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1. Introduction: From Cultural Dualism to Cultural Conflict?
This dissertation aims to research political andietal developments in Modern

Greece and Modern Turkey by employing recent thealeparadigms coming from
the fields of political science (the study of madeation and institutionalism),
sociology (the study of nations and nationalismtie long term) and history
(reference to important historical events and thai in shaping collective identities).
Its starting point will be the re-examination ofetliamous interpretive scheme
“Traditionalists vs. Modernizers” (Weberian ideodg) developed by several
academicswho study political developments with regard te #volving relationship
between politics and cultuteThis scheme applied in the case of Modern Greece
concludes that there exists a “cultural dualismgmely two competing and
conflicting cultural traditions, the underdog cuduand the modernising culture,
which shape the form and substance of the counpgth towards modernization,
better defined as political / institutional changethe case of Modern Turkey, there
also exists a “cultural dualism” falling into thamse category (Traditionalists vs.
Modernizers) and this takes the form of tensionwken secularism and Islamic
tradition, Turkism and Ottoman multiculturalism, ntalism and adem-i

merkeziyetcilikand recently between Pro-Europeans and Nationalists

This study intends to show that both the Greek &uarkish Nations can be better
understood, conceptualized and analyzed as “Zoh€siltural Conflict”. Therefore
it moves a step further than cultural dualism argla&es cultural conflict in its
dialectic sense. It posits that both Nations cansis culturally diverse ethnic
identities, formed and transformed through conflisbhaken by the unpredictable

challenges of modernity, and thus riven by cultwalks (taking the form of crises

! E.g. Diamandouros, Mouzelis and others in the IGoase.
2 In one word “political culture”.
3 Against the centralisation, it claims de-centrtian.

* For a full account of this paradigm see J. Hutsbim Nations as Zones of ConfljcBage Pbs,
London- Thousand Oaks- New Delhi, 2005.



within the society and/or the political system) tthlareaten national cohesion, yet
offer multiple opportunities in times of change. tidaal identity is so deeply
implicated in our modern consciousness becausedlective identities on which it
is based are embedded by centuries of culturalictsjfmemories or representations
of which are carried into the modern world by seVanstitutions (e.g. public
administration, interest groups-social movementd #meir possible “link” with
political parties, political parties, religious titations, education etc.). Because they
are so deeply institutionalized, the rise of thedera nation and processes of
modernization are accompanied by struggles of ifegity with traditional power

holders and this conflict is what creates and patly supersedes the dualism.

This interpretation views the Greek and Turkish idiz not as being “passive”
outgrowths of modern forces (modernization, secriar Europeanization etc.) but as
dynamic, long term historical processes that stimectthe forms of modernity.

However, at the same time, it takes into accouat tollectivities and individuals

have multiple and conflicting identities (sometinteansferred into the ideological
terrain or civil society organizations) over whitiere can be no final consensus.
Therefore this study aims to analyze and compaeeethduring character of the
Modern Greek and Modern Turkish Nation(s) with ihgortant role of cultural

conflict and contest in their formation (shapindledivities), and to argue that the
preservation of persisting differences and rivaltural repertoires is one of the
important reasons for the adaptability of the tvedions throughout two centuries of

tumultuous (political and economic) change.

Questions this study will attempt to approach idelthe following:

1. The study of how older ethnic formations which @tedthe modern world
(e.g. arising from religion, imperial expansionndpdistance trade, Great
Power rivalries) have been crystallized, have sedi(in the form of multiple
or layered pasts) and then have been embedded Jgrakdanstitutions.

Although modernization scholars tend to view naioas products of



modernizing and anti-traditionalist states thatderoolder identifications,
modernization also intensifies the challenges atesautonomy. To secure the
survival of the nation and consolidate their rydelitical elites must ally with
older collective identities (which | have referrem above) in various forms
(e.g. populism, moderate Islamic parties, cliestslior informal networks),
which then have a directive effect (political orced conflict, economic

effects) on modern societies.

. Owing to their multiple heritages (both were formmperial powers), the
Greek and Turkish Nations are riven by long runntadfural conflicts that
espouse radically different views of the structofepolitics, the status of
social groups, economic and social policies, forgiplicy etc. By relating
these rival visions to traumatic or victorious brstal events, cleavages or
geopolitical ramifications, it explores the funct®and consequences of such
conflicts in the shaping of these two societies. the one hand, they
institutionalize cultural pluralism, but, on thehet, they can lead to
polarization (political/electoral competition oritel manipulation/propaganda)
that at times erupts into societal crisis. The igggace of these cultural
conflicts undermines the modernist assumption tlatons demonstrate a

trend towards homogenization.

. A revivalist “cultural” nationalism crystallizes dm the conflict between
traditionalism and modernization, mentioned abdRevivalism”, in various

senses such as ideological/hegemonic discourspslitical parties, religious

upsurges (Islamic movement in Turkey, discoursehaf Greek Orthodox
church), representation of the nations’ positiorth®y Media and the dominant
representations in the teaching of history inmaetary schools, gains wider
resonance when society is faced with external tarmal challenges. Then,

nations have to innovate and this is done by “caltborrowing” which in



some cases is derived by re-defining what is atitheéradition whereas in
other cases is derived by externally-driven modation (e.g.
Europeanization, conforming to International/EU nsi@ds and
requirements/obligations). However, this procesgsdoot eradicate older

identifications and divisions bedevil the corelo Nation.

. This study will attempt to study the evolving redatship between statism
(secular state, democratization, institutionali@anyl nationalism which is at
the core of the question of nation-state sovergigrtie state-elites ideological
orientation towards modernization from above somes comes in line and
sometimes into conflict with the wider needs anewpoints of the masses
from below. Unpredictable factors such as Economecessions (low
productivity), social inequalities (unemploymentgligious conflicts and
foreign policy challenges (Kosovo/lraq war, Cyprssue, EU conditionality,
American involvement in national issues) triggerverments for and against

the Greek and Turkish nation-states.

