Atatiirk¢ii, her parti muhafazakar. Yani her kitleyi o kadar
iclerinde barindirmaya calisiyor ki bence her parti... Tabii ki bazi sOylemlerde
ayristyorlar birbirlerinden. Ama ben dyle direkt olarak Atatiirkgiiliik parti oldugunu

diisiinmiiyorum Tiirkiye siyasetinde.

Baz1 sol diyebilecegimiz partiler mesela Atatiirkciiliik iddiasindalar. Bazi sag
diyebilecegimiz partiler de Atatiirkciiliik iddiasindalar. Sizin icin Atatiirkgciiliik

veya Atatiirk figiirii daha sola m1 yakin, daha saga mi yakin?
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Daha sola yakin oldugunu diistiniiyorum agikcasi.

Nicin?

Eee, cok daha... nasil diyeyim... Devrimci ve inkilap¢i bir noktadan oldugu igin
aslinda, Kemalizm, iste, Atatiirk¢iiliiglin bir noktasi da o aslinda. Daha yenilik¢i, daha
dogma olmayan, dogmay1 takip etmeyen bir noktadan oldugu i¢in daha sola yakin
oldugunu diislinliyorum ben Atatiirk¢li diisiincenin. Tabii ki kendini Atatiirkcii

tanimlayan sagcilar da olabilir.

Siz kendinizi de daha sola yakin goriiyorsunuz...

Evet daha sola yakin goriiyorum.

Bugiin iinlii figiirler, siyasetci olabilir, sanatci, sepetci filan...

Haluk Levent geliyor direkt aklima.

Haluk Levent. Bagka var m1 mesela verebileceginiz, Atatiirkcii diye, bir 6rnek?

Atatiirk¢ii deyince aklima, ya bilmiyorum benim aklima direkt Cem Karaca geliyor

mesela.
Cem Karaca, ne kadar eski bir referans ya (giiliiyoruz).

Evet, ama direkt aklima bdyle hani, iste ben Cumhuriyet’e dogdum, Cumhuriyet
cocuguyum falan... O direkt benim, Atatiirk¢iiliikk de... Bir de hani Cem Karaca’nin
siyah beyaz bir iste linlii gozIiiklii resmi vardir ya. Direkt boyle Atatiirk’iin de boyle
hani siyah beyaz... Aklimda Gyle iki gorsel ¢ok benziyor yani. Cem Karaca’y1 ¢ok

birlestiriyorum aslinda.

Anhyorum, ¢ok ilgin¢mis. Bu hani her partinin Atatiirkcii, veya her partinin her
sey olmasi hususunda... Isim iizerinde bir farklasma var gibi, Atatiirk hakkinda
konusurken. Ciinkii baz1 partiler veya baz1 kesimler diyelim, Mustafa Kemal
obegini tercih ediyor. Bazi kesimler Atatiirk sozciigiinii. Mesela Erdogan da bu
100. y1l kutlamalar seyinde, iste 2023’te, Gazi diyor. Bu isim tartismasmna dair

ne diisiiniiyorsunuz? Siz herhangi birini tercih ediyor musunuz bu isimlerden?

217



Ya agikcast bana Mustafa Kemal kullanimi, ¢ok daha askeri kimlikle baglastyor gibi
hissediyorum ben. Yani iste Mustafa Kemal’in askerleriyiz sozii olsun. Ya da iste...
Bilmiyorum ben... Ben daha genel anlamda Atatiirk’ii kullantyorum herhalde. Ama
Atatiirk de bir noktadan sey gibi geliyor. Cagrisim, kulak olarak hani... Cok daha
genel, cok daha Tiirkiye’ye hitap eden bir kullanim. Ama Mustafa Kemal daha askeri
bir noktadan olabilir. Iste ya da Recep Tayyip Erdogan’in &yle kullanmasinin sebepleri
de olabilir tabii ki. Ne bileyim, Gazilik mertebesinin kutsalligiyla alakali belki bir
kullanimdir o. Yani tabii ben gercekten bir farklilik olabilecegini diisiiniiyorum sey

olarak, kullanimda.

Miilakatin en basinda Atatiirk’iin entelektiiel kimligiyle askeri kimligini ayirma
hamlesi yaptimz. Bu askeri kimlige dair ne diisiinityorsunuz? Yani belki en ¢ok
da tartisilan sey o. Yani iste darbeler iliskilendiriliyor Atatiirkgciiliikle filan. Ne

diisiiniiyorsunuz buna dair?
Darbelerin iligkilendirilmesiyle mi alakal1?
Askeri kimligine dair diyelim. Darbeleri de yine yanitlayabilirsiniz.

Bence bu Tiirkiye ozelinde... Tirkiye’de gercekten asker olmanin, ¢ok saygi
duyuluyor bence askerlige, askeriyeye 6zellikle. iste bence bu darbelerin ve askerlerin
her seferinde biz buradayiz, ¢cok daha ayr1 bir yerde aslinda kendilerini
konumlandirtyorlar. Devlet ve asker gibi aslinda. Atatiirk’{in askeri kimligini de zaten
iste biliyoruz savaslardan. Komutanligi, ileri goriisliiliigii hep anlatilan, iste askeri
basarilari, ¢ok sivri bir tip olmasi, kendi 6zel hayatinda da. Iste hep asker
arkadaglariyla ¢cok daha bdyle... Ya sey bile anlatilir ya, iste raki masasinda bile
Tiirkiye’nin durumunu konusuyorlarmis silah arkadaslariyla falan... Hani ¢ok dyle bir
kimlik aslinda bir yerden. Yani askerligin de Tiirkiye’deki o kutsal goriiniimiiyle

alakali ¢ok daha 6nemli bir yerde bence askerlik bizler i¢in, Tiirkiye igin.

Peki Atatiirkgiiliigiin veya Kemalizmin, iste militarizmle diyenler var, orduyla

filan diyelim, bir iliskisi oldugunu diisiinityor musunuz?

Diislinliyorum. Yani sOyle, kendime militarist demem. Ama... Cogu insanin aklina
bence kesinlikle militarizm iligkisi geliyordur. Ciinkii ¢ok biiyiik bir asker gelenegi var

ya zaten. Hani askere saygl, iste asker deyince bdyle bir herkes bir sey olur. Iste daha
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ciddidir askerler. Iste asker cocuklar1 daha disiplinle biiyiir. Ki Tiirkiye’deki dnceki
askeri egitimler, ¢ok daha donanimlidir askerler hep goéziimiizde. Aldiklar1 egitim
neticesinde falan. O yiizden askere duyulan saygiyla birlikte zaten Tiirkiye’nin ¢ok
daha militarist bir yerde oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. Ozellikle halkla alakali. Bu,
bilmiyorum artik, cihat gelenegiyle de alakali olabilir belki baz1 kesimler i¢in. iste bazi
kesimler i¢in daha askerin ¢ok saygin bir kimlik olmasindan kaynakli bir askeri 6zen
olabilir. O ylizden halkin gercekten daha militarist bir noktada oldugunu diigiiniiyorum
Tiirkiye i¢in. Bir de zaten zaman boyunca hep savasla hagir nesir bir halk oldugumuz

icin. Bence dyle.

Harika. Bugiin peki, Atatiirkciiliik diyelim, bir siyasal pozisyon olarak, yani
Atatiirkcii, tam Atatiirkcii bir parti yok. Ya da her parti her sey aym anda,

dediniz. Peki Atatiirkgiiliik nerede siyasette, hayatimizda, neresinde?

Ya aslinda Atatiirk¢iiliilk bence tam olarak... Nasil diyeyim? Siyasilerin oncelikle

agzinda.
Neden?

Yani direkt olarak uygulamali bir sekilde Atatiirk¢iiliiglin ilkelerini ¢ok iyi
uyguluyorlar ve ¢ok iyi 6gretiyorlar ve yayiliyorlar gibi bir noktadan degil ama, belki

sikistiklarinda Atatiirk’li kullandiklar1 bir yerde bence Atatiirkgiiliik siyaset igerisinde.
Peki neden Atatiirk’iin boyle bir mesrulastirici giicii var?

Ciinki halkta bir karsilig1 var aslinda. Yani iste Atatlirk’iin fikirlerinin 6lmemesi halk
icin. Iste Atatiirk’{in sonsuzlugu var. Yani halkta karsilig1 bulundugu icin aslinda
bence siyasilerce ¢ok kullaniliyor. Yani o noktada siyasi hayatta buluyorum ben
Atatiirk’ii. Normal hayatimizda da iste dedigim gibi derslerde, zaten asinayiz
Atatiirk’e. Yani iste, ne bileyim, benim zamanimda vardi, hani andimizi okuyorduk.

Sonra kaldirildi ama...

Ne diisiiniiyorsunuz andimiz hikayesine? Yani epey uzun yillar okutuldu.
2016’da m1, 2014°te mi filan kalkti diye hatirhyorum. O civarlarda, ¢cok uzak

olmayan bir zaman. Ne diisiiniiyorsunuz kaldirilmasina dair?
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Ya kaldirilmasima dair hakkinda ne diigiinliyorum... Bence yerinde bir karardi. Ben

boyle diisiiniiyorum.
Nicin?

Ya Tiirk’tim, dogrulugum, ¢aligkanim, ilkem, iste kiigiiklerimi korumak, biiyiiklerimi
saymak, yurdumu, iste milletimi 6ziimden ¢ok sevmektir, falan, iste varligim Tiirk
varligina armagan olsun... Cok Tiirkliikk. Cok Tiirkliigii baskiliyor bence. Ve kiiciiciik
cocuklara bunu yapiyor. Yani aklima direkt sey geliyor. Eee... Nasil diyeyim, belki
tamam benim i¢in iste ne diyeyim... Bulgaristan go¢meni Trakyali bir aile ¢ocugu
olarak... Hani benim i¢in sorun degil. Ama belki iste... Daha evinde Kiirtge
konusulan... Ve iste... Okumayi, yazmayi, Tiirk¢eyi daha ilkokulda, okulla birlikte
ogrenen bir ¢cocuk i¢in, bence ona biraz sorun yaratabilir ya. Cocugun kendi benligi ile
alakali da sorun yaratabilir. Ya da iste baska ¢evrelerce de tabii ki sorun yaratabilir.

