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Introduction
The general elections in Turkey held on 22 July 2007 resulted in the landslide victory of AKP [Justice and Development Party] (Turkish Supreme Electoral Board 2007), and started a second four-year ruling period for the Party. The Party was formed by politicians who were actively affiliated with the Islamist movement in Turkey previously; therefore, the victory of the Party raised suspicion among Turkish secularists, including the military. In its first period, the Party had serious conflicts with the military to the extent that a warning was released on the military’s official website, dubbed as an ‘e-coup’ in the newspapers (Boland 2007). In this context, the outcome of the elections, which were held just a few months later, has been interpreted by some commentators as the reaction of civil society to the intervention of the military in politics (İflazoğlu 2007).
Interpretation of the elections as such, indeed, reveals one of the mainstream evaluations of civil society in Turkey. The debate over civil society, which has flourished particularly since the late 1980s and early 1990s, predominantly conceptualizes civil society as a democratization mechanism against the military’s persistence in politics, identifying the military as the prominent representative of the Turkish state tradition. Such formulations of ‘civil’ society as opposed to the ‘military’, and, thus, to the ‘state’, has been introduced by publications from the Turkish left such as Birikim, Zemin and Yeni Gündem (Çubukçu 1999: 45). However, today, this kind of conceptualization is mostly embraced by liberals, liberal leftists, neo-conservatives and Islamists (Ercan 2002: 75). 
This chapter acknowledges that the interactions in civil society might lead to further democratization. However, it criticizes the ready identification of civil society as a counter-hegemonic force in the Turkish case from a Gramscian perspective. It argues that civil society is rather a site for hegemonic struggles and that these struggles determine the outcome which might not necessarily result in any further democratization of domestic politics. The chapter begins with an evaluation of Antonio Gramsci’s views on civil society. The study then turns to the state tradition and emergence of civil society in Turkey in its historical context, both as an attempt to understand why civil society is conceptualized as opposed to the military and the state, and to reveal the dialectical relations between Turkish civil society and political society. The main aim of the study is to interpret the interactions between civil society and state in Turkey from a Gramscian perspective. 
ANTONIO GRAMSCI AND CIVIL SOCIETY
The importance of Gramsci’s views on civil society for the interpretation of contemporary politics in Turkey lies in the fact that Gramsci discusses civil society not as a separate sphere, as is the main tendency in Turkey, but rather within the context of a complex web of relations between civil society and the state. In other words, the Gramscian evaluation of the relationship between state and civil society diverges from liberal accounts in which the borders of the state and civil society are strictly demarcated and, the state is supposed to refrain from extensive intervention into civil society (Gramsci 1971: 159-60). On the contrary, Gramsci focuses on the contingent nature of these relations and emphasizes that the relations between civil society and state might take multiple forms across time and space. The agencies in civil society might develop in opposition to the state in one context, while in other contexts the state might refer to the totality of civil society and political society, or the state might even be identified with civil society itself (Anderson 1977: 27-8). These multiple forms of relations point to the continuous interactions that are dialectical in nature so that, in reality, state and civil society are ‘one and the same’ (Gramsci 1971: 160). The contribution of Gramsci to our understanding of state and civil society relations in contemporary societies lies in these complex relations which the thinker sought to identify. Gramsci recognizes that civil society and political society can be in adverse relations, yet he clearly warns that the nature of the relations is dialectical and depends on the circumstances; a view which is crucial for interpreting the Turkish case in the following pages.