. Finally, the findings of the previous areas of studill be applied to
contemporary debates about subordination of natiate loyalties to more
extensive global, regional (e.g., the EU) and relig identities (e.g. the
Huntingtonian “Clash of Civilizations” argument) Will argue that in the
long term (longue duree) the two nations have lagEmts of regional, global
(e.g. role of merchants- especially maritime tramspand the Ottoman
administration in the Balkans and elsewhere, rdlémcient Greek culture
and “Ottoman orientalism/despotism” (as othern@sdprming the Western
Europe’s ideals) and religious (Orthodoxy, Islamgtworks and that the
historical process of globalization (World Wars penial aftermaths, political
divisions at a global scale) is precisely that Whicas resulted in the

crystallization of their ethnic layers. Becauseirth@ational heritages are



multilayered, and globalization itself is not umtdout multiple, disaggregated
and contradictory in its forms, the two nations caect from a range of
options by which to preserve their identity andieeé social progress. This
process of selection is natural and can bring abalitral conflict, through

which social change is structured.

2. Modernity as the Engine of Political Change an€ultural Conflict.

Fixing the origins of modernity is in a sense tewer the question of what one thinks
the key defining moments of modernity are. Mostoacts of modernity point to
significant developments in European culture tloaktplace first during the Italian
Renaissance and then were later spread north emgegmé second period of change
known as the Reformation. No matter where one ésctte “causal” rupture with the
Medieval or (feudal) past, a common theme is thsicbahift in organisational
structure from “universalism” of the Holy Roman Enepand the Catholic Church, to
the “particularism” of the sovereign nation stafdong with this go the familiar
stories of the social structural shift underlyingdajustifying this transference of
authority from the “overarching” imperium of the o or Emperor throughout
Christendom, to the localized territorial prerogatof competing absolutist monarchs

self-contained within bounded communities

Exactly which forces were “driving” this change attie interaction among and
between the key social structures identified by ME Mann as the economy,
military, political and ideologicilis up to endless contestation, even before one
introduces the Marxian objection that Mann's Wederiinspired analysis
“artificially” fragments the “social totality”, theby by-passing the issue of class
struggle as the primary engine of historical chaMgbether or not one favours Marx
or Weber in social analysis is open to theoretisamuch as empirical argument and
as such demonstrates the limitations of a stristheiological” approach to questions

that are also inherently political and culturaldplophical. Questions about

® K.C. Fitzpatrick,The Three Waves of Modernity and the devolutiomadern political theorynotes
from lecture delivered at tHaternational Political Theory Workshop, LSEMarch 1, 2002.

® See M. MannThe Sources of Social Powafols. 1&2, Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1986,
1993.



modernity go straight to questions of political ahe how and why states and
societies are organised the way they are, lookmgguestions of purpose and
principles, reflected and embedded in even biggmuds of cosmology and
metaphysics that ground and give content to moractcal” and limited questions of
social and historical investigation. For this regsand for the sheer fact that these
kinds of questions are increasingly marginalized @&mnored in our increasingly
functionalist and technological culture, | woullldito “revalue these values”, tip the
balance, and engage the question on the level lafreuand political theory, in an

effort to open up an area suffering from intellettoeglect.

State-building and Nationalism are parts of theetlgymental process of modernity
(and perhaps now post-modernity) for a group ofpteavho regard themselves as
culturally (which may mean politically or ethnicgllhomogeneous, exercising this in
the form of a nation-state. According to a groupsdolars following the Weberian
argument, the modern bureaucratic state is theceaurd framework of nations and
nationalism, and political and military factors atee key to explaining their
emergence. In the pre-modern era, the lack of arass national consciousness and
the existence instead of an elite-based (dynastis}ciousness reflects the existence
of what M. Mann callgproto-nations. The cross-class nation emerged only towards
the end of the 8century, because of the ongoing fiscal crisis tiedascendance of
militarism. The military revolution successively tivated the penetration of the state
into civil society: in part to secure funding, iarpto mobilize economic resources
and military manpower. This distinctively modermptration of society by the state
has proven to be a two-edged sword: it has cresaéidnal identities and loyalties,
but it has also mobilized classes to participati wie full weight of their numbers in
an overarching arena and to struggle for politiepfresentation and other concessions
in response to fiscal demands. Thus, accordingh& state-centered model, the
development of the state through the expansiontsobwn specific resource, the
organization of military power, determines whethkxsses can be mobilized at all as
political and cultural actors. However, the samecpss of state penetration into

society simultaneously mobilizes nationalist movetge

" E.g. M. Mann, M. Howard, C. Tilly and the histari&V. H. McNeill.
8 R. Collins,Macrohistory: Essays in Sociology of the Long R&alo Alto, CA: Stanford Univ. Press,
Stanford, California, 1999, Introduction.



A focus of this thesis will be on nationalism ad paly a stage of development in
modernity but an ongoing process of developmenhiwitnodernity. Civic and
ethnic nationalism are the classifications to bedus this examination, but they are
respectively analogous or highly similar to polficcore or Western nationalism, and
peripheral, Eastern, or cultural nationalism. Tiheccmodel views the nation as a
territorial community united by the common politieall of its members, the nexus
of which is citizenship. Meanwhile, the ethnic mbdasts the nation as a quasi-
kinship group, whose members unite as a communitiescent, the core of which is
a unique history and culture. In an influential diggy, Hans Kohn designated the
former as “Western”, democratic and rational, ahd tatter as an “irrational”,
“Eastern” reaction to the West, which culminatedhe totalitarian nationalisms of
the 2¢" century®. In practice, most nations are a combination efccand ethnic
identities. Even France, the classic civic natimsts on a substratum of medieval
myths and memories, and Germany, an archetypibaicehation, offers citizenship
to categories of non-ethnic “territorial” Germanide potency of the nation in the
modern world derives from its success both as tiggne of collective power and
progress, and as the source of unique identity raadedness in a continuously
changing world; this is because nations, as mamyysts have pointed odt are
janus-faced: on the one hand, oriented to an an@xen imaginary) ethnic past; on
the other, futuristic in mobilizing populations foollective autonomy and progress.
My argument is that civic and ethnic nationalisra not, as often presented, part of a
dichotomy of nationalism set against one anothet @xe two intermingling
components of the one ideology and subjectivityrmafdern nationalism. The key
distinction between the two is their focus, thenparound which people (not just
elites but also the masses) begin to identify amagine themselves as a community:
that is, the inception of the national communitylatiee to congruent state

development and the conception of nationhood.

Closely related to this central distinction betweeaivic and an ethnic conception of
nationality is the division which characterizes #mademic study of the origins of

nations and nationalism. There are two main schobtlought: themodernists and

° Tom Nairn,The Break-up of Britain: Crisis and Neo-Nationalisgecond Edition, London, New Left
Books, 1977, p.334

9H. Kohn,The Idea of NationalisnNew York: Macmillan, 1945.