Ondan dolay1 ben yerinde bir karar oldugunu diistiniiyorum.

Kiirt sorunu, veya Kiirt meselesi denen, veya iste adim siz koyun, whatever...
Boyle bir sey cok uzun zamandir var Tiirkiye’de. Ne diisiiniiyorsunuz buna dair?
Bir c¢oziim filan denendi bir seyler, olmadi gibi goriiniiyor. Coziiliir mii,

coziilmesi gerekir mi, nasil ¢oziiliir bu sey?

Ya agikgas1 ben... Nasil diyeyim? Ozellikle kutuplastirildigim diisiiniiyorum bu
konunun. Tabii ki yasanan ¢ok fazla... iste... Bu konuda ben ¢ok bilgisizken bana bir
seyler anlatan arkadasim oldu, Kiirt olan. Su an en yakin arkadasimin sevgilisi Kiirt,
Diyarbakirli. Ben aslinda hep sey bir noktadan yaklasiyordum. Bu konuda cok
pismanim, &zellikle lise yillarimda. Iste abartiyorlar. Béyle seyler olmamustir. Tiirk
askeri boyle bir sey yapmamustir. Aslinda bunlar, ne bileyim, hep bdliiciiliik falan...
Bu yerdeydim ben lisede. Ciinkii Ege kasabasinda okudum liseyi, iste Dev-Lis falan
vardi ama onlar da sey ¢ocuklardi. Yani boyle... Tamam, hiii, Deniz Gezmis falan...
Oyle ¢ocuklard:. Ben ¢ok bilmiyordum agikcasi. Hi¢ o0 zaman da dyle bir cevrem yoktu
zaten. Ailem de hep kendi Trakya bolgesinde evlendigi i¢in akraba da yok. Cok
uzagim aslinda da o tarafa. Zaten akrabalarimin cogu Bulgaristan’da falan. Iste... Cok
kars1 karstya gelmedim o insanlarla. Hep kafamda sey vardi... Bir de anlatilmiyor
gercekten. Benim ailem bana hi¢ gelip de, aa iste Tiirkiye’de boyle bir Kiirt sorunu

vardi, iste zamaninda dillerini bile konusamiyorlardi, falan gibi bir anlatimda
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bulunmadi bana. Simdi tiniversiteye gegtigimde, lise bittikten sonra artik ¢ok daha
cevrem genisledi ve farkli farkli yerlerden arkadaglarim oldu. Arkadaslarim bana artik,
sagma sapan konusma bizim yanimizda, hani salak salak konugma gercekten, boyle
seyler yasadik biz gibi bir yerden anlatinca, ben de ¢ok 6ziir dilerim gergekten ¢ok

pismanim bdyle diislindiiglim i¢in falan olmustum.
Peki ¢coziimiine dair bir fikriniz, hayaliniz, planiniz var m1?

Agikgast kesinlikle herhangi bir Tiirk vatandaginin... Kendini Tiirk olarak tanimamasa
bile, Tiirk olmasa bile, herhangi bir Tiirkiye vatandaginin kesinlikle esit haklara, esit
sosyal, ekonomik haklara, kendi dilini konusabilmesine... Bunlara evet, kesinlikle
okeyim. Benim kafami karigtiran ve emin olmadigim konu, iste sey sdylemleri olabilir.

Iste egitimde anadil, tarz1 bir sey. Buna katilmiyorum.

Neden?

Buna katilmama sebebim Tiirkiye’'nin biitiinliigiiyle alakali. Yani Tiirkiye’deki
egitimin aslinda devletin resmi dili olan Istanbul Tiirkgesi ile verilmesi gerektigine
inantyorum. Boyle olmasi gerektigini diistinliyorum. O konuda egitimde anadil gibi
bir durumu desteklemiyorum. Ya da herhangi bir devleti, yeni bir devleti
desteklemiyorum. Bir ayrilifi desteklemiyorum yani. Sadece kesinlikle yasalar
nezdinde, sosyal haklar nezdinde ve toplumda da kesinlikle bu konudaki 6ngyargilarin
zamanla belki, belki egitimlerle, belki bilmiyorum... Cok da ayri bir noktada
konumlandirmak istemiyorum o insanlari, ¢iinkii zaten Tiirkiye yani burasi. Hani
hepimiz ¢ok ayr1 yerlerdeyiz, ¢ok ayri ne bileyim iste, cok kolektif, ¢cok toplu bir yer,

toplama bir yer burasi. iste gdgmen sorunlar1 falan.

Tam ona gelecektim ben de. Yani iste... Yine siz adim1 koyun ama, Suriyeliler diye
adlandirilabiliyor, iste miilteci sorunu, gocmen meselesi filan. Buna ve bunun

etrafinda oriilen son yillarda bir siyaset de var...

Manciniklar falan var...

Mancmniklar  ucusuyor havada. Bu meseleye ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Miilteci sorunuyla m1 alakal1?
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Evet.

Yani miilteci sorunuyla alakali sey konusunda ben ¢ok sinirli degilim. Abi iste
defolsunlar gitsinler tilkeden de, iste sdyle yaptilar da bdyle yaptilar... Suna tabii ki
katiliyorum. Yasal olmayan bir siirecle, iste ne idiigii belirsiz iste orada, attyorum katil
miymis, neymis, hirsiz miymais... Herkesin toplu bir sekilde, hi¢ kontrol edilmeden,
kontrolsiiz bir sekilde iilkeye sa¢ilmasi konusu, o ¢ok bagka bir konu. O hiikiimetle, o
devletle, devletin isleyisiyle alakali bir sey. Yani bu konuyu tam olarak iyi
halledemediler. Bu kesinlikle bir ger¢ek yani. Ama iste kafamda da soyle bir sey var.
Yasal kabulde eleme sartlar1 ne olacak o zaman. Sonugta orada savas vardi. Cok koti
sartlar vardi. Tam olarak o da benim kafamda tam net oturmus degil aslinda. Hani ne
artyoruz mesela? Neyi alacagiz? Neyi sececegiz o zaman? Se¢mek dogru mu? Yani...
Yani sey gibi. Ben az dnce katil, hirsiz dedim ya mesela... Hirsiz bir adamin yasama
hakki yok mu? Falan yani. Aslinda. Bu konuda belki ayr1 bir yer yapilabilirdi. Boyle
yer, boyle bir bolge yapilabilirdi. Daha orada daha toplanabilirdi. Bilmiyorum o tarz.
Ya da en azindan daha esit dagilim saglanabilirdi. Her sehir i¢in. Mesela iste Istanbul’a
gidiyorsunuz, Kiiclikcekmece tamamen gogmen. Ya da iste Esenyurt keza Oyle.
Demografik agidan ¢ok zora soktu bizim iilkemizi bu durum. Kiiltiirlerimiz ¢ok farkli
oldugu icin, cinsiyete baktigimiz farklar ¢ok farkli oldugu icin 6zellikle iste, ben
gercekten ne zaman Istanbul’da ailemi ziyarete gitsem ve metrobiis kullanmam
gerekse, bana bakilan, iste bana bakislari... Tipinden anlayabilecegimiz sekilde. O
stereotipik bir tip vardir ya iste joleli saclar, parlak montlar falan... Hani iste sesli bir
sekilde Arapga konugsmak... Gergekten o tarz bakislart biliyorum. Rahatsiz edici bir
sekilde. Ya da iste TikTok’ta ya da iste sosyal medyada viral olmustu, kadinlarin
videolar1 ¢ekiyorlardi falan. Yani ¢ok daha kontrollii bir yerden olmas1 gerektigini
diistinliyorum kesin. Ama sey gibi diislincem yok, aaa hepsini gonderelim falan, iste

mancinikla falan. Yok yani.

Anhiyorum. Son birka¢ sorum kaldi. Siyaset sozciigii deyince nasil bir sey

canlanmyor sizin icin? Ya olumlu bir sozciik mii, olumsuz mu?

Siyaset benim i¢in daha giindelik bir sozciik aslinda. Ciinkii siyaset her yerde. Evde
de, okulda da, arkadas ¢evrenizde, metroda, metrobiiste, otobiiste, her zaman
duydugunuz seyler, iste televizyonu actifiniz gibi bir siirii siyasi gonderme ve

konusma. Yani siyaset gercekten, kiraathane siyaseti vardir ya. Kocaman bir
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kiraathane Tiirkiye gergekten. Ve siyaset Oyle konusuluyor. Gergekten artik 5
yasindaki ¢ocuk bile bir seyler biliyordur siyasete dair. O yiizden ¢ok korkutucu degil.
Cok siradan bir sozciik benim i¢in siyaset. Clinkii ¢ok siyasetcilerce yapilan ayr1 bir

sey degil. Cok halk, ¢ok biziz yani.

Peki o 5 yasindaki cocugun bilmesi rahatsiz ediyor mu sizi? Bilmemeli mi ashinda

5 yasindaki cocuk?

Yani her seyi biliyorlar artik ya, onu da bilsinler (giilityoruz). Siirekli telefonda tablette

cocuklar zaten. Ama keske bilmeseler.

Peki bu anaakim siyasetin, hani iste meclis, parti level’inda... Buradan bir
beklentiniz var mi1 diye sorayim 6nce. Bunun yam sira bir degisim getirebilir mi

boyle bir anaakim siyaset sizin i¢in?
Ne anlamda degigim, ya da?..

I don’t know, any kind of change, yani daha soyut, bir seylerin degismesi...
Diyelim, iste 10 ay kadar once bir secim vard, iste anaakim siyaset. Bir degisim

vaadi vardi, ¢ok biiyiik bir degisim vaadi vardi.
Baharlar gelecekti...

Baharlar filan geliyordu, mevsimler degisiyordu. Siyasetin boyle bir degisim,
biiyiik bir de@isim, anaakim siyasetin, potansiyeli var midir sizce? Varsa niye

olmuyor?