While the society Gramsci was concerned with was quite different from that of today, it was still a society of complex social organization and classes (Sassoon 1982: 12), out of which contemporary society emerged with multiple layers and interactions. At times in the Prison Notebooks, civil society is contrasted to the state; sometimes defined as part of the state together with political society; or as the state itself (Hoare and Smith 1971: 207-8). Therefore, differentiation between civil society and state in Gramsci is, on the one hand, a methodological formulation to interpret politics (Vacca 1982: 68), while on the other hand it implies that each sphere might have relative autonomy in certain historical conditions as was the case during the French Revolution (Sassoon 1982: 98).
In the section of The Prison Notebooks dealing with ‘The Formation of Intellectuals’ Gramsci speaks of ‘fixing’ the superstructural levels and clarifies his conceptualization of civil society and the state for methodological purposes. He in fact distinguishes between two superstructural levels: ‘the one that can be called “civil society”, that is the ensemble of organisms commonly called “private”, and that of “political society” or “the State”’ (Gramsci 1971: 12). In this regard, the state in the wider sense might function as the totality of civil and political societies (Vacca 1982: 45), which is more than a mere instrument, and it might balance civil society and political society from time to time (Sassoon 1982: 12). 

So far we have tried to explain how Gramsci interprets civil society, political society and the state and their interactions. The fact that Gramsci does not provide clear definitions of these spheres and their relations might seem, at first sight, as a lack of coherence in his writings. However, it is actually a major strength of his elaboration of the concept of civil society. Gramsci refrains from fixing these relations other than for methodological purposes, which emphasizes that these relations are conditional, and that there are continuous interactions between these spheres as both civil society and political society are part of the hegemonic struggles.