1 See Nairn 1977...op.cit.



the ethnicists (or ethnosymbolist3. The former acknowledge the fact that the
initiative of a nation’s creation generally emasat®m very small minorities (elites)
who frame and diffuse a discourse designated twicoa the masses that they belong
to a common entity. Hence, this suggests that #tiemis an ‘imagined community’
and that national identities are inventions. Thetaeemphasize the importance of pre-
modern ethnic ties (common myths, memories, symbal$ cultures) for modern
nationalism and national identity. A certain lew¢lcultural homogeneity, based on
ethnic roots, is a prerequisite of a national idgnin short modernists, advocating a
civic dimension of nationality, hold that it is tugh citizenship that communities or
identities are constituted, while ethnicists, defag the ethnic dimension maintain
that pre-existing identities or communities (etishidorm the citizenship, or the
polity*2.

Modernists reject what the see as the “primordiatissumptions that have pervaded
the scholarship on nationalism: that nations argtohcal givens, have been a
continuous presence in human history and exert snheent power over both past
and present generations. They also reject a moderate “perennialist” position, that
nations can be found in many eras before that nmogeriod. From the modernist
perspective, nations are outgrowths of moderninadiorationalization as exemplified
in the rise of the bureaucratic state, industrialn®my and secular concepts of human
autonomy. The pre-modern world is one of heteregas political formations (of
empire, city-state, theocratic territories) legwiimd by dynastic and religious
principles, marked by linguistic and cultural diswy, fluid or disaggregated
territorial boundaries and enduring social andaeai stratifications. This putatively
disappears in favour of a world of nation-statasciSinterpretations emphasize five
major aspects of these formatibhd\ations are:

1. secular political units, infused with ideas of ptgusovereignty, which seek
realization in the achievement of an independeatestunited through
universalistic citizenship rights;

2. consolidated territories, that exemplify the newlss of organization brought

about by the bureaucratic state and market ecortbatyhave eroded regional

12 M. Xot{omovrog 2002, “EOvoc kon EOvikiopdc. Tovomtikhy emiokomnot evog GhYYpOvoL
EMOTNUOVIKOD O10AOYOV”, EAlnvikn EmbBewpnon Ioliikne Emotiung, Tedyog 19, Mdiog 2002, X.
109-127.

13 J. HutchinsonModern NationalismLondon: Fontana Press, 1994, pp. 4-6.
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and local loyalties and engendered more intensivetwarks of
communication;

ethnically and culturally homogeneous compared wetrlier polyethnic
societies, by virtue of state policies, includinge tpromotion of official
languages, the inculcation of a patriotic ethogducation and the expulsion
of minorities;

high cultural units based on a standard vernadalgyuage, literacy and print
capitalism, whose new genres of newspaper and rpoeelde the necessary
basis of an extensive industrial society of strasige

industrial urban societies with a high degree ofittaial integration, whose
large-scale career pathways create a new mobildlenalass that dominates

national life.

Yet, the stress on the novelty of nations and tkellergence as an outgrowth of

“modern” organizational forms, leads to several kmegses in terms of explanation

for several reasohs

1.

In many periods of history ethnicity provides anportant framework of
collective identity and of collective political a.

Modernists fail to acknowledge the many differentirces of dynamism and
unpredictability in the pre-modern era that can astcatalysts of ethnic
formation.

Although many ethnic identities do face erosiomeos become embedded in
vernacular literatures, religious institutions aedal codes and take on a
larger social and political salience, similar, iramy aspects, to the modern
nation.

Because the sources of ethnic formation are maltiplost long-lived ethnic
cultures are multilayered, which provides ethnimowunities with alternatives
at times of crises.

An overemphasis on the statist character of thiemé&ails to acknowledge the
vulnerability of the state in the modern world thedds to ethno-communal
revivals seeking to restructure the modern polittcanmunity, redefining its
territorial extent, cultural character and conaami of citizenship. Since these

14 3. Hutchinson 2005...op.cit...pp. 12-13.
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movements may arise within dominant as well as ntyhoationalities, this
means ethnicity cannot be dismissed as a residuabotive principle. It is an
important regulatory principle of contemporary fo8, concerned with
guestions of the moral content and the boundafi@scollectivity over which
power is exercised, rather than of powsr, se

6. Older ethnic principles define to a considerablgrde the nature of such
revivals, and hence have a directive effect in fdrenation of the modern

nation.

3. The Role of Ethnicity and Cultural Contestationin National Formation.

Although ethnicity invokes a sense of rootednesations display competing

conceptions of descent, history, culture and tayit This runs against the

modernists’ proclivity to view nations as cultuyalhomogeneous, a tendency that
arises out of their functional interpretation ofitate as “value-empty”, the role of

which is to provide a communicative field for stgans integrated by citizenship
rights. Yet analysts have pointed to the contemryaraltural conflicts visible within

many countries.

To postmodernists this eruption of difference maitks end of the era of unitary
identities that was characteristic of the modermioge and the shift to a new
postnational world of multiple attachments. Butterdl conflicts are not something
novel, nor are they the transitional problems datreely new national projects.
Recurring internal differences are a typical feataf nation-formation (as of ethnic
groups), for nations are geographically mobile &mel balances between regions,
between secular and religious institutions and betwclasses and status groups are
continually being upset. The assumption that tieeetrend towards homogenization
means that the centrality of cultural contestatiannation-formation has been
neglected. Even “established” nations are riveretmpedded cultural differences that
generate rival symbolic and political projects, dhdt have persisted from the mid-

19" century into the contemporary pertéd

!5 see C. Young (ed.JThe Rising Tide of Cultural Pluralism: The Naticiate at Bay? Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1993.

18 E.g. see analyses of A.D. Smith 1984, “Nationahtity and Myths of Ethnic DescenResearch in
Social Movements, Conflict, Changg 95-130 and G. Hosking & G. Schopflin (ed$4yths and
Nationhood London: Hurst & Co, 1997.
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How does one explain such deep-seated, long-runoarglicts, and over what

guestions do societies polarize? What have beeaftbets of such conflicts: do they
enhance options for society or restrict them byapning groups? And what prevents
them from leading to social breakdown and civil staiThese are questions which
arise over the question of the impact of moderiopaprocesses on modern nations

which | shall try to address in this and the follogvsections.