Kesinlikle bir degisim var ama zaten. Yani baktigimizda ben dogdugumdan beri AKP
var zaten. Ben bagka bir hiikiimet gérmedim. Ama yine de eski medyayi, eski, nasil
diyeyim, filmleri, sarkilar1 bile dinledigimizde aslinda, zaten Tiirkiye’nin o halihazir
kiiltiiriintin AKP’nin gelmesiyle ¢ok degistigini biliyoruz. Yani sansiirlerle gerek,
gerek Siyasal Islam’1n pikiyle, iste ne bileyim, kiyafet olsun... Bu arada direkt olarak
sey bile degisti. Hani baktigimizda, o Sulebaslar geldi, gelmis. Sule Yiiksel Senler’in
cabalariyla, iste ekonomideki Siyasal Islam ayri, cok daha modern bir Miisliiman
algisi, biz Arap da degiliz, Avrupali da degiliz, biz Miisliimaniz ama biz daha Batil
Miislimanlariz falan algisi. Zaten siyasetin kesinlikle giindelik yasama ve bugiin

finans acisindan da, iste baska noktalarda da, hukuksal anlamda da ¢ok karsilig1 var.

223



Soyle soruyu update edeyim. AKP niye gitmiyor? Yirmi bilmem kac¢ yil.
Bence korkuyor insanlar. Yani ben zaten biliyorum. Bunun en kétii senaryosunu da
biliyorum. Ama Obiir tarafi bilmiyorum. Belirsizlikten dolay1 olabilir. Yani insanlar
kendilerini giivende hissetmiyorlar. Ve Recep Tayyip Erdogan her ne kadar iste, ne
bileyim, rezalet sdylemlerde de bulunsa, kadinlar1 ofans edebilecek, Atatiirkg¢iileri
iizebilecek seyler soylese bile insanlarda kesinlikle bir sey korkusu var, bu adam
giderse ne olacak? Tamam evet kotii, ben bunun en kotii halini de tahmin edebilirim.

Ama kars1 tarafi tahmin edemiyorum. Ne olacak acaba korkusu var bence.
Anhyorum. Siz apolitik der misiniz kendinize?

Ih 1h.

Nasil tammmlarsimiz? Neden apolitik degilim dersiniz?

Apolitik degilim ¢iinkii zaten ¢ok... Her sey dedim ya az dnce, kocaman bir kiraathane
Tiirkiye yani, ben bdyle bir iilkede kendimi nasil apolitik tanitabilirim ki? Hani ¢ok
fazla fikrimi, zikrimi degistirip... Yani seyler bile ¢ok hizli degisiyor. Haberleri
actyorsunuz, bir bakmigsiniz iilkede neler olmus bir giin i¢inde. Yedide basliyor ya
haberler. Sonraki giin, gegen giiniin yedisiyle bugiinkii yedi o kadar farkli ki. Hani cok
fazla diisiince var, ¢ok fazla olay oluyor. Ve bu ortamda apolitik kalmak bence, yani
kulaklariniz1 tikamaniz lazim. Apolitik kalmak i¢in. Tamam tabii ki sunu tercih
edebilirsiniz, ben konusmak istemiyorum, ben bu konuda fikrimi belirtmek
istemiyorum, ben daha apolitigim. Tamam. Ama iste bu ¢ok... Cok izole yani boyle
bir iilke icin bence. Hani dedik ya iste, Iskandinav iilkelerinde iste apolitik kal istedigin
kadar. Kimse sana dokunmuyor ki. Hani burada nasil 6yle kalacaksin? O yiizden illa
ki siyasete bir sekilde iste, hani arkadaslarnla konusurken bile, yani bir sekilde dahil

oluyoruz aslinda.

Apolitik degilsiniz tamam, politik veya muhalif bir seyle belki tasvir edebiliriz
sizi. Bir apolitikten farkh olarak, mesela eyleme katilyor musunuz? Hig

protestolara, bir seylere, politik seylere filan?

Yani politik seylere aslinda ben o protestolarda bir tik kendi ailemin tecriibe ettigi
konulardan dolay1r uzagim. Ciinkii bizim ailemizde 6zellikle 80’ler zamaninda ¢ok

fazla 6liim yasanmis, Gezi zaman iste ¢ok yaralanan, cevremde ¢ok fazla insan varda.
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Ve aslinda biraz daha, iste zaten ailelerimiz hep bizi siyasetten uzak tutmaya ¢alisirlar
ya, o noktada biraz kendimi... Kendim korkagim. Yani ne bileyim iste bir eyleme, bir
protestoya katilmak... Tweet atmak c¢ok ayr1 bir sey, evinizde oturup tweet

atryorsunuz...
Atiyor musunuz tweet?

Hayir, onu da yapmiyorum. Yani kullanmiyorum ben genel olarak sosyal medyay1 cok
fazla... Ya, tabii ki bir seyleri degistirirsiniz, bir protestoya, bir eyleme katilarak. Tabii
ki degistirirsiniz. Ya Gezi’de neler yaptigin1 gordiik iste, ne bileyim. Ama ben bunun

biraz daha farkl yollarla da degisebilecegine inantyorum sanirim.
Ne gibi?

Yani eylem ve protesto... Bunu bu arada neden bdyle soylilyorum? Ciinki
Tiirkiye’deki eylem ve protestoya verilen deger belli. Hani nasil diyeyim, bu hiikiimet
tarafindan ¢ok desteklenmiyor, ¢ok sert, attyorum, ne bileyim LGBT yiliriiyiislerine
kars1 yapilan iste, gegen seneydi galiba, gecen yaz, yapilan seyler, bu protestolara, o
ylriiyiislere... Tiirkiye’de gergcekten bunun degeri bilinmiyor. Ben de sey gibi
diisiiniiyorum aslinda, zaten bir yere ulagsmayacak gibi hissediyorum. Higbir zaman
desteklenmiyor gergekten. Ve iste bizim tlilkemizde de ¢ok fazla darbe gérmiis ve ¢ok
fazla siyasetten korkan bir halk oldugu i¢in, 6zellikle biiylik, yash kesimde, ¢linkii
gercekten insanlar ¢ok baski aldi, siyasetin ¢ok baskilandig1r donemler gormiisler. Hep
boyle kuzum, iste karisma sen, falan. Yani Atatiirk¢ii olsa bile bu arada... Benim
yasadigim sokak, o ¢evre komple sey bdyle, 60-70 yas ortalamasindaki, iste kisa sagli,
kizil kisa sagli CHPIi teyzeler benim komsularim. Ve benim apartmanimda da, iste
benim iki listlimde emekli bir asker dede yastyor falan. Ve ben de iste yalniz yagiyorum
falan, bizim apartmanda da benden baska 6grenci yok. Bana biraz boyle ucubik bir
yerden yaklagsmislardi ilk tasindigimda. iste hani, yalniz yastyor zaten, falan gibi. Ve
o insanlarla bdyle hani, dede var iste yukarida, iste 61dii mii kaldi m1 bilmiyoruz falan
boyle, cok goziikkmiiyor. ikiye boyle ¢ikiyor, su aliyor falan. Bir kere sey diye
karsilastim ben dedeyle iste. Aligveristen dénerken tasidim falan boyle. Iste konustuk
sonra ben o dedeyle ¢ok biiytik bir bag kurdum. Garip bir sekilde. Cok tatl biri ¢linkii.
Bir de ¢ok yalniz yastyor adam. Gergekten bu arada 6lii mii kaldim merak ediyorum,

arada. Iste benim de yan komsum Melek Hanim. Melek Hanim da ¢ocuklugumdan
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beri orada oturuyormus zaten. Oraya falan evlenmis. Sonra yani kocasiyla oraya
gelmis. Sonra bogsanmiglar. O hala orada falan. O dedeyle de bdyleler. Cok yakin
komgular, yillardir falan. Dede de arada kahveye geliyor Melek Hanim’a. Ben de
Melek Hanim’1n, iste o zaman geldiginde, dedeyle falan goriistiim. Oturduk, konustuk.
Adam kesinlikle bir asker, bir Atatiirkcii, 0yle bir adam. Ama mesela kendini o kadar
siyasi konuda i¢ine kapanik ki... Yani iste ne bileyim bir eylem, bir protesto bir sey...
Onlar i¢in ¢ok korkutucu seyler. Hani ben o yiizden de, bu tarz eylemlerin o tarz

insanlara da ulastigini diisiinmiiyorum. Ya ulagsmiyor ¢iinkii, onlar ¢cok ¢ekimserler.

Peki ne olabilir alternatifi?

Alternatifi ne olabilir... Sosyal medya ¢ok etkili bu arada. Gergekten. Her yas icin dyle.
Her kesim igin dyle. Mesela iste Muharrem Ince dansi vardi, hatirliyor musunuz? En
ufak sey bile birden patliyor, ve gercekten, herkesi ¢ok etkileyebiliyorsunuz. Iste boyle
TikTok’ta su an, bir actiginizda iste... Sosyolojik a¢idan ¢ok korkung bir yer bu arada.
Cok asir1 yani. Hani sey boyle... Ben sadece bunlar i¢in agnistim. Iste ¢ok... Koylii
dedigimiz iste... Orta yash iste... Ne bileyim, fark etmez iste... Kadmlar boyle
altinlarin1 gosteriyorlar falan. Sey sarkilarla, iste Roman havalariyla iste kocalarini
gosteriyor, kendilerini gdsteriyorlar, yasamlarini gosteriyorlar falan. Iste bdyle bes
tane kova dokiip, yerleri, duvarlar firgaliyorlar, onlar1 ¢ekiyorlar falan. Hani onlara
bile ulasiyoruz. O insanlara bile ulasiyoruz. O insanlarin bile hayatlarini goérebiliyoruz
falan. O yiizden bence sosyal medya ¢ok biiytiik bir, 6zellikle TikTok falan, ¢cok biiyiik

bir sey olabilir yani. Bu tarz bir degisim igin.
Politik anlamda da bir ara¢ diyorsunuz yani...
Evet. Kesinlikle, kesinlikle... TikTok indirin bu arada.