What ‘hegemony’ refers to also varies in the Prison Notebooks in accordance with Gramsci’s discussion of civil society and state relations. In some places, hegemony is referred to as the opposite of domination (Gramsci 1971: 12), and in some other places, it is about creating and maintaining leadership (Hoare and Smith 1971: xiv). Hegemony, in this latter usage, is a ruling practice which aims at forming a collective will and a particular understanding of the world which would result in acquiring the consent of the ruled (Bobbio 1979: 40). Therefore, in Gramsci’s conceptualization, the state becomes ‘hegemony protected by the armour of coercion’, as the state here is used as the sum of political society and civil society (Vacca 1982: 45; Gramsci 1971: 263); while civil society becomes the site for the struggles for hegemony, a sphere in which hegemony operates (Mouffe 1979: 10). The gist of this elaboration goes beyond the political analyses which see the state as an instrument of the ruling class and as the entity that monopolizes the use of force in and on society. Nevertheless, Gramsci does not deny the state’s function for ruling or the fact that the state uses force as part of its ruling strategy. On the contrary, a Gramscian understanding of the state acknowledges coercion and domination, yet it goes beyond coercion and indicates that ruling has (and should have) a consensual base. Indeed, for Gramsci, ruling is about organizing consent and certain tools for organizing consent might be coercive (Buci-Glucksmann 1979: 116). The concept of hegemony as intellectual, cultural and political leadership (Mouffe 1979: 10) allows us to realize that ruling classes do not operate only in terms of their narrow interests, but make (and should make) compromises (Mouffe 1979: 180) and articulate wider interests existing in society. In this sense, ruling is justified and the active consent of the ruled is acquired (Buci-Glucksmann 1979: 122). Therefore, ruling is not only about force or domination exercised on civil society, but it is also about acquiring consent. This of course makes conceptualizing civil society purely in opposition to political society unrealistic, since acquiring consent implies a dialectical relation between the two spheres.
Having stated that state and civil society are organically connected, one question remains unanswered: what is the scope of civil society, where hegemony will operate? Bobbio argues that unlike Marx, Gramsci identifies civil society with the superstructure. In this sense, civil society is developed as the ‘hegemonic apparatus of the ruling group’ which was illustrated by the church in the Middle Ages. It includes material relations, but moves beyond them to ideological and cultural relations (Bobbio 1979: 30-31). In terms of institutional formation, civil society includes all kinds of private organizations ranging from clubs, churches and newspapers to political parties and trade unions (Morera 1990: 28). Civil society is still about the ‘private’ (Texier 1979: 49), and the operation of hegemony within civil society reveals that the ‘public’ - in the sense of political society - is in constant relation with the ‘private’. In other words, civil society is where the existing system is reproduced and the ideology of the ‘public’ is produced through the apparatuses and relations of power in civil society (Buttigieg 1995: 7). Defining civil society in relation to political society, Morera (1990: 29) argues that belonging to any social organization engages one in the organization of hegemony. Here a caveat should be added that the Gramscian conceptualization of civil society is not a negative concept. Indeed, the absorption of political society by civil society might bring democratization (Abay 2004: 273). As the conceptualization of the state in relation to hegemony relies both on consent and coercion, a weakening of civil society will leave the state only with coercion (Sassoon 2000: 72). In other words, when hegemony is in crisis, what remains of the state is its coercive element (Öncü 2003: 309). It is an analytical tool to illustrate that civil society is the site for hegemonic struggles. Bourgeois hegemony has a consensual base at the social level which should be acknowledged by the working classes so as to develop strategies for forming a collective will and a conception of the world in civil society. In advanced capitalist societies, state and civil society relations have developed extensively which makes seizing the state inadequate for ruling (Buttigieg 1995: 3). In other words, Gramsci refers to civil society as a sphere in which the working classes might become hegemonic by developing a counter-hegemonic world conception and collective will, thus Gramsci postulates the need for civil society to be expanded (Buttigieg 1995: 32). This would require the existence of a class of organic intellectuals for organizing and directing a counter-hegemonic view of the social order and knowledge, not as an elitist formation, but in dialectical relation to the masses (Morera 1990: 25). Yet, Gramsci also acknowledges that civil society is a site for struggle, so that any other class which succeeds in developing ideological and cultural leadership might also operate within that sphere of struggle. From this perspective, as Buttigieg notes, civil society is ‘not a sphere of freedom, but a sphere of hegemony’ (Buttigieg 1995: 7). According to Hardt, civil society in a Gramscian conceptualization has democratizing potential, but it is also an arena of discipline and exploitation (Hardt 1995: 27). 
To sum up, the contribution of a Gramscian perspective to our understanding of contemporary societies is that it goes beyond a simple dichotomous evaluation of the relations between civil society and the state (or political society). It provides a framework in which we can both see state and civil society as a whole and as different but interacting spheres, and understand these relations in the hegemonic struggle of acquiring consent in addition to force or domination. Since the era of Gramsci, the nation-state has gone through many transformations and civil society has become more complex. The consensual basis of ruling gradually gained more importance as electoral democracy became the dominant form of ruling around the world. In this context, a Gramscian evaluation of the interactions between civil society and the state then provides us with an analytical tool for interpreting and criticizing contemporary mainstream approaches to Turkish politics which evaluate and analyze state and civil society as two separate spheres, with the former seen as imposing almost only force on the latter and the responses from the latter as unconditionally democratizing. The next section expands this mainstream interpretation of Turkish politics after a brief depiction of the development of state and civil society in Turkey. 