One can try to account for cultural differencesuctvely by relating the formulation
of new symbolic repertoire to class competitioniridustrializing societi€g. But
cultural divisions often predate the modern peand become a matrix for a variety
of class constituencies. Often, these divisionlecet deep attachment to the heritage
of a region and its vision of the world. For ingtanin Greece, early Greek
nationalism, secular and republican, looked to Athas the capital of a revived
Hellas, and was strongest in a mercantile diaspoflaenced by Western European
philhellenism. The peasantry, clergy and the netlf the Aegean, however, were
gripped by dreams of Orthodoxy: the regaining oh&antinople from the Ottoman
Empire and the reconstitution of ByzantitfmWe can explain such recurring
divisions as a consequence of the combinationstbhcal regional rivalries, periodic
phases of modern state activism, and persistingcgkoral and geo-political
influences. Internal national conflicts often derifrom perceptions that the state has
historically been the possession of a particuldoraaing region which has used it to
impose its values, cultural practices and extractiemands on the rest of the
population. Such animosities take on a new dimengiadhe modern world because
of the enhanced power of the central state angmdencies to invade social spheres
continually in the name of modernization, which yokes countervailing romantic
conceptions of the nation as a site of multipleedsities. Historic differences are thus
in part articulated through the competition betwealtural agents emphasizing the
role of inner traditions, often historically suppsed by an “alien” state, and

promoting decentralization or regional libertiesdapolitical nationalists, inspired

" E. J. Hobsbawm, “Mass-producing traditions: Eurak®70-1914" in E. J. Hobsbawm & T. Ranger
(eds.),The Invention of TraditignCambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1983.

18 M. Herzfeld,Ours Once More: Folklore, Ideology and the Makirfigvmdern GreeceAustin: Texas
Univ. Press, 1982.
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often by external (Western) models which seek talenmize the society from a

central site.

Competing visions are not always just regionallgdsh In the case of early 20
century Turkey, the proponents of “Ankara vs Istdhbdivision represented radically
different views of the structure of politics, théatsis of social groups, relations
between regions, the countryside and the city, @oon and social policies and
foreign policy. Mustafa Kemal, wishing to build ecsilar nation-state on the French
model, established Ankara as his capital, basedemew heartland area of Turkey-
Anatolia- from which he pursued a crusade to undeenthe public authority of
Islam. He replaced Istanbul, the former capitalardy of the failed Ottoman Empire
but also of the Caliphate. But a Turkish natioyaias thinly based compared to the
memories of an Ottoman golden age, and was evakemigh concocted ethnic
mythologies of the Turks as bearers of the origisah language of humanity.
Although today Ankara is the administrative centhes cultural power still remains
with Istanbul. These rival visions have staying powince they reflect the diverse
heritages of populations whose geo-political sgttoontinues to expose them to
unpredictable impact from several directions. Thas®ns have alternated in power
both at the level of state and of “educated sotGietyth groups, at times switching
positions, in part affected by the sense of plawk security of the national territory.
Therefore, critical historical events may appanefidecide” in favor of a particular
vision, as was the case in early"26entury Greece when the intense polarization
(ethnikos dichasmpsnded in 1922 and the Byzantine dredviedale Idea-Great
Idea) was destroyed, after the traumatic defedhathands of the Turks, and the
territorial settlement and exchange of populatievisich followed. The division
between a European-oriented and insular ethnowabgnationalism muffled by the
Great Idea merely took new forms in battles durihg interwar period between
liberal republicans, monarchists allied to the aramgl the (populist) socialists. The
territorial settlement and exchange of populatiafter 1922 rendered Greece one of
the most (ethno-) religiously homogeneous poputatio Europe, with 97% claiming
to be Orthodox, which all parties had to acknowkedgut at the same time it brought
into the fore new “seeds” of socio-cultural cortflsuch as the emergence of class
consciousness and class parties, recurrent militdeyventions-coups, the economic

and social challenges of assimilating the refudesa Asia Minor, minorities and, in
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general, the people from the New Lands and finatiiense political-electoral
cleavages both at the elite and mass fev@herefore, the nation is not simply a
space but a geographical milieu and subject torraguand multiple influences from
people, north, south, east and west. It is ale@tat in time with a layered past, and
its different pasts are brought into play to copthshifting challenges. There can be

no final definition of a national identity.

What of the consequences of such divisions? Do sactilicts produce cultural
pluralism or rather pathological hostilities thagérmanently weaken the national
community? As several examples indicate (e.g. Rtfsia combination of
nationalism and a cult of state-driven modernizatitas produced a solipsistic
extremism. This can be explained in terms of a desugs mixture of nationalism and
older and newer social and political traditionslt@al conflicts inspired competing
investigations to map the national territories,tdries and cultural practices, and
populations, and such debates served to definernalize and elaborate a national
identity. In spite of intense division, individuahd movements have selected from
different camps and shifted from one to the othetimes of cris€s, recognizing the
plural character of the nation’s heritage. Thisliega recognition that these conflicts
are products of a common heritage, but one for lwhltere can be no single
definition. Therefore, cultural pluralism is institonalized through various
mechanisms (parties, social groups, church, arehycation etc.) but it certainly has
limits which, however, remain unclear. As E. Kedetfr has emphasized, the
ambiguity of myths has its own dangers and violeaiee civil war is a possibility.
Such civil wars “within” the family are often markdy greater fanaticism than wars

¥ For a rich and well-referenced account of thesslehges and, broadly, of interwar Greek politics
and society see the book of G. Th. Mavrogorda&tidborn Republic: Social Coalitions and Party
Strategies in Greece, 1922-193#niversity of California Press, Berkeley and lAggeles, California,
1983.

2 See T. McDanielThe Agony of the Russian Igé&inceton, N.J: Princeton Univ. Press, 1996.

2L E.g. see the paradoxical phenomenon Wenizelocommunism” which emerged in interwar Greek
politics as a result of the March 1935 military poand recreated and solidified in a new round of
ferocious civil strife the barriers between the twmurgeois blocs...G. Th. Mavrogordatos
1983...0p.cit. pp. 345-349.

2 E. KedourieNationalism London: Hutchinson, 1960, Ch. 6.

15



against a foreign oppressor, and there is alspaisibility of separate nations being
formed by therf?.