TikTok, ya evet artik ben de galiba indirecegim mecburen... Gelecege dair son
sorularim soracagim. U¢ soruyu bir arada sorayim, tek celsede sey yapayim.
Kendi geleceginize, iilkenin gelecegine, diinyanin gelecegine dair beklentileriniz,
ongoriileriniz, varsa korkularmz?..

Cok korkuyorum.

Neden?
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Diinya, kendim ve Tiirkiye... Ya ii¢ii i¢in de ¢ok korkuyorum bu arada. Ya ben hep
kendim ¢ocuklugumdan beri sey insantyimdir bu arada. Cok kendimi anag¢ goriiriim.
Arkadaslarima karsi, aileme kars1. Hani hep bdyle bir arkadagimin... Iste... Nasil
diyeyim, ¢cok dinlemeyi severim ben insanlari. Cok dinlerim, ¢ok iste... Sevdigim
insan1 ¢ok seviyorum. Cok verici oluyorum ona karst. Ve ¢ocuklugumdan beri
kendimi hep sey bir evde hayal ettim agikgasi. Iste orta yirmili yaslarimda, iste
otuzlarimda iste, cok daha sessiz sakin, iste denizi olan, biiyiik ihtimalle Cunda tarzi,
iste Ayvalik tarzi bir yerde, boyle iste, cocuk biiyliteyim falan gibi bir yerdeyim ben,
cocuklugumdan beri. Bu arada hala biraz boyleyim. Yani iste ne bileyim, kariyer ya
da iste... Yazar olmak istiyorum ben aslinda. Gergekten bir yerden bdyle hep bir
seyim var. Daha sakin, sessiz bir yerde yazim1 yazayim, iste ne bileyim, tavugum
olsun, bir seyim olsun, deniz iste su kadar uzaklikta olsun falan. Biri olsun yanimda,
ya da iste bir seyler falan. Oyle huzurlu bir hayat yasayayim falan gibiydi daha. Ama
cok zor su an. Su an bdyle bir sey ¢ok zor. Hem maddi acidan ¢ok zor. Bu tarz bir
yerde yagamak, bir arsa iste, miistakil bir yerde falan. Bu bahsettigim sey demek, iste
zaten bilmem ka¢ meblagdan bagliyor. Su an bunu yapabilmek i¢in, zaten maddi bir
korkumuz hepimizin var, ekonomiden dolay1 iste... Calismak zorundayiz hepimiz
falan. Tavuk falan bakarak olacak seyler degil artik. Ama isterdim boyle bir sey
olmasini, su an ¢ok korkuyorum, ¢iinkii boyle bir sey olmayacak gibi. Gergekten
calismamiz gerekiyor, kendinize bakmamiz gerekiyor, iki tane kedim var onlara

bakmam lazim falan.
Peki iilkeye dair?..

Ulkeye dair umutluyum. Yani korkuyorum tabii ki. Cok belirsiz bir yerde yasiyoruz
clinkii. Ama umutluyum ya. Yani ¢ok karamsar degilim. Tamam evet hepimizin
moralleri ¢cok bozuluyor, iste se¢im istedigimiz gibi gitmiyor... Simdi yine se¢im var
falan. Iste hep sevkimiz kir1ld1, umudumuz kirildi. Cok daha karamsardik hepimiz. Iste
Covid de zaten herkesin psikolojisini bozuldu falan. Ama yine de uzun vadede
diistintiyorum, 10 y1l sonra daha m1 kdtiiye gider... Daha mi iyiye gider gibi bir soru
sorsaniz bana, daha iyi derim biiylik ihtimalle. Akillanmiyorum. Umutluyum o

konuda.
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Peki diinyaya dair?
Diinyaya dair ben teknolojiden ¢ok korkmaya basladim.

Hmm. figinc.

Cok korkuyorum ¢iinkii sey bdyle iste Al’lar cok gelisiyor, sagma sapan seyler ¢ikiyor.
Iste Taylor Swift hakkinda yapilan seyi biliyor muydunuz? O seyi... Iste, Al seks kaseti
yayilandi.

Yok, bunu bilmiyorum.

Ya boyle sagma sapan seyler oluyor. Cok korkutuyor beni. Ozellikle yapay zeka o
kadar...

Peki, ne... Yani, distopik bir senaryoda, Matrix filmindeki gibi... Robotlarin bizi

ele gecirdigi filan... Bir sey gibi mi olur?

Ya, hayir ama sey gibi yani. Hani, sanki sahtekarlik... Iste... Cok dyle. Bilgilerimiz
zaten caliniyor falan. Tamam da... Bdyle, basit bir insan olarak bu belki benim i¢in
cok dnemli bir sey degil tabii ki. Ama korkung yine de yani. Yapay zekanin bu kadar
gelisiyor olmast. Iste bir sey yaziyorsunuz, size senaryo falan yaziyor. Kitap yaziyor,
senaryo yaziyor, fotograf olusturuyor. Hi¢ dogmamis, olmamis insanlarin fotograflari,

Al influencer’lar ¢ikti mesela...
Evet, onlardan gordiim birkac¢ tane. Hatta ben gercek sandim yani.
Ondan ¢ok korkutuyor beni diinyanin bu gidisat1 yani.

Son, final sorum. Siyaseti bir seyleri diizeltme, degistirme mekanizmasi olarak
diyelim tanimhyoruz. Bir seyleri degistirebiliriz siyasetle. Peki siyaseti neyle

degistiririz, neyle diizeltiriz sizce?

Neyle diizeltiriz... Biraz ayiklayarak diizeltiriz. Yani hani siyasete involve olan
konular1 biraz cekip c¢ikartarak belki, icini bosaltarak. Ne bileyim, radikal dini
diistinceler olabilir belki bir noktadan. Zaten hala, konustugumuz durumlar var ya,
Islam’1 bir tool olarak kullanmak, halka karsi, Atatiirk’ii keza dyle kullanmak falan.

Hani siyasete degistirecegimiz bir sekil bence kesinlikle siyasetin biraz daha kendini
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ayr1 bir yerde tutmasi olabilir. Dinle siyaset, hani Siyasal islam dememeliyiz bence.

Olmamasi lazim dyle bir seyin. Falan.

Anhiyorum, tesekkiir ederim. Bu kadar benim sorularim. Sizin eklemek

istediginiz bir sey varsa...

Yok, tesekkiir ederim.
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D. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Bu caligma, ii¢ adet soru’nun ve bu sorulara tekabiil eden ii¢ adet literatiiriin bir araya
getirilmesiyle dizayn edilmis; giiniimiizdeki hakim siyaset bi¢imini, bu siyaset bigimi
icerisinde siyasallasan Oznelerin siyasallagma modalitelerini ve Tiirkiye’de yakin
zamanda ortaya ¢ikmis, endemik bir siyasallasma modalitesi olan Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliik
adli fenomeni incelemektedir. Bu baglamda yanit aradig1 sorular, sirastyla: 1) Post-
Politika nedir ve glinlimiizde hala gegerli midir? 2) Giinliimiiz 6znesinin siyasallagsma
modalitesi olarak hiperpolitizasyon nedir? 3) Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliikk ger¢ekten sivil midir,
ve bir hiperpolitizasyon 6rnegi midir? sorular1 olacaktir. Ilk olarak, caligmanin teorik
yapisina dair baz1 kavramsallagtirmalarin, ayrimlarin ve tanimlarin ortaya konmasi
gerekir. Bu c¢alisma, Oonemli bir determinant olarak, siyasetin sembolik ve oznel
boyutlar1 arasinda ayrim yapar. Sembolik boyut, hakim siyaset modalitesini (Post-
Politika) ifade ederken 6znel boyut ise sembolik’ten geometrik olarak ayri ancak onun
icinde yer alan ve onun tarafindan sekillendirilen (sembolik iistbelirlenim) bir boyutu
(apolitizasyon, hiperpolitizasyon vb...) kasteder. Calismada bu iki boyut arasinda bir
tistbelirlenim iligkisi oldugu iddia edilir. Bu iligki, Freud’dan hareketle, sembolik’in
her daim 6znel’in kurulumunu etkiledigini, 6znel siireglerin sembolik’in etkisinden
bagimsiz gerceklesmedigini ortaya koyar. Bu ayrima gore 6znel’in formasyonu ve
sembolik’in 6znel’e sundugu siyasal matris arasinda bir fark giidiilmektedir.
Formasyon degisebilir ve doniisebilir olsa sembolik matris’in etkisi bu doniisimden
bagimsiz olabilir. Bir baska deyisle, formal doniisiimiin, sembolik’in etki bigimine
kars1 koymadan gercgeklesebilecegi iddia edilir. Giiniimiizdeki hakim siyaset bi¢imi,
tam da bu kavramsallagtirmadan hareketle, post-politik kosu/ olarak tanimlanmig olup
bunun altinda gerceklesen muhtelif siyasallasma bigimleri Post-Politika tarafinan

kosullandiriimis sekilde anlasilmaktadir.