THE STATE TRADITION AND CIVIL SOCIETY IN TURKEY
Development of the state in Turkey is interpreted in various ways by scholars. However, one common point is the reference to a strong state tradition (Kubicek 2002: 763), established during the early years of the republic and repeatedly reproduced over time, which puts more emphasis on aspects of ruling concerned with force or domination rather than on attempts at acquiring consent.
The tenets of the ideological formation of the republic are identified with three pillars: civic nationalism, secularism and modernization from above (Küçüktok 2004: 9).  Heper
 (2000: 70, 75) notes that the idea of a strong state was mostly consolidated by İsmet İnönü - the second president of the Turkish republic after Atatürk - and civic nationalism was used to structure Turkish national identity which had previously been defined in terms of religion. In this regard, Mardin
  argues that civil society in the Western sense - as ‘a part of the society that could operate independently of central government and based on property rights’ - did not exist in the Ottoman period (Mardin 1969: 265).  Social classes, moreover, were not developed and were highly dispersed (Mardin 1971: 200), which also marked the initial period of Turkey. However, in Mardin’s interpretation, it is implied that the state tradition operated on the wider terrain of society. In the process of establishing a strong state tradition, there was an intention to construct a new conception of the world and form a collective will in accordance with republican values. Mardin (1971: 202) states that the new republic tried to constitute and develop new values against the old values, the core of which was identified as Islam. This implies that the formation of the state was not only about sustaining order by force, but rather, was also about establishing hegemony within the domain of civil society. Indeed, Mardin
 indicates that systematic use of force was not a characteristic feature of the Turkish Revolution (Mardin 1971: 198). Although Heper states that state and political elites operated independently from civil society (it seems that civil society is used here in the sense of the sphere formally outside the state as political society), Heper’s  identification of Atatürk with cultural revolution, İnönü with democratic revolution and Özal with economic revolution supports our argument that the construction of the ideal of the strong state and the attempt to gain the consent of the ruled for that ideal was aimed at civil society (Heper 2000: 81). Mardin, indeed, defines the Turkish revolution as a ‘revolution of values’ (Mardin 1971: 209). Therefore, in Gramscian terms, establishment and consolidation of the Turkish state involved forming a basis of consent in civil society and becoming hegemonic with a new world view acknowledged by the citizens. Coercion might be part of the attempt to consolidate the state, but this was accompanied by the aim of acquiring the consent of society for republican values and norms. To put it more clearly, it was not only about coercing people to abide by the consequences of the above-mentioned three pillars, but also about transforming society so that the people would internalize the republican values. 
Secularism has been developed as the heart of the official ideology with an intention to create a ‘modern secular-subject in secular terms’ (Öncü 2003: 316) and face down the remnants of the ancien regime (the phrase is used by Heper (2000: 72)). This might also be interpreted as an attempt to replace previous hegemonic leadership of values with a new organization of knowledge. Here, Gramscian thinking helps us understand the establishment and consolidation of the Turkish state tradition not as a mere act of the state imposing a new system on society by force, but rather as a process in which the state goes beyond resorting to force, and tries to form values and a collective will in civil society through the pillars of the constitutive republican ideology. It is a process of transforming a society based on religion to a society in which the citizens, no longer subjects, would define themselves around secular principles and a civic conceptualization of Turkishness. 
This of course is not to deny the coercive aspect of the state, as Gramscian theory also acknowledges. Beginning from the early years, political parties challenging the official ideology - among which leftists and Islamists constituted the majority - were banned from politics (Karaman and Aras 2000: 51). Furthermore, three different laws dated 1925, 1936 and 1938, prohibited the establishment of professional organizations and other associations based on social class in this period (Margulies and Yıldızoğlu 1984: 16). Therefore, in this early republican stage, an attempt on behalf of political society to expand its control over civil society is discernible (Keyder 1979: 14). However, on the other hand, the search for establishing a society which would give its consent to be a part of the republic accompanied coercion. As early as the 1930s, the Turkish Women’s Union, Freemason’s Lodge and Türk Ocakları were established (Çaha 2005: 18). In the 1940s, more civil society organisations were formed by state initiative as well, among which Halkevleri [Community Centers] and Köy Odaları [Village Rooms] have become widely known (Ercan 2002: 72). Therefore, even in the early years of the republican period, when resistance to republican values, in particular secularism, was more frequently answered by force, there was an attempt to win consent in civil society. The civil society of Turkey in the 1920s and 1930s might be quite different from that of the West in the same period, and might lack the political agencies and entities of Western civil society, yet there had been some interaction between civil society and political society in Turkey. Transformation to the multi-party system in the 1950s (which is the reason why Heper identifies İnönü with democratic revolution) increased the number of civil society organizations, including business chambers, trade unions and township associations together with the political parties (Bikmen and Meydanoğlu  2006: 36). In 1947, trade unions were allowed to be established, though without the right to strike (Margulies and Yıldızoğlu 1984: 16). Accordingly, Türk-İş  [Confederation of Turkish Trade Unions] was established in 1952, although government influence on the union persisted and the union was accused of constraining worker struggles later in the 1960s and 1970s. 