The major difference, however, between modernists ethnicists arises over the
guestion of the invention or the construction @ tation and the centrality of modern
political elites and state institutions in its fation. Ethnicists are critical of what
they see as a top-down explanation of culture ftionaparticularly visible in the
interpretations of modernist scholars such as @ellHobsbawm and Kedourie, that
conflates nationalism with a political project-maaism focused on the achievement
of legal citizenship and the subversion of tradiitism. The terms “invention” and
“construction” have strong connotations not only obvelty but also with
intentionality and manipulation. Some modernistsehamplied that the nation in
nation-state is epiphenomenal, a set of rhetohas dccompany what are designated

as “modern” social structures. But this raisesgtablem ofwhy it seems necessary

to_invoke ethnic_pasts, symbols and cultures in_thenodern world (emphasis

mine). Unless one assumes that symbols and cultprattices are always
epiphenomenal (an extreme materialist position feeuld defend), it is hard to
explain how nationalist ideologies are able to appate symbols at will from
established cultural systems. As Quentin Skinnerargued®, an account of politics
as rational action has to acknowledge that leadersyder to successfully mobilize
populations, must appeal to moral sentiments widelyeptable to the commurfity
and that elites once they appeal to such sentimamgtsthen constrained in their
actions, lest they appear to be opportunistia itplausible, therefore, to conceive of
modernizing nationalists as outside their societybiizing it from above. Once
invoked, ethnic memories have an independent faovite which they have to
negotiate. This is to suggest that these agentsotimperate within d@abula rasa

Hence, what needs to be explored more carefultijasplace and utility of complex

% See example of Greece during the civil war (19%6vwhen the Greek Communist Party (KKE)
under the leadership of Zachariadis adopted andostgrl the creation of an autonomous Macedonia
within a (Communist) Balkan Federation.

24 Q. Skinner 1974, “Some Problems in the AnalysisPofitical Thought and Action”Political
Theory 2 (3), pp. 277-303.

% This provided for the genesis of what we term afitigzal-social theory “populism”, a phenomenon
which will be examined in the following sections.
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symbolic mediations and appropriations by which eraizing nationalists are able to

channel the past for their purpo®es

For the reasons | highlighted above we should demsan alternative model of
analysis: one that conceives of nations as spe€iethnic project, only contingently
related to the state, and which recognizes that piner of states to regulate
populations is limited and fluctuating. This modhbuld explicitly address:
= The enduring character of nations based on a seinbeing embedded in
much older communitiegthnie$ that have survived centuries of vicissitudes;
= The internal cultural revolutions required beforationalists are able to
overcome established identities, including ethraditions;
= The persistence and functions of cultural diffeeemcnations; and
= The episodic character of nationalist resurgentesughout the modern

period.

From this comparative historical perspective we tteow new light on contemporary
debates about the future of nationalism, natiomsreational states in a world marked
by globalization, regionalism and religious resurgge Our analysis in the subsequent
sections seeks to combine the study of politicallennization in the cases of Modern
Greece and Modern Turkey with reference to two sgply antithetical approaches.
The first is thdongue durééethnosymbolic” framework developed by such scholar
as John Armstrong and Anthony D. Smith, which vievegions as dynamic, long
term historical processes that structure the foohsnodernity. The second is a
“postmodernist” framework, which emphasizes thallectivities and individuals
have multiple and conflictual identities over whitttere can be no final consensus.
By utilizing these approaches in a comparative regrirseek to examine whether the
modernization process in these two cases has edsuit sovereign and unified
societies (unitary sovereign nation-states) as aellto look deeper at the role of
contest and conflict in shaping collectivities;addition, | seek to evaluate the degree
of binding power identities exhibit when and ontey become institutionalized.
Finally, in the last section | seek to explore iimpact of contemporary processes of
globalization, European integration and religioasurgence on the ability of these

%0 3. Hutchinson 2005...op.cit...p. 33.
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states to regulate cultural conflict and whetheeséh processes serve as factors
empowering or undermining the efforts by nationditese to maximize their
sovereignty amid globalization (which provokes atmacturing of modern state-
ideological-social power).

4. Ethno-genetic Factors as the Roots of Modern Cuwiral Conflict.

The object of this chapter is to examine the sigaifce of the clear relationship
between ethnicity and modern national formationm®ans of throwing light on three
points:
1. ethnic formation is a recurring phenomenon in mstengendered frequently
by conflict.
2. ethnic communities have been enduring cultural palitical actors in the
premodern period, assuming forms often comparalileet modern nation.
3. though nations have novel features, they are ptedafdactors cutting across
the premodern-modern divide, and earlier ethnicntiles may have a

directive effect on nation-formatiéh

Our purpose will be served by exploring the caseshe Modern Greece’s and
Modern Turkey’s sequences of development, whicketefew similarities as well as

differences.

In many periods of world history a number of preasshave bore responsibility and
have acted as catalysts for ethnic formation ssdn@rise of universalist (scriptural)
religions, imperial expansion, warfare, interstatempetition and Great Power
rivalries, migrations and long distance trade. Titensity and significance of these
processes is revealed in thethno-geneti@ffect, namely the assemblage of m§ths
which define for population unique origins (whehey come from), location (why

they are where they are), a golden age (their enibistorical achievements),

" This is done in two ways: by serving either ah@/asis for new identity-construction or as the
significant “other”.

% This is why such processes are characterizenydsomoteurs.see J. Armstrong\ations Before
Nationalism Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina P 1982.
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degeneration (why they have fallen) and regenergtmw they can return to their
former glory). They explain the group to itself afudfii many functions, including
the intergenerational reproduction of a sense otigrhonour that enables survival.
Memories are important, especially as portrayecbimmemorative rituals of epochal
events and heroes that provide role models andredsr the present. Symbols when
encoded in the urban architecture of capital gisesred religious texts or sites, legal
codes, languages and political charters and catietis, persist over long expanses of
time and space and thereby communicate a sensewb gneaning. Finally, a key
role is played by social and political institutiossch as states, political parties,
churches, legal systems, administrations, vernadafguages and literatures whose
organisations and communication networks form pafpahs into distinctive cultural
communities, which differentiate themselves fromen€°. In Steven Grosby’s terms,
a stable ethnicity is dependent on the constitubioa collective imaginative core that,

even though it may contain conflicting elementgermts populations through tirffe

Although the rise of universalist scriptural retigs has been regarded as eroding
ethnic affiliations to territory and culture, thegve often been catalysts of ethnic and,
some would argue, national formation. Despite ttadiffc literature on nationalism,
and the growing literature on religion, there seeimsbe no general theoretical
framework or systematic discussion focusing spedtiff on the linkage between the
two. A framework for differentiating the extent wehich religion is a factor in the
constitution and continued existence of nationatign be based on the degree to
which the this-wordly objects of reference to \tigllineage (ethnicity) and territory,
are incorporated into a particular religion. Pustadictly, where the this-wordly loci of
vitality are elements within the religion, then heexists a convergence between
religion and nationality. Where they are absenénthihere exists a considerable

degree of tension between religion and natioralitReligion provides a primordial

293, Hutchinson 2005...0p.cit...p. 15.