1990’larin sonunda ve 2000’lerin basinda ortaya ¢ikmis ve ¢cokga tartisilmig olan Post-

Politika kavrami, sembolik boyutunda toplumsal diizenin iktisadi prensiplerce insa
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edilmesini, toplumun siyasete yonelik miidahale imkanlarinin ortadan kaldirilmasini
ve siyasetin siyasetten arindirilmasini ifade ederken 6znel boyutunda siyasete inancini
yitirmis, siyasetle bagini koparmus, ilgisiz bir 6zne tarif eder. Post-Politika literatiiriine
gore siyasetin neoliberal iktisadi prensiplerce yliriitiildiigii, toplumsal kararlar
teknokratik bir elitin aldig1, “geleneksel” siyasal hatlar arasindaki ¢izginin anlamin
yitirdigi mevcut baglamda siyaset “apolitik” Ozneler yaratmaktadir. Nitekim,
1990’larin sonlarinda yapilan saha c¢alismalari, bireylerin siyasetten uzaklastigini,
siyasete ilgisiz olduklarin1 ve herhangi bir siyasal projeksiyonlart olmadigini1 empirik
olarak ortaya koymaktadir. Ne var ki bu caligsma, boyle bir tablonun gilinlimiizde
gegerli olmadigini diisiinmektedir. Wendy Brown, Anton Jager, Asad Haider, Robin
Celikates gibilerinin belirttigi iizere, glinlimiiziin siyasal 6znesi, 1990’larin soguk,
ilgisiz, blasé 6znesine benzememektedir. Bugiin, aksine, ilging bir sekilde “fazlasiyla
siyasallagsmig” goriinen bir 6znenin var oldugu goriilmektedir. Glinlimiiz 6znesi,
siyasetten uzak durmak bir yana, siyasete fazlasiyla angaje, onu yakindan takip eden,
anaakim siyasete oy vermek gibi yollarla katilan (son bes sene iginde yapilan
secimlerdeki yiiksek katilim oranlari bunun bir gostergesi olarak kabul edilebilir) bir
Oznedir. Anton Jiger, bu doniisiimiin sembolik boyutta gerceklestigini diistinmektedir.
Ona gore Post-Politika devri bitmis, bunun yerine Hiper-Politika adin1 verdigi bir
donem baglamistir. Bu ¢alisma, Jager’in tahlilinde hatali oldugu kanisindadir, zira
dikkatli bakildiginda goriilebilecegi iizere Jéger, aslinda bahsettigi doniistimde
sorumlu tuttugu Post-Politika’ya dair bir degisimden s6z etmemektedir; yalnizca 6znel
boyutta, bireylerin siyasete katilim ve angajmanlari ¢ercevesinde bir doniisiime isaret
eder. Post-Politika, Jager’in tanimin1 yapmaktan kagindig: bir sekilde, sadece 6znel
siyasallagsma modalitelerinden miirekkep bir hakim siyaset bi¢imi degildir. Toplumsal,
iktisadi, siyasal birtakim konfiglirasyonlarla meydana gelen, neoliberalizmden
ayrilmas1 miimkiin olmayan, siyasetin onlendigi (foreclose) bir kosul’dur. Bu sebeple,
yakin zamanda Oznel siyasallasma modalitesinde yasanan doniistimler, Post-
Politika’y1 ortadan kaldirmaktan ziyade, ona yeni bir bigim vermistir. Haider ve
Celikates, mevzubahis doniisiim konusunda Jéger’e gore daha isabetli birer tahlil
yapar. Her ikisi de donilisiimiin 6znel siyasallasma modalitelerinde oldugunu
gormektedir. Lakin; Haider bu doniisimii  depolitizasyon, Celikates ise

pseudopolitizasyon olarak adlandirarak iki farkli yone savrulur. Haider’in tanimina
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gore Oznel siyasallasma modalitesinde, 1990’lardakinin aksine, bir repolitizasyon
(yeniden siyasallagma) oldugu agiktir; ancak bu repolitizasyon, hakiki bir siyasallagsma
degildir, zira s6z konusu siyasallagma ona gore aslinda depolitizasyon’un (Post-
Politika) ilkeleri etrafinda gerceklesmektedir. Bu esansiyal olarak dogru bir iddiadir,
zira bu caligma, giinlimiiz siyasallasmasinin post-politik kosul tarafindan
kosullandirilmis, yani onun temel ilkelerinden kopmayan, radikal olmayan bir
siyasallasma oldugunu iddia eder. Fakat Haider’in hatasi, 6znel boyutta yasanan
doniistimii tamamiyle sembolik boyut’a indirgemesinden kaynaklanir. Bu indirgeme,
giiniin sonunda mevzubahis repolitizasyonu depolitizasyona hapsederek aslinda 6znel
boyutta bir doniisiim olmadigini 6ne siirmiis olur. Celikates’in tahlili Haider’e gore
daha sofistike olmakla birlikte benzer bir hatadan kurtulamamaktadir. Celikates de
giinimiizde bir repolitizasyon goriintlisii oldugunu, ancak bunun aslinda bir
pseudopolitizasyon oldugunu iddia eder. Fakat Celikates bu tahliliyle, tipki Haider
gibi, glinlimiizdeki 6znel donilisiimii yok sayma noktasina siiriiklenmistir. Ona gore
ortada bir politizasyon vardir, ancak bu depolitizasyon tarafindan bigimlendirildigi
icin “yalanc1” bir politizasyondur. Her iki yazar da bu yeniden siyasallasmanin
sembolik tarafindan iistbelirlenmis dogasina fazla vurgu yaparak fenomen’in kendisini
gozden kagirmaktadir. Bu ¢aligmaya gore giiniimiiz siyasetinin 6znel boyutunda bir
doniisiim gerceklesmistir. Bu doniisiim, 6znel kiimenin formasyonunda, ya da
goriintlisiinde, bir doniisiimii ifade etmektedir, fakat bu doniisim sembolik
tistbelirlenim’in dogrultusunda herhangi bir degisiklige yol agmayan, radikal olmayan
bir doniistimdiir. Doniisen, fakat iistbelirlenim iligkisinin sabit oldugu bu siyasallagsma
bicimi, bu ¢alismada hiperpolitizasyon (hipersiyasallagma) olarak adlandirilmaktadir.
Gecgmiste 6znel baglamda apolitiklik ile iliskilendirilen Post-Politika, bugiin 6znel
anlamda hiperpolitiklesmis bir Post-Politika olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Bir diger
deyisle, apolitiklik ve Post-Politika arasinda zorunlu oldugu sanilan bag kopmus, Post-
Politika yeni bir dzneyle, hiperpolitik bir 6zneyle varligimi siirdiirme vechesine
gecmistir. Yani hiperpolitizasyon, politiklesmis, fakat post-politik kosul tarafindan
kosullandiriimis, onun 6znel formasyona dayattig1 matristen kurtulamayan bir 6znel
siyasallagsmay1 ifade eder. Post-politik kosul’un giiniimiizdeki vechesi ise, bu

baglamda, hiperpolitik Post-Politika olarak adlandirilir.
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Bu calisma, Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliikk adli fenomenin bir hiperpolitizasyon 6rnegi oldugunu
iddia etmektedir (hiperpolitizasyon, burada post-politik iistbelirlenim’i barindirdigi
anlasilacak sekilde kullanilmaktadir). Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliik, Tiirkiye’de yakin zamanda
ortaya ¢ikmis, heniiz akademide ciddi bir alan bulamamasina karsin popiiler medyada
ekseriyetle tartisilan bir kavram ve bir fenomendir. Kavramin kokenleri, Esra
Ozyiirek’in 2006 tarihli Nostalgia for the Modern kitabina kadar gétiiriilebiliyor olsa
da, Sivil Atatiirkgiilikten bir fenomen olarak séz eden ilk g¢aligmalar, Armagan
Oztiirk’{in 2016 ve 2017 tarihli gazete yazilari ve kitap béliimleridir. 2020’lere kadar
ilgi gébrmeyen bu kavram, 6zellikle 2021 ve 2022 sonrasi popiiler medyanin dnemli bir
konusu haline gelmistir. Bunun yani sira, yakin zamanda yapilan istatistiksel
caligmalar, Atatiirk¢iiliigiin ozellikle 18-25 yas aralifindaki gengler arasinda
yiikseldigini ortaya koyan empirik kaynaklar olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Her ne
kadar mevzubahis ¢aligmalar spesifik olarak bu Atatiirk¢iiligiin “sivilligine” dair bir
sey sOylemiyor olsa da buna iliskin izler ¢alismalarin bir¢ogunda bulunabilir. Bu
caligmalar, Atatiirk¢tiliigiin yiikseldiginin yanm1 sira ilgili gencglerin “apolitik”
olmadigint iddia eder. Caligmalarin tamami, genglerin apolitik olmadigini ortaya
koyuyor olsa da genglerin “ne tiir bir siyasallasma sergiledikleri” konusunda net bir
yanit vermekte zorlandiklar1 goriilmektedir. Kimi ¢alismalar, gencler icin “apolitik
degil antipolitik™, kimileri “apolitik degil ilgili”, kimileri ise “apolitik degil depolitik”
gibi yanitlar vermeye c¢alismaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, bunlarin tamamini sorunlu bulur ve
yukarida s6z edilen yaklasimlar 1s181nda, genglerin 6znel siyasallagsma modalitelerini
aciklamak adina hiperpolitik/hiperpolitizasyon kavraminit kullanir. Post-Post-
Kemalizm literatiiriiyle tarihsel olarak ¢akisan ve kismen ilgili olan Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliik
kavrami, Atatiirk¢iilitk adli siyasallasma modalitesinin ge¢miste resmi ideolojinin
sinirlart i¢ine sikistigini 6ne siirer ve bu “sikisma”nin bugiin sonlandigini iddia eder.
Atatiirkgiiliik i¢in bu gibi tanimlamalar ve iddialar gegmiste de yapilmistir. Kavram
etrafinda sekillenen popiiler medya literatiirii, Atatiirk¢iiliiglin giiniimiizde sivillesmis
oldugunu, fakat bu sivillesmenin Onceki sivillesme iddialarindan farkli olarak
topyekiin bir sivillesme sergiledigini, 0yle ki bugiinkii Atatiirk¢iiliikk moduna basitge
Sivil denilebilecegini iddia etmektedir. Bir baska deyisle, Atatiirk¢iiliigiin gecmisteki

sivillesme girisimlerinden farkli olarak, Oyle iddia edilir ki, bu sivillesme
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Atatiirk¢iiliiglin  icinde Dbir sivillesme degildir, Atatiirk¢lliglin  kendisinin

sivillesmesidir.