From a Gramscian perspective, the state and civil society relationship in the period between the late 1920s until the late 1970s might be interpreted as one in which the coercive aspect of rule is more salient as state-building was prioritized. However, through the agencies of political parties, intellectuals and non-governmental organizations an attempt was made to integrate and balance civil society and the state, though it is debatable to what extent political society was successful in acquiring consent. The apparent use of force, most notably the military interventions, overshadows these initiatives for forming consent in the debates over civil society and state relations in Turkey. Yet there was a serious attempt to form a multi-party system and to disseminate its founding principles through the intellectuals in the organizations operating on the terrain of civil society, no matter how strictly controlled they were by political society.
The proponents of the view that opposes civil society to the state emphasise the repercussions of the military intervention of 12 September 1980 which arguably further distanced the two spheres. This view is well justified, given that numerous civil society organizations, including DİSK [Confederation of Revolutionary Trade Unions of Turkey] were closed (Şimşek 2004: 48), along with the political parties. Furthermore, civil society organizations, students, academicians and civil servants were prohibited from political activity by the 1982 constitution formed after the military intervention (Mousseau 2006: 307). On the other hand, the 1980 military intervention and its aftermath were not limited to coercive measures, and this is often underestimated in current debates. The scope and intensity of coercion again overshadows hegemonic struggle on the terrain of civil society which has been even accelerated since the 1980s. 

In this context, the post-1980 period in terms of civil society-state relations might be better interpreted within a Gramscian perspective in comparison to the previous periods, since the salient use of force was increasingly replaced by ideological struggle for hegemony. Although the military interventions and post-military intervention periods have been often interpreted in terms of their destructive effects in the Turkish case, the constitutive and ideological consequences of the post-1980 period are more critical. 
In the immediate aftermath of the 1980 military intervention, a new ideology was developed which was a synthesis of Ottoman Islam, Turkish popular culture - based on the re-evaluation of the state and nation as a family and community - and an emphasis on the dangers of ideological fragmentation of not only the state and society but also the family (Yavuz 1997: 68). The new Turkish-Islamic synthesis focused on Islam as a consequence of the realization that religion might control and constrain class politics (Heper 1991: 49). Family, mosque and military barracks became the privileged institutions of the newly introduced ideology; and Aydınlar Ocağı [Association of Intellectuals’ Heart] and the education system - which was restructured in accordance with the official ideology - and media (Yavuz 1997: 67-8) contributed to the production and reproduction of the new ideology in the domain of civil society. This interpretation supports Gramsci’s analysis that law as well as the education system and other institutions become instruments of the state to establish a new type of citizen (Gramsci 1971: 246). Additionally, new Quoranic schools (private Quoran courses and vocational religious high schools) were opened; religious courses were made compulsory; the employment of imams [prayer leader at mosque] increased; and the autonomy of universities and television was abolished (Yavuz 1997: 67). Therefore, Islam became a permitted aspect of civil society from 1980 onwards (Heper 1991: 50). These measures initiated by Turkish political society since the 1980s reveal that as the attacks on the state got stronger; a pro-status quo civil society was developed to parry the frontal assault. On the one hand, Turkish politics in the immediate post-1980 period appears at first sight to have been characterized by coercion, but on the other hand, attempts at forming consent did become more central through institutions and ideology. Given that the military interventions and the ‘armour of coercion’ proved to be inadequate to annihilate the assaults on political society, hegemonic struggle might be argued to have become more vital for the protection of the state. This certainly requires more struggle on the site of civil society. 