30's. GrosbyBiblical Ideas of the Nation: Ancient and ModgeMiinona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2002,
p. 244.

31'S. Grosby, “Nationality and Religion” in M. Guiberu & J. Hutchinson (eds.)Jnderstanding
Nationalism Cambridge: Polity Press, ASEN 2001, p. 109.
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line of demarcation, which may be far superior ty @ther. It is certainly more
readily identifiable, clear-cut, exclusive, and enmeable than language, ancestry, or
any other relevant criterion. This intrinsic anddenng superiority of religion as a
primordial line of national demarcation deservesramore central place in theories
of nationalism. Nationalism has often been compada “secular” or “civil”
religion. The implication has been that it supeesectligion as such. The reverse side
of the same coin, however, is that religion hagrofprovided a ready-made initial
core of national identity, which has proved remhtkaesilient over the centuries.
The weight of religion as an essential core of amati identity has often been
reinforced by a history of defence against exteffoals, or else by a history of
discrimination and deprivation within multinatiorstates and empir&s Hence, what
seems to be the decisive factor which binds religiad ethnic identity together is
identification with the land, a territory which detates the frontier, the shatter zone
between two conflicting civilizations such as Chasity and Islam. The global
ambitions of rival proselytizing religions brougttem (in the form of empires) into
military conflict, and states on the fault linesfided themselves as elect polities,
destined to be the guards of their civilizationn@iot between Islam and Christianity
continued for over one thousand years from thetkigbntury onwards in two major
zones: the Iberian-Mediterranean and Eastern Siantiérs. The intermittent but
recurring conflicts saw several Christian politiesiich as Byzantium, define
themselves asintemurale Christianitagsand Muslim states such as the Ottoman

Empire claimgazi (“warrior of faith”) status®.

The universalist thrust in Christianity permitteda ally with imperial polities (e.qg.
Roman Empire, Byzantium) and enforce a transethigic civilization that smothered
local ethnic cultures. Nonetheless, Christianitgoaplayed a special nationalizing
role. The translation of the Bible into differer¢macular languages recognized the

division of the world into nations, or at least mth groups. In the long term, it

32 G. Th. Mavrogordatos, “Orthodoxy and Nationalismtlie Greek Case”, West European Politics
Vol. 26, No 1, January 2003, pp. 117-136...p. 118.
3. Armstrong...1982...0p.cit...ch. 3.
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allowed cultures to crystallize and promoted natlomalues (development of a
vernacular culturéf. Therefore, religion pioneered vernacularisatitime written
translation of an oral culture- which enabled whate previously oral cultures to
acquire a certain level of fixity, which in turnguided ethnic groups a sense of self-
consciousness essential to the creation of natiGoesstruction of nations in the
Christian world was not something independent afistianity but, rather, something
stimulated by the Christian attitude both to larggudplurality) and to the state.
However, this inevitably created tensions and dcinflvithin Christianity which
became all the more clear and important when nstieaught their national
independence through liberating revolutions (e.@lk&ns). This conflict within

Christianity is translated into the following paoxd although Christianity as a

religion aspires at universality (illustrated is kcumenical mission and spirit), its

dissemination through national vernacular cultuzestributed to the promotion of

national valuesThis argument is contrasted with the Muslim apphy indeed, A.

Hastings argues that nations were not construcyetslam, but deconstructed. For
Muslims (at least originally), the Qu’ran cannot translated. As a consequence,
Islam seeks todrabis€, to draw peoples into a single community of laage and

government.

Islam advocates a clear universalistic vision @ World which aspires at creating a
global community with same language and cultureslivins did not incorporate the
Hebrew scriptures into their own as Christians dithey were therefore never
affected by the Old Testament state example. Isitiens a political model: the world
empire based on themma a community of faith, but based on the possessfaa
single, and genuinely sacred, language. Islam \wassed to the idea of a multitude
of nation-states, as well as linguistic diversifpday Muslims are able to accept the
structure of the international system, and as arghg Piscatori, there is “an

intellectual consensus which sees the nation-ssfeart of the nature of things and

3 A. Hastings,The Construction of Nationhood: Ethnicity, Religiand Nationalism Cambridge:
Cambridge Univ. Press, 1997.
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perhaps as inherently Islamie” The main reason for this seems to be that the
intellectuals were influenced by Western-style oradlism. This was especially clear
in the early 19 century Middle East and became more widesprea&mepean
powers competed with one another for influencéhanMiddle East, Asia and Africa.
On the other hand, the Western Presence also tbe evelopment of the concept of
“Pan-Islamism” in societies such as Egypt, Syrid andia. This concept still offered

a territorial separation between “us” and “themrfotigh the idea of an Arab nation.

Therefore, as in the case of Christianity that wentioned above, Islam also

developed a tension-conflict between the ideawfiied Muslim community and the

unity of a particular and far less inclusive temjt This exhibits a clear conflict

between ethics and the logic and the logic of masitn: the ethics demand that
pluralism give way to themma while the logic of events is that in practicestis
impossible. Another group of thought of writers Isfam sees the nation-state as a
natural institution which is to be expected in treler of things; this concept is
supported by the fact that the reality of ethnid awltural diversity is actually
recognized in the Qu’ran and the divisions betwddferent peoples are seen as
“natural”. Finally, a third group advocates the rfigdtion of the idea of the nation-
state system, and the need for a synthesis whichdwae both Islamic and modern.
In this model, the alternative that emerges is rdarnational system in which the

existence of the nation-state is accepted bubitgep qualified®.

Let us explore now how the tensions among theserégions influenced ethnicity
and national formation in the cases of the Greek Burkish nations. Although the
sequences of development portray significant défiees, the role of religion has been
important in different respects. In the case ofé@eg Eastern (Orthodox) Christianity,
carried through time by the Greek Church and laterunder the guidance of the

Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople, had ldpee and had been preserved in

% J.P. Piscatorilslam in a World of Nation StatesCambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1986,
Introduction.