Kemalizm/Atatiirkg¢iiliik kavrami, bu calismada Ernesto Laclau’dan hareketle bir bog
gosteren (empty signifier) ve yiizergezer gosteren (floating signifier) olarak ele alinir.
Bos gosteren kavrami, bir gdsterenin sembolizasyonunun genisligi dlgilisiinde onun
“i¢inin bogaldigini/anlamint yitirdigini” (emptying out), tam da bu sayede genis bir
gosterenler grubunu femsil edebildigini ortaya koyarken yiizergezer gésteren kavrami
ise bir gosterenin farkli siyasal cephelere siiziilebilecegini (float) ortaya koyar.
Literatiirde goriildiigii iizere Kemalizm/Atatlirk¢iilitk kavrami, kimse tarafindan net
bir sekilde tanimlanamayan, dahasi, net bir tanimlamaya direnen bir kavram olarak
karsimiza c¢ikar. Yer yer ‘“sosyalizm” ile, yer yer “korporatizm” ile yer yer
“materyalizm” ile iligkilendirilebilen Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik kavraminin, tim
bunlar1 orebilecek (quilt) 6lgiide bos bir nitelige sahip oldugu goriiliir. Bir baska
deyisle, Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iilik kavrami, bircok farkli gdstereni “kapsayabilme”,
onlar1 kendine eklemleyebilme giiclinli bos (ve hegemonik) niteliginden alir. Bunun
yani sira, “Sag-Kemalizm”, “Sol-Kemalizm”, “Liberal Kemalizm” gibi kavramlarda
goriildiigii lizere farkli siyasal hatlara, antagonistik cephelere siiziilebilen kavram,
yiizergezer/siiziilebilen (floating) karakteristigi nedeniyle ‘“‘catismali” cephelere
eklemlenebilme imkanima sahiptir. Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢tiliik’iin tarihi, tam da bu
baglamda, bir eklemleme pratigi ¢ergevesinde ele alinir. Kavramin tarihinde meydana
gelen farkli, zaman zaman birbiriyle catisan, ¢elisen eklemlemelerin imkani, tam da
bu bos ve yiizergezer karakteristiklerinden dolay1 ortaya ¢ikar. Bu eklemleme
esnekligi, Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik lizerine ortaya konmus literatiirde fazlasiyla fark
edilmis bir esnekliktir. Kimileri bunu Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iilik’ii tanimlamak igin
kullanirken kimilerinin bundan rahatsiz oldugu goriilmektedir. S6z gelimi, Asim
Aslan, Kemalizm/Atatiirkgiiliik’{in “yiyenin niyetlerine gore tadi degisen bir muz’a
benzedigini” ileri silirer. Ona goére herkes kendine istedigi semalde bir
Kemalizm/Atatiirkg¢iiliik dizayn edebilmektedir. Aslan’in sorun olarak addettigi bu
meseleye buldugu ¢oziim, Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik’iin bilimsel bir tanimini ortaya
koymaktir. Ne var ki, her bilimsellik iddias1 ideolojik sarmasiklarla sarili oldugu i¢in
bu calisgma bunun gercekci olmadigini diisiinmektedir. Bir diger deyisle, Asim

Aslan’n aradi81 jouissance muzu (tiim eklemlemelerden bagimsiz, “hakiki” bir muz,
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muz gibi muz) aslinda imkansiz bir muzdur. Bu baglamdaki muz’un muzlugu, zaten
tadinin yiyenin niyetlerine gore degisiyor olmasinda yatar.
Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik tin bos ve yiizergezer karakteristikleri dylesine kuvvetlidir ki,
Nadir  Nadi gibilerinin “Ben  Atatiirkgii  Degilim” cikist  bile
Kemalizm/Atatiirkgiiliik’tin kendi varligini siirdiirdiigii yeni bir eklemleme halini
alabilmektedir. Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik, tam da bu eklemleyici karakterinden dolay1
karsimiza farkli modlarla ¢ikmaktadir. Bunlarin belki de en Onemlisi,
Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik’in  tarihindeki ilk “sivillesme” iddiasinda olan Neo-
Kemalizm’dir. Muhtelif Sivil Toplum Kuruluslar1 araciligiyla “sivil toplumda”
orgiitlenen  bir  Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik ~ modu  olarak  Neo-Kemalizm,
Kemalizm/Atatiirkgiiliik’tin ~ sivillesmesi iddiasinda bulunan ilk formudur.
Binaenaleyh, literatiire gére bu sivillesme iddias1 sorunludur, zira Neo-Kemalizm,
savunmaci-reaksiyoner bir karakter sergiler, sivil olmayan kaynaklara dayanir ve
devlettaparlik ile iligkilendirilir. Asagida goriilecegi iizere, Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliigiin varlik
imkanlarini saglayan en temel unsurlar, Kemalizm/Atatiirkciiliik tin bog ve yiizergezer
bir gosteren olmasina dayanir. Ancak bu karakteristikler araciligiyla

Kemalizm/Atatiirkgiiliik tarihi yeniden hayal edilebilir ve yeniden kurulabilir.

Bu calismanin siklikla popiiler medya kaynaklarini kullanarak insa ettigi Sivil
Atatiirkciiliik Literatiirii, ortaya koyuldugu iizere temel olarak 6 argiiman {izerine bina
edilmistir, bunlarin etrafinda sekillenmektedir. Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliigiin ismindeki Sivi/
gosteren’i, tam da bu 6 argiimani 6ren (quilt) bir nodal nokta (diigiim noktasi) olarak
karsimiza g¢ikmaktadir. Literatiirin ilk argiimani, Atatiirkciiliigiin ge¢cmiste resmi
ideoloji i¢inde sikismis oldugu iddiasina dayanir. Bu argiiman, “eski Atatiirkciiliikler”
ve “yeni Atatiirk¢iilik” arasinda yaptig1 nitel ayrimi (yani Kemalizm, Atatiirkgiiliik,
Neo-Kemalizm gibi modlar ile Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik adli mod arasindaki farki) tam da
bu sikisma gosteren’i ile kurar. Buna gore eski Atatiirkgiiliikler resmi ideolojiden
“kurtulamamustir”; Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliik ise Atatiirk¢iiliigiin tarihinde ilk kez bundan
styrilmig, bundan kurtulmus, neredeyse “0zgiirlesmis” bir Atatiirk¢iiliigii ifade eder.
Atatiirkgiiliik ile resmi ideoloji arasinda dissal bir iliski oldugu iddiasina dayanan bu
arglimanin, bu digsallagtirma sebebiyle hata barindirdig: diistiniilmektedir. Ne var ki,
ilgili  literatiiriin ~ dayandigt en  kuvvetli, basat argiiman  budur.

Kemalizm/Atatiirkg¢iiliik’tin bos karakteri, tam da bdyle bir szkigma iddiasint miimkiin
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kilmak noktasinda onemli bir husustur. Sivil Atatiirk¢iilitk Literatiirii’niin ikinci
arglimani, bu fenomenin spontan bir fenomen oldugu iddiasina dayanir. Spontan
gosteren’i, ilk argiimanla da iligkili olarak, Atatiirk¢iiliigiin artik devlet ya da pseudo-
sivil bir aktdr tarafindan yonlendirilmeyen bir hayat tarzi oldugunu 6ne siirmektedir.
Bu, eski Atatiirkgiiliikleri homojenize ederek karsisina aldigi gibi, ayn1 zamanda Sivil
Atatiirk¢iiliige bir gesit 6rgiitsiizliik boyutu bigen bir argiimandir. Oyle ki, herhangi bir
aktoriin dahli Sivil Atatlirk¢iiligiin spontanligina halel getirecegi icin Sivil
Atatiirkgiiliik dolayimsiz bir orgiitsiizliik ¢cergevesinde tanimlanir. Literatiiriin tiglincii
arglimani, Sivil Atatlirk¢iiligiin protest bir tavri oldugu iddiasina dayanir. Literatiire
gore Atatiirkciiliik, giiniimiizde devletle bagin1 koparmis oldugu igin iktidara karsi
protest bir tavir alabilmektedir. Bu argliman, yine literatiiriin ilk arglimaniyla yakindan
iligkilidir, zira spontanlik iddiasinin imkani da, protestlik iddiasinin imkani da
Atatlirk¢iiliiglin devletle baginin kopmasini ifade eden sikigma gosteren’ine baglhdir.
Atatiirk¢iiliiglin gegmisi hayal edilirken yapilan sikzgma anlatisi, yeni bir Atatiirkgiiliik
modu olarak Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliiglin varlik imkanlarini yaratmaktadir. Dahasi, bu modun
hakim mod oldugu iddias1 da yine bu mantia, eski Atatiirk¢iiliiklerin
homojenizasyonuna ve Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliikten ayrilmasina dayalidir. Literatiiriin
dordiincii argiimani, Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliigiin bir ideoloji degil, bir yasam bi¢imi olduguna
dayanir. Bu, ikinci arglimanla yakindan iligkilidir, zira spontanlik iddiasi, tipki
herhangi bir kurumu ya da aktorii, kisacas1 orgiitliiliigii imkansiz kildigir gibi,
Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliigiin giiniimiizdeki modunun bir ideoloji olarak eklemlenmesini
de imkansiz kilar. Sivil Atatiirkciiliik {izerine yazan yazarlarin iddiasi, Sivil
Atatiirk¢iilerin ideolojilere uzak oldugu, kendi siyasi tavirlarini, siyasi tercihlerini ve
siyasi gorliniimlerini yasam tarzlariyla ortaya koydugu yoniindedir. Literatiiriin
besinci argiimani, hem Atatiirk imgesinin hem de Sivil Atatiirk¢iiligiin metapolitik
(siyaset distii) oldugunu one siirer. ilk olarak, Atatiirk imgesi, milli birlik ve milli
beraberlik ile iliskilendirilerek siyasetin “dtesinde” bir pozisyona yerlestirilir. Oyle ki
kimi yazarlar, Mustafa Kemal’in siyasetin disinda oldugunu, siyasetin siginabilecegi
bir giivenlik alani teskil ettigini disiinmektedir. Bu gilivenlik alani, siyasetin
“Otesinde”, ya da “disinda”, tahayytil edildigi ol¢iide bir giivenlik alani olarak islev
gorebilecektir. ikinci olarak, Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik ise siyasal alan1 kamplara bolmedigi,