A Gramscian interpretation of the relations between civil society and the state highlights a number of aspects of these relations in the Turkish case. Different periods of republican history since the early 1920s reveal that the relations between the state and civil society in Turkey have taken multiple forms. This also indicates that civil society cannot be considered as a sphere or a monolithic unit that can be conceptualized only as opposed to the state. Rather, there are different political agencies in civil society which respond to such constitutive principles as secularism and Turkishness in different ways. For those agencies which challenge the constitutive republican ideology, civil society becomes a sphere opposed to the state, an interpretation which emphasizes coercion. On the other hand, civil society is a sphere in which an attempt has been made to constitute a new conception of society through education, and the identification of the nation as a family with corresponding familial values. Thus civil society and state have been in varying degrees of interaction from the early years of the republic, which makes it unrealistic to analyze civil society and the state as separate entities in Turkey. 

FROM 1990S TO TODAY: CONTEMPORARY DISCUSSIONS
According to a recent report on civil society organizations in contemporary Turkey, there are one 105,000 civil society organizations, including associations, foundations, trade unions, state workers unions, chambers and cooperatives (Bikmen and Meydanoğlu 2006: 49). The number of civil society organizations has multiplied since the 1990s, though most of them are non-political organizations (Tuncay 2003: 2). Some scholars argue that the criticism of secular-rational thinking which has resulted in the emergence of alternative modernities to the one defined in the early years of the republic, the legitimacy crisis of the strong state tradition, the advance of globalization and the influence of the European Union membership process - which has brought increased funding for the activities of civil society organizations and corresponding constitutional reforms in order to meet the Copenhagen criteria - have all served as driving forces behind the increase in the number of civil society organizations (Keyman and İçduygu 2003: 222-5; Öniş and Türem 2001: 97). The Marmara earthquakes of 1999 in which the state’s response remained slow and the activities of civil society organizations created confidence, have been interpreted as promising for the further development of civil society in Turkey (Kubicek 2004: 761; Bayraktar 2004: 9). However, the democratizing potential of civil society institutions might be argued to be limited as participation in these organizations and their influence are still argued to be trivial (Şimşek 2004: 48). Furthermore, the level of politicization is considerably low as being politicized has been identified with political pressure (Kubicek 2004: 770). In the post-1980 period, the characteristics of civil society organizations were also transformed. As a consequence of migration, identity-based organizations increased in number. Başkaya argues that the underlying political struggle is now transformed into ethnic, cultural and religious problems which paved the way for civil society organizations to become increasingly apolitical (Başkaya 2007: 2). Today, there are a number of organizations based on ethnicity, such as those of the Kurds and Circassians, or on religion such as those of Islamists and Alevis, as well as more nationalist or militarist associations. 
In terms of the categorization of civil society organizations, organization type is one criterion. Bayraktar categorizes civil society organizations as those of capital (e.g. TOBB- Union of Chambers of Commerce, Industry, Maritime Trade, and Commodity Exchanges, TÜSİAD-Turkish Industrialist and Businessmen’s Association, TESK- Confederation of Turkish Craftsmen and Tradesmen); of Islam (e.g. Welfare Party, JDP); of the republic (e.g. the activity for ‘One Minute Darkness for Total Light’ (Çimen 1999: 31)); and of state (e.g. Ülkücüler
) (Bayraktar 2004: 7-11). Another criterion is civil society-state relations, in which the organizations are categorized according to their position relative to the state: those articulated with the state, those against the state and those that are formally autonomous from the state but in continuous contact with it (Abay 2004: 278). Finally, the organizations are also classified as those having big societal visions such as Kemalism, Islam and Socialism, and those having ties to the state which are exemplified by the ‘Civil Initiative Five’. However, Keyman and İçduygu (2003: 228) also notes that despite such categorization, civil society organizations have boundary problems in terms of their relations with the state in Turkey, which leads once more to the discussion of civil society-state relations. 