% Notes taken from the lecture entitled “Religiomiatations”, 23-01-2001, European Institute, Course
EU 413- “Warfare, Religion and National Identity"SE, Academic year 2000-2001.
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the long time by means of the Greek language artleek philosophy. From the old
times of the Apostles and the great teachings ek&hdria-based philosophers such
asClementandOrigenesto the times of the great fathers of the Orthodaxrch such
asVasileios the GreaCyrillus, Gregorius the Theologiaand the philosophdtletho
who wrote on Christianity from a Platonic viewpgitihere had been a remarkable
fusion between Christianity and Hellenism (in itdtaral sense), yet this fusion had
occurred under the aegis of Christianity. The hggstof Eastern Christianity which
had been preserved thanks to what theologians tteeniecumenical/inclusive” and
“missionary” spirit of Orthodox Christianitj, was then transmitted from the Greek
church and its apostles to the peoples (mainlysylatho migrated to the South and
settled in the Balkans from theé"6&entury onwards. This transmission occurred
through the translation of the Holy Scriptures b@ tanguages of the rest of the
Orthodox Christian peoples of the Balkan Penins@ahodoxy played a major
culturally unifying role in the region especiallftex the fall of Constantinople, when
the Ecumenical Patriarchate remained the soledfid¢lire political and spiritual past of
the Byzantine Empire. The Patriarchate, in linehwiiie ecumenicity of its mission,
had become the mother of all Orthodox churchet@Balkan peoples and their sole
refuge against captivity from the Ottoman EmpireJeast until the ascendance of
nationalist movements at the end ofh-l&eginning of 19 century®. In addition,
identification on the basis of religion was reirded from the fact that the Ottoman
state recognized one division in society, which Wwased on religious identity or
community (illet system). There were four major millets in the O&onEmpire,
and they were the Armenians, Greeks, Jews, andifdsisin essence, the Ottoman
“millet system” seemed to have enjoyed widespreaggitimacy in the eyes of all
communities under the Ottoman jurisdiction untgé tt8" century. However, the fact
that the cultural basis of the Orthodox religiorl tieeen the Greek language and the

fusion of the culture of Hellenism with Christianifas reflected in the works of the

3" This is the best translation | can make of the e@réheological terms Kafolémra” and
“ ATootoAkoOTNTA .

B, 1. Kovidapng, H EXnviki Exicinoia w¢ Holmot Abvowc ev ) lotopia e Xepoovijoov tov
Aiuov, Ev Abfvarg 1948.%. 1-20.
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fathers of the church and the decisions of the Erucal Synods) provided with the
ethnic ingredients that later on (amalgamated whth secular ideas of nationalism
and modernization) shaped the, “elusive in conteBtéek nationalism; The author J.
Armstrong has pointed to the “precocious nationalishat took hold of the Greek
population of the Byzantine Empire under the laaeBlogan emperors and that was
directed as much against the Muslim Turks as agaims Catholic Latins- an
expression of medieval Greek national sentimentelsas a harbinger of later Greek

nationalisni®.

In the case of Turkey, the Ottoman Sultans were amdy the Turkish subjects’
temporal rulers, but also as Caliphs they werdtaplrleaders of the Muslinimmet
(umma, community), to which they loyally belongédost Turks seemed to have
believed that they shared the same ethnic origih tie Ottoman dynasty (which
after so many years of multiethnic marriages of @ttoman Sultans was no more
than a myth). Moreover, most Turkish subjects & BEmpire, and particularly the
learned men among them failed to pay any attertbatieir ethnic origins until the
late 19" century®. Up until that time, the Ottoman Turks considetid society in
which they had been living as the culmination ob fprocesses of development or, in
different terms, two historical events: the firsidhbegun with the mission of the Great
Prophet, the ascendance of Islam, and the estatdishof the Caliphate; the second
with the ascendance of the house @§manand the Ottoman Empire. The link
between the two had been the raids of$e§uk Turksand the establishment of the
SeljukSultanates, first in Persia and then in Anafali@he identity of a “Turk” was
more to do with the nomadic Tuf%srather than the gentile power elite of Istanbul,
a certain extent from the same ethnic stock. It wes success of later Turkish
nationalism that dramatically transformed such walyoimage of the “Turk” in the

Ottoman to an ideal or even an idol of a “GrandKTum the eyes of the masses and

397, Armstrong...1982...0p.cit...pp. 174-181.

“0'B. Lewis, Islam in History: Ideas, People, and Events in Mieldle Easf Chicago and La Salle,
lllinois: Open Court Publishing Co., 1993, pp. 3228.

1 B. Lewis, H Avadvon e Zbygpovie Tovpkiog, Topoc IT: Oyerg e AMaync, Exdooeig Tamalnon,
Abfva, 2002,X. 22.

“2\Who were and to a certain extent still are refétoeas “Turkmen” in some parts of Turkey.
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the elites alike, in a matter of a decade’s timé&wnie or other lineage group
identification connoted tribalism, which Islam c@emined as a major sin, for such
affinities would drive a wedge among Musliimmetand undermine the solidarity of
the Muslims in the world. As the influence in thrdueational and judicial institutions
of the Empire of religion diminished in the lattealf of the 18' century many
Turkish-Muslim subjects of the Sultan took parttie social and political protests
believing that Islam and the traditional order elgsintertwined with it were at risk.
Modern laws and practices, the legacy of Tranzimat reformg1839-1877), were
introducing Western institutions and morals to slarhic society and undermining its
traditional core. Modern vs. traditional, West kgam, progress vs. going back to the
golden ages of the Ottoman grandeur, and otheati@ns of the same theme emerged
to divide the Ottoman society into two majarturkampfé®. Those who aspired to be
modern and believed in an “Image of Good Societyiltkaround science vs. those
who defended the idea of preserving the traditismdial order, which inherently
possessed an “Image of Good Society” built arouglthion as tradition gained
stability and visibility. Interestingly enough, t® on both sides of the divide were
still motivated by the goal of rendering the Ottanaolitical system viable. Neither
the modernists, nor the traditionalists seemedi¢ofar a nationalist solution. Their
solutions were more along the lines of manufactguran Ottoman identity or
Ottomanism Qsmanic:lik), or creating or reinforcing Islamic morals ancisty or
Islamism (slamal:k). However, eventually a third way was inventeduapplant both