kutuplastirict  olmadig1 iddiasina dayanarak metapolitik bir fenomen olarak
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adlandirilir. Ne var ki, bunun yanlis oldugu, Atatiirk¢iiliigiin tiim formlarmin, biitiin
siyasi diislince sistemlerinde, siyasi sdylemlerde ve ideolojilerde oldugu gibi, siyaseti
farkli alanlara boldiigii, farkli kutuplardan miitesekkil oldugunu tahayyiil ettigi olgusu,
geemiste yapilan ¢aligmalarda oldugu gibi bu calismada da ortaya konmustur. Sivil
Atatiirkgiiliik de dahil olmak {izere birgok Atatiirk¢iiliik modunun dayandigi “Gergek
Atatiirk¢ii” ve “Sahte Atatlirk¢ii” ayrimi, s6z gelimi, bu parsellemelerin en
basitlerindendir. Sivil Atatiirkgiilik Literatiirii’niin altinct ve son arglimani, Sivil
Atatiirk¢iiliiglin ge¢misteki Atatiirkgiiliik formlarina gore daha demokratik/cogulcu
oldugudur. Bu, literatiiriin en cesur ve ayn1 zamanda en sorunlu argiimanidir. Herhangi
bir empirik mesruiyete dayandirilmayan bu argliman, kimi yazarlar tarafindan “sekiiler
milliyetci” diskur ile iliskilendirilirken kimi yazarlar tarafindan da bundan ayristig
olgiide demokratik/cogulcu olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Oztiirk’iin iddiasmna gore
Islamciliga da Kiirt Hareketi’ne de karsi olan Sivil Atatiirkgiiliigiin ne olgiide
demokratik ya da cogulcu oldugu siiphelidir. Asagida bahsedilecegi iizere, bu
caligmada yer alan saha arastirmasi, altinci argiiman dahil olmak iizere literatiiriin tiim

arglimanlarini teste tabi tutan bir aragtirma olarak kurgulanmstir.

Bu c¢aligmada yer alan saha aragtirmasi, 15 katilimciyla gergeklestirilmis, yari
yapilandirilmis derinlemesine miilakatlara dayanan, nitel bir arastirmadir. Orneklem
olusturma siirecinde iki adet maksatl kriter belirlenmistir. Birinci kriter, katilimcinin
kendini Atatiirkcii olarak tanimlamasi, ikinci kriter ise katilimecinin 18-25 yas arasinda
olmasidir. Saha verilerinin analizinde Laclaucu Diskur Analizi kullanilmistir. Miilakat
sorulari, iki temel soru etrafinda sekillendirilmistir: 1) Sivil Atatiirkg¢iiliik nedir? 2)
Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliik ne tiir bir siyasallasma modu sergilemektedir? Bu iki soruya yanit
ararken kullanilan hiperpolitik  Post-Politika kavramsallastirmasi, ¢ farkl
determinant etrafinda sekillendirilmistir: 1) Siyasal tahlil (katilimcilarin sdylemlerinin
ne tlir karakteristikler lizerine kurulu oldugu), ii) siyasal orgiitliiliik (katilimcilarin
siyasal katillm ve kolektif edim’den ne anladigl), ve iii) radikal tahayyiil
(katilimcilarin siyasal tahayytillerinin bigimleri ve smirlari). Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik
iizerine sorulan sorular, yukaridaki determinantlar 1s18inda 5 farkli basliga,
hiperpolitizasyon ve Post-Politika {izerine sorulan sorular ise 8 farkli bagliga
boliinmistiir. Sorular, miilakatlarin yar1 yapilandirilmis niteligi sayesinde farkl

vurgularla ve farkli kuvvetlerle sorulmustur. Her miilakat ayni kategorizasyonlar, ayni
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sorular ve aymi baslhiklar etrafinda gergeklestirilmis olsa da katilimcinin verdigi
yanitlara gore miilakatin kapsami genigletilebilmis ya da daraltilabilmistir.
Miilakatlarin analizi ise bunlardan ayr1 olarak {i¢ farkli baslik altinda yapilmistir, zira
miilakatlarda ortaya ¢ikan farkli dilsel formasyonlar, farkli analiz bi¢imlerini
gerektirmistir. Ik béliimde, “Eklemlenmeler” (Articulations) basligi altinda
katilimcilarin  sdylemlerinde giin yliziine ¢ikan muhtelif eklemlenme bigimleri
incelenmis, Sivil Atatiirkciiliige de, hiperpolitizasyona da, Post-Politika’ya da dair
tahliller yapilmistir. Ikinci béliimde, “Dolanikliklar” (Entanglements) bashig: altinda
katilmecilarin  sdylemlerindeki kismen daha karmasik ikilikler/diialiteler/zithklar
incelenmistir. Bu, bilhassa bir siyasallagma modu olarak Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliigiin nasil
kurulduguna, siyasal alan1 bolme modalitelerine dair énemli ipuglar1 icermektedir.
Ucgiincii boliimde ise, “Ikameler” (Substitutions) [Freud’dan hareketle displacements
olarak da diisiiniilebilir] baghigi altinda spesifik olarak sembolik iistbelirlenim
iligkisinin nasil gerceklestigi incelenmistir. Bu, Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliikk diskurunda
Siyasal’in devreden c¢ikarilip ne gibi kategorilerle ikame edildigini anlamak i¢in

(Rasyonel, Iktisadi, Estetik) énemli bir tahlil diizlemidir.

Calismadaki saha arastirmasinin en Oonemli ciktist, glinlimiiz
Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik’tinlin =~ 6rgiitliiliik/orgiitsiizliik  mefhumu etrafinda ikiye
boliinmesi olmustur. Miilakat katilimcilar1 arasinda Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik Literatiirii’niin
iddialarmi yansittigt soylenebilecek grubun, Jrgiitsiiz katilimcilardan olustugu
goriilmiistiir. Nitekim, dikkatli bakildiginda goriilebilecektir ki literatiiriin ikinci
arglimani, zaten en bastan orgiitliliigiin imkanlarmi ortadan kaldirmaktadir. Sivil
Atatiirkgiiliik, orgiithiliigiin oldugu yerde miimkiinatini yitirmektedir. Orgiitlii
katilimcilarin literatliriin arglimanlarina uyumsuz nitelikler gostermesi sebebiyle Neo-
Kemalist bir sdyleme daha yakin olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Buradan hareketle belirtmek
gerekir ki Sivil Atatlirk¢ii olarak adlandirilabilecek kisiler, literatiiriin ikinci argiimant
geregi zaten orgiitsiiz kisiler olacaktir. Bu durum, miilakatlarda da somut bir bigimde
ortaya ¢ikmustir. Ilk olarak, katilimcilarin Kemalizm/Atatiirkgiiliik diskurunun temel
niteliklerini yansitir sekilde Atatiirk imgesinin kutsalligina, metapolitikli§ine ve
Konsensual (Oydasimsal) karakterine vurgu yaptigi goriilmistiir. Atatiirk imgesi,
kutsallik baglaminda Lacan’in Das Ding adin1 verdigi kayip jouissance kavrami

etrafinda incelenmistir. Her ne kadar ortak bir kutsallik atfi g6zlemlenebiliyor olsa da
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buna eslik eden “gercek¢i” (Mustafa Kemal’i elestiren) bir tutumun da varligi
gozlemlenebilmektedir. Bilhassa Anitkabir gosteren’i devredeyken var olan kutsallik
anlatis1, Anitkabir gbsteren’i mevzubahis olmaktan ¢iktiginda yerini daha “gergek¢i”
bir anlatiya birakmaktadir. Metapolitik karakteristikler hususunda iki ayri1 yorum
ortaya ¢ikmistir. Her ne kadar iki yorum da Atatiirk imgesinin siyasetin étesinde
oldugunu iddia etse de, birinci yorum Atatiirk imgesinin siyasetin disinda, ikinci
yorum ise siyasetin femelinde oldugu 6l¢iide Stesinde oldugunu ortaya koyar. Bir
bagka deyisle, birinci yorum Atatiirk imgesini siyasetin bir pargast yapmama
egilimindeyken ikinci yorum ise siyaseti Atatiirk imgesi etrafinda sekillendirmek
egilimindedir. Atatiirk imgesi, bir Konsensus figiirii olarak, tipki metapolitik iddiada
oldugu gibi, siyaset i¢in bir ortak nokta olarak tanimlanir, ve siyasetin muhtelif
kiritlimlar1 bu ortak nokta etrafinda homojenize edilir. Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iilik ’iin bos
ve yiizergezer nitelikleri, miilakatlarda da gozlemlenmistir. Kimi katilimcilar
Kemalizm/Atatiirkgiiliik’tin Sol’a yakin oldugunu o6ne siirerken kimileri ise Sag’a
yakin oldugunu ortaya koymustur (yiizergezer). Kemalizm/Atatiirkg¢iiliik, miilakatlar
boyunca “sosyal demokrasi”’, “feminizm”, “cumhuriyet¢i sol” gibi gosterenlerle
iligkilendirilmistir (bos). Her ne kadar bir esneklik gozlenmis olsa da bazi “goreli
olarak daha stabil” gosterenlerin oldugunu gérmek de miimkiindiir. S6z gelimi, “altt
ok” (burada alt1 ok’un igerigi degil, bir s6z 6begi olarak alt1 ok’tan bahsediliyor, zira
miilakatlar bunlarin igerigine iliskin bir ihtilaf oldugunu agikca gostermistir), “muasir
medeniyetler seviyesi” gibi gosterenlerin  tiim miilakatlarda tekrarlandigi
gozlemlenmistir. Bilhassa muasir medeniyetler seviyesi gosteren’i, Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik
diskurunda tiim ¢atigmalarin ortadan kalktig1, higbir antagonistik ayrilmanin olmadigi,
miikkemmel, faysiz bir toplumsal kurguya isaret etmekte, bu sebeple Post-Politik
tistbelirlenim’in 6nemli bir unsuru haline gelmektedir. Bir diger deyisle, muasir
medeniyetler seviyesi gosteren’i ile ifade edilen sey; sinif, etnisite, kimlik gibi
meselelere dair tiim gatigsmalarin ortadan kalktig1, hi¢bir antagonizmanin bulunmadig:
bir topluma yonelik arzudur. Dolayisiyla bu gosteren, Kemalizm/Atatiirkgiiliik’iin
giinimiizdeki modu ile Post-Politika’'nin en saf kesisim noktasidir. Yukarida
belirtildigi lizere, miilakatlarda ortaya cikan en biiyiikk ayrim, orgiitlii ve orgiitsiiz
katilimcilar arasinda gézlemlenmistir. Neo-Kemalist bir diskura daha yakin oldugu