In terms of the contemporary civil society-state (as political society) relations, there are multiple interpretations. On the one hand, it is argued that these relations have been more peaceful since the 1990s, which is conceptualized as ‘reconciliation of the state with the society’ as it is illustrated in the participation of civil servants and military staff in the activities and festivals which are traditionally identified with minorities such as Alevis (Hacibektas Festival) and Kurds (Newroz) (Şimşek 2004: 68-69). Non-political activities organized by the military, such as collective official registration of marriages, free courses for university entrance exams, and inviting children from underdeveloped areas for holidays are also mentioned within this framework (Demirel 2004: 143). It is questionable however whether these activities are really concerned with ‘reconciliation,’ or whether they represent rather a strategy to become hegemonic and win the consent of the minorities in the Gramscian sense. On the other hand, it is argued that the Islamist organizations are still under pressure, and only those that identify themselves openly with Kemalism - such as the ‘Association for Modern Living’ - are allowed (Kubicek 2004: 771). This line of argument sees Islam as a new form of counter-hegemonic politics (Tuğal 2002: 85) and the support of the leftists and liberals for the AKP, in this context, is explained as the party has roots in civil society against the state bureaucracy (Tuğal 2007: 19). It is argued that the scope of civil society has narrowed since the 28 February 1997 process (Abay 2004: 290), which is dubbed as the ‘post-modern coup’ in the media against the Islamist coalition partner in government (Berkan 2003). Yet there are a number of civil society organizations such as AK-DER, ÖZGÜR-DER and MAZLUM-DER which challenge the military-bureaucratic elite and struggle against prohibitions on veiling in the public sphere (Kadıoğlu 2005: 37-8). A third line of argument is more liberal, and emphasizes the democratizing dimension of civil society. The final line of argument questions the ‘civil’ characteristics of the organizations (Laçiner 2007: 218). It is also argued that some civil society organizations work together with the military-bureaucratic elite against the rise of political Islam. During the political crisis over the Refah Partisi [Welfare Party] (a pro-Islamist political party that was a coalition partner in the government in 1996-1997) the activities of the ‘Civil Initiative Five’ [Beşli Sivil İnisiyatif] (composed of trade and employer unions such as Türk-İş, DİSK, TİSK [Turkish Confederation of Employer Associations], TOBB and TESK) were claimed to be working in collaboration with the military elite in order to force the Refah to resign (Karaman and Aras 2000: 54-5). More recently, the rallies known as the ‘Republican Rallies’ (BBC 2007) against the AKP government’s policies and in support of secularism are alleged to have been organized by groups that have relations with the military in some way or another (Deligöz 2007). This kind of civil-military cooperation is not specific to the post-1980s and dates back as early as 1969 (Çaralan 1999: 14).  However, such operations within civil society might be claimed to have become more salient recently. 

From a Gramscian perspective, this last line of interpretation is quite important. It implies that state and civil society are in reality organically connected in Turkey, both from the beginning and increasingly so since the 1980s. Even if military interventions and military ultimatums reveal that force has been a part of the state, it still needs to be recognised that the ruling classes historically made some compromises in order to acquire consent as early as 1947, when the trade unions were allowed to be established. Since the 1980s, the dialectical relation between the state in the narrow sense and civil society, and the attempt of the ruling elite to become hegemonic are both more discernible.
 One of the main difficulties with the above mentioned interpretations of civil society and state relations is that most of them rely on an understanding which tends to see civil society and the state as separate. However, the course which these relations have historically followed indicates their mutual interactions and penetrations. More importantly, these interactions do not only flow from the state to civil society in the form of creating civil society organizations or reproducing values. There are also civil society organizations which interact with the agencies within the sphere of political society in an attempt to constitute the defining characteristics of Turkish society. Interactions between the trade unions and the bureaucracy and also allegedly the military against an Islamist conception of society, illustrate the complex web of relations between civil society and the state. The civilian secularists - for instance those around the Atatürkist Thinking Association, Association for Modern Thinking and daily Cumhuriyet - are engaged in awareness raising activities through press releases, meetings and rallies against the rise of political Islam. Islamists, on the other hand, have relied more on civil society discourse especially since the 1990s. During the 1995 elections, Refah identified itself as the party of civil society (Gülalp 2001: 434), and today, as mentioned above, the AKP also presents itself as the representative of Turkish civil society. Turban [veiling] rallies and religious-based civil society organizations such as OZGUR-DER and MAZLUM-DER indicate the institutional dimension of this side. 

Civil society in Gramscian thinking, however, is not only seen as a sphere for hegemony. Gramsci formulates civil society in order to understand the complex web of relations in advanced capitalist societies and to propose a strategy for a democratic development towards socialism (Sassoon 1982: 10). This aspect of Gramscian civil society is acknowledged by the political left Çubukçu 1999: 52). However, in the current situation it seems that conservatives, Islamists and liberals understand better the potential of civil society to influence politics. Refah has organized in the neighbourhoods with street representatives and created organic links with various associations and foundations (Yavuz 1997: 77-8). If the starting point of a new counter-hegemonic conception of order and society for the organic intellectuals is to be found in the existing problems, beliefs, values and culture of the society (Morera 1990: 26), Islam provides a quite valuable asset for the Islamist intellectuals. Thus, there are multiple layers of civil society in Turkey in interaction within civil society, which also influence the relations between civil society and the state.

CONCLUSION

By defining civil society as a sphere interacting with the state, Gramsci provides us with an analytical tool to understand power relations in terms of the interactions within the layers of civil society and between civil society and the state. Each interpretation of contemporary civil society and state relations in Turkey indeed has some truth. Nevertheless, these perspectives overemphasize individual aspects. A Gramscian perspective, on the other hand, allows us to interpret all these developments within one framework. Reflecting on the different views discussed in this chapter, these are all part of the varying relations between the state and civil society, ranging from opposition to the state to support for the state, and including, more importantly, relationships of mutual interaction. In this context, examples of the salient use of force do not show that coercion is the only defining characteristic of the state tradition.  On the contrary, they only indicate that, as Gramsci argued, coercion is the armour of the state. There has, in fact, been a hegemonic struggle in Turkish civil society since the early republican period up until today. The relationship between civil society and state from this perspective can not be conceptualized as a mere relation of opposition so that each move from civil society will be unconditionally democratizing. The Islamist civil society organizations with their strong criticism of the republican secularism might indicate opposition to the republican state tradition, yet Islam has become an aspect of politics allowed in again by political society. More importantly, the state does not use only force, but holders of state power also penetrate into civil society through non-governmental organizations. These interactions correspond to what Gramsci means by arguing that ‘…in actual reality civil society and the State are one and the same’ (Gramsci 1971: 160). 

In this context, this chapter has argued that a Gramscian evaluation of the relations between civil society and the state supplies us with an approach which goes beyond analyzing Turkish politics as one of conflict between an allegedly coercive state and civil society activities which necessarily lead to democratization. Rather, Gramsci provides us with the crucial insight that civil society is a site of struggles between competing conceptions of society. The activities of agencies in civil society are related to the agencies in political society. Thus, the direction of politics depends on the outcome of the interactions between these competing views. An exclusive emphasis on the attempt of political society to expand ignores the fact that values, beliefs and ideologies are also at work. In this context, the Gramscian perspective, as outlined in this chapter, interprets the Turkish state as one interacting with civil society rather than one which ignores it. 
NOTES
� Metin Heper is a distinguished scholar of Turkish politics, known for his publications on Turkish state tradition, state-society and civil-military relations.


� Şerif Mardin is one of the most prominent Turkish social scientists. He is known for his studies on the late Ottoman period, Young Turks, the relations between the Turkish republic and the Ottoman past. 


� Here, Şerif Mardin’s analysis of Turkish state and society is quite important as Mardin’s works on the formation of civil society, which are provided at the bibliography in full details, are acknowledged as seminal for the subsequent studies on civil society in Turkey. Majority of the later studies rely on his interpretation.


� An ultra-nationalist organization. 


� Bayraktar (2004: 11) also analyzes the civil society in Turkey within a Gramscian and Hegelian context, and concludes that civil society organizations in Turkey have contributed to the reproduction of official ideology.
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