goriilen orgiitli katilimcilar, orgiitsiizlerden ordu, darbeler, milliyetcilik ve ideoloji
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gibi konularda ayrilmustir. Orgiitlii Atatiirkgiiler bahsedilen gosterenleri sahiplenme,
savunma, dvme egilimleri gosterirken orgiitsiiz Atatiirkgiiler, ki bu noktada onlara
Sivil Atatiivkgiiler (va da Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik Literatiiviiniin iddialariyla uyumlu kisiler)
diyebiliriz, bunlart siklikla reddetmis, yer yer de nétr bir tavir takinmislardir.
Katilimeilarin siyasal modalitelerine dair en 6nemli ¢ikt1, glinliimiiz siyasal 6znesinin
hiperpolitik karakterinin angaje, ancak katilmayan karakterinde yatiyor oldugunun
gozlemlenmesidir. Miilakatlar, yakin donemde yapilan empirik ¢alismalar1 onaylar
bicimde, katilimcilarin siyaseti takip ettigini, siyasete ilgili olduklarini, bu anlamiyla
“apolitik” olmadiklarini ortaya koymustur; bir diger deyisle, katilimcilarin siyasete
tutkulu bir bicimde angaje olduklar1 anlasilmistir. Ne var ki bu angajman, dort bast
mamur bir siyasal katilim’1igermeyen; aksine onu reddeden bir angajmandir. Bir diger
deyisle bu, siyasetin kendisine kulak vermesini isteyen, sesini duymasini talep eden,
fakat bu talebini ger¢eklestirmek i¢in herhangi bir adim atmaktan kaginan bir
angajman. Buna paralel bir bi¢imde katilimcilarin siyaset konusunda herhangi bir
radikal tahayyiillerinin bulunmadigi, s6z konusu siyaset oldugunda hayal gii¢lerinin,
kavrayislarinin  ve agiklamalarinin = “dogal/natiire]” bir diisiinsellik etrafinda
gerceklestigi goriilmiistiir. S0z gelimi, degisim gosteren’i, siyasi olmayan hususlarda
olagandis1 gosterenlerle iliskilendirilebilirken s6z konusu siyaset oldugunda “dogal
akisin bir parcast olarak degisim” seklini almaktadir. “Dolanikliklar” basligi altinda
incelendigi iizere Sivil Atatlirkciiliik diskuru, dort temel dolaniklik etrafinda sekillenir:
rasyonel/irrasyonel, ideoloji/yasam tarzi, sekiiler(modern)/bagnaz(koylii), ve son
olarak gercek Atatiirkciiliik/sahte Atatilirk¢iiliikk. Bunlarin yani sira miilakatlarin bir
kisminda anadilde egitim/milli birlik, ve cumhuriyet/seriat dolanikliklari
gbozlemlenmistir, ancak bunlar diisiik sikliklar1 sebebiyle detayli sekilde
incelenmemistir. Her bir dolaniklik, siyasal alanin ve siyasal 6znelerin bir parsellenme
bicimine igaret eder. Burada parsellenen alanlar, siyasal 6znelerin kendisinden ziyade
siyasal pozisyonlardir; buralara tekabiil eden Ozneler bu pozisyonlarin karsilikli
iliskileri sebebiyle siyasal degerlendirmeye tabi tutulur. Ornegin, rasyonel/irrasyonel
dolaniklig1, Sivil Atatiirkgiilerin rasyonel, geri kalan kesimlerin irrasyonel olarak
addedilmesine yol acar. Burada Sivil Atatiirk¢iilere ya da 6teki kesimlere “igkin” bir
rasyonellikten ziyade, bunlarin temsil ettigi diislinlilen pozisyonlarin etiko-politik

degerlendirmeleri ¢ercevesinde atanan bir rasyonellikten s6z etmek miimkiindiir. Sivil
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Atatiirkgiiler, “irrasyonel” addedilebilecek siyasal edimlerini tam da isgal ettikleri
pozisyonun sozde “objektif”  niteligine ~ binaen  rasyonel olarak
mesrulastirabilmektedir. Ideoloji/yasam tarzi dolamklig, ideoloji kavraminin reddini
ve siyasal tercihlerin yasam tarzi olarak eklemlenmesini ifade eder. Sekiiler/bagnaz
dolaniklig1, yine birinci dolaniklikla iliskili sekilde, ilgili siyasal pozisyonlara tekabiil
eden Oznelerin sekiilerliklerine ya da bunun zitt1 olarak kurgulanan bagnazliklarina
isaret eder. Son dolaniklik olarak gercek Atatiirkciiliik/sahte Atatiirkgiiliik dolanikligt
ise, Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik diskurunda sik goriilen bir dolaniklik olarak,
Kemalizm/Atatiirkgiiliik pozisyonu i¢erisindeki muhtelif yarilmalar1 6n plana ¢ikarir.
Muhtelif Atatiirk¢tiliikler “sahte” addedilerek “6z” bir Atatiirk¢iiliigiin mevcut siyasal
mod olarak ortaya konulabilmesi imkani, tam da bu dolaniklik ile miimkiin kilinir.
“Ikameler” bashigi, Siyasal’in ii¢ adet farkli kategori ile nasil ikame edildigini, bu
vesileyle sembolik iistebelirlenim’in nasil gergeklestigini analiz eder. Burada
Siyasal’m, ilk olarak Rasyonel’le, ikinci olarak iktisadi ile, {i¢iincii olarak da Estetik
ile nasil “degistirildigi” incelenmistir. Ik baslik altinda Siyasal’in devreden ¢ikarilip
bunun yerine siyasal siiregleri anlamlandirmak ve kurgulamak i¢in Rasyonel’in nasil
devreye sokuldugu incelenir. Burada siyaset, bir “Akil” siirecine indirgenerek
ertelenir (defer), bunun yerine ise Rasyonel olan’in hiikmettigi bir sema konur. Burada
gbzlemlenen, siyasetin “siyasetsizlestirilmesi” ve “akilcilastiriimasi”dir. ikinci olarak,
birinci baslik ile benzer bir sekilde, Siyasal’in devreden cikarilmasi ve bunun iktisadi
ile ikame edilmesi incelemeye tabi tutulur. Bu baslik, spesifik olarak siyasi meselelerin
iktisadi meselelere indirgenmesini ele alir. S6z gelimi, “Kiirt sorunu” bir iktisadi
mesele olarak degerlendirilir ve bunun ¢6ziim araglar1 ekonomik gelisimde ve iktisadi
tertibatta aranir. Bu baslik, ayn1 zamanda Post-Politika’nin 6nemli bir determinanti
olan teknokratik yonetim arzusunu bu ikame cergevesinde ele alir. Son baslik ise
Siyasal’in devreden ¢ikarilip siyasallasmanin, siyasal edimlerin ve siyasal tercihlerin
“yasam tarzi-lagtirilmasini”®, yer yer “kiiltiirellestirilmesini” tahlil eder. Estetik
ikamesi, siyasal siire¢lerin kolektif bir baglamdan koptugu, bireysel ve birey-ci bir hal

aldig1 bigimleri inceler.

Calisma, teorik iddialar1 ve empirik goézlemleri sonucunda birden ¢ok sonuca
varmustir. i1k olarak, Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik, Post-Politik bir fenomen olmasi dolayisiyla

Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik gibi siyaseti bastiran (repression) degil, onleyen
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(foreclosure) bir karakter sergilemektedir. Ikinci olarak, Sivil Atatiirkciiliige dair
iddialarin yalnizca orgiitsiiz Atatiirkgiiler nezdinde dogru olabilecegi goriilmiistiir.
Orgiitliiliik, saha ¢alismasinda ortaya kondugu sekilde, Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliigii imkansiz
kilan bir boyut olarak karsimiza ¢ikar. Uciincii énemli sonug, Sivil Atatiirkciiliigiin
dogast geregi demokratik/cogulcu oldugu iddiasinin yanlis, ya da en azindan eksik
oldugunu ortaya koyar. Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliikk diskuru ile Neo-Kemalist diskur arasinda
aleni bir fark oldugu goriilmiistiir, ancak bu Sivil Atatiirk¢iiliigiin dolayimsiz bir
bicimde demokratik/cogulcu oldugunu kanitlamamaktadir. Sivil Atatiirkgiiliik,
demokratik/cogulcu  olabilme imkanina  sahip oldugu  gibi, eski
Kemalizm/Atatiirk¢iiliik modlarina siiriikklenebilme egilimleri de olan, demokratik
olmayan karakteristikleri de barindiran bir siyasallagma bi¢imi olarak
degerlendirilmistir. Post-Politika, Chantal Mouffe’un iddia ettigi lizere ¢ok kutuplu bir
diinyanin teskili ve futkulu siyasallagmalarin ortaya ¢ikmasiyla sona erecektir. Ne var
ki, Post-Politika’nin gilinlimiizdeki modu olan hiperpolitik  Post-Politika
gostermektedir ki glinlimiiziin ¢ok kutuplu diinyasi ve tutkulu, angaje ama katilmayan
siyasallagma bi¢imleri, Post-Politika’y1r sonlandirmak yerine yeni bir vecgheye
tagimistir. Bu, muhtelif siyasallagsmalar ile Post-Politika’nin uyumlu olabilecegini bir
kez daha ortaya koymaktadir. Mouffe’un iddiasinin aksine, siyaset bugiin hi¢ olmadig1
kadar tutkulu (passionate) bir hal almistir, ancak bu, onun hi¢ olmadig1 kadar da
izdirap dolu (passion) ve pasif (passive) olmasma da yol agan bir sekilde

sonuclanmistir.
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