of the former two: TurkismTprkeilik)*,

Each of the two great universal religions that camelominate the Mediterranean
world by the early Middle Ages provided a legitimmg myth for a distinctive

civilization. As the legitimizing developed, theasply differing identity components
derived from the two ways of life (nomadic for Isiasedentary for Christianity)

interacted with doctrinal cleavages between Islamd @hristianity to produce two

3 N. Yalman, “Some observations on Secularism imnfsl The Cultural Revolution in Turkey”,
Daedalus 102 (1973), p. 152.
*N. BerkesThe Development of Secularism in Turkdpntreal: McGill Univ. Press, 1964.
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intensely opposed identities. As frequently ocauien different creeds become the
legitimizations for societies that are sharply oggab in interests and attitudes,
doctrinal cleavages became salient in men’s cousniess, whereas shared doctrines
were minimized. Indeed, their common origins as|wad their geographical
proximity made the Islamic and the Christian cralions the major negative
reference points for one another. In this resgéettwo civilizations resembled on a
grand scale ethnic groups that commonly define ssdves by reference to out-
groups. All Muslims conceived themselves to be aditat least in contrast to
neighbouring Christians. Christians, usually on dieéensive, often adopted a similar
minimal identity criterion. In this way, the twoegt religious civilizations interacted
over the centuries to perpetuate and to redefiok etner’s identity in terms that may
be characterized as “supra-ethnic”. As in the tgbiethnic interaction, the
exclusionary relationship of Islam and Christianvtsas not confined to attitudes.
Violent conflict was common where the two civilimats, organized in polities,
encountered one another physically. Although thers®m of this conflict was
complicated, it tended toward a spiral of intensifyantagonism. This spiral resulted
in the creation of a broad frontier zone of insdguretween Islamic civilization and
Christendom. The concept of defending this fronpivided an intense legitimizing
myth for major polities on both sides. The frorgimen tended to perceive themselves
as “chosen” or superior to other populations ofirtleevn faith. Consequently, the
frontier groups evolved a precocious national idgnwithin the broader religious
identity. At the same time, the region of frontmnflict became a “shatter zone”
where populations of diverse religious and cultutzdckgrounds had been
transplanted or realigned politically during thetpacted hostilities. Incorporation of
diverse, intermixed elements of these types in rapie whose myth they did not
fully share produced, in turn, a persisting legatyinterethnic tension within the

major polities of East Europe and the Middle Efast

45 J. Armstrong...1982...0p.cit...pp. 90-92.
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Empires have been considered as the enemy of ticiseld ethnicity. Nonetheless,
when viewed in dynamic geopolitical terms, as thegergo patterns of territorial
expansion and contraction in rivalry with each otlperiodically reinforce an ethnic
consciousness. An ethnic consciousness could asise unintended consequence of
imperial expansions. On the contrary, geopolitiwabkness, or the gradual loss of
geopolitical power, of the state/empire reducespitestige of the dominant ethnicity
identified with it and threatens the state withreakud®. According to M. Hechtéf,
Empires may consolidate ethnic communities throsgétems of indirect rule that
reinforce indigenous leaderships. Where imperiahqgoest destroyed political
institutions of peoples, churches played importaniés as embodiments of ethnic
identity and independence. The classic exampléasntillet system of the Islamic
Ottoman Empire, which was a military theocracy tavolved power to religious
organisations since it equated people and religidns could work to reinforce or
erode ethnicity. As we mentioned above, the Armeniand Jews were given their
separate millets. Since the Orthodox millet was iathtered by the Greek patriarch
of Constantinople, the system reinforced Greek p@me identity, but suppressed the
ethnicity of other Orthodox peoples including theildars. When the Serbian
Orthodox Church was given independent status withenEmpire in 1557, it took the
functions of a “surrogate ethnic stat®The transcendental myths of ancient and later
empires had an extraordinary persistence in tinte diffusion in space, providing
models for their successors that included not gmspires but also territorial states.
Symbols and myths from these imperial traditiorterlaon provided the ethnic and
cultural repertoires which several national histos (e.g. C. Paparrigopoulos in
Greece and Z. Gokalp in Turkey) utilized in ordeiconstruct the political ideologies
of nationalism which dominated the national elitéiscourse and popular imagery in

these two countries in the late™and early 26 century.

6 R. Collins, “Balkanization or Americanization? :@eopolitical Theory of Ethnic Change” in ibid...
Macrohistory: Essays in Sociology of the Long Riralo Alto, CA: Stanford Univ. Press, Stanford,
California, 1999.

M. Hechter Containing NationalismOxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2000, chs. 2 & 3.

“8' M. B. Petrovich, “Religion and Ethnicity in EasteEurope” in J. Hutchinson & A. D. Smith (eds.),
Nationalism Vol. IV London: Routledge.
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Meanwhile, from the early ¥8century, military competition between Kingdoms in
Western Europe, combined with the rise of new teldgies of warfare, created the
matrix out of which modern European national stae®rged’. The Ottoman state
attempted to imitate those aspects of Europealizetion to which it attributed the
European successes and conquests; the most \asipéet was military technology
and organization. Since 1716, Ottoman civil sersdrad been making gradual efforts
to adapt the Ottoman military units to Europeamdasads. Yet, for one century or
more, the conservatism of thkanissariesand theUlemas leading sometimes to
popular revolts rendered these efforts pointlesenEafter 1826, when the Sultan
used artillery units trained in European militagademies to annihilate Janissaries’
resistance, reaction to the reforms remained ditfuand deeply rooted within the
Ottoman Empire. Continuing external challenges daeth with internal revolts and
defeats in wars against the European powers predesticcessive Sultans from
reforming the empire’s militaR). The Turkish members of the Ottoman government
and central administration when confronted with thallenges of the International
system and of nationalist uprisings mainly in trelkans, rallied around the Sultan. In
the aftermath of the French Revolution of 1789, nitee existential concerns of the
Ottomans became much more critical, the Turkishjestb labored to save the
Ottoman state and their own homelandtén) from the encroachments of their

foreign and domestic enemies.

When the empire began declining starting from t8ghlcentury, either the decaying
structure of the Ottoman state system or the sopigriof the European military

technology had to be questioned. From the Eurogsamspective, the Ottoman
Empire was officially recognized as the first noar&pean member of the European

state system since its independence and integatyvital to the “Peace of Europe”.

9 M. Howard,War in European Historyl.ondon: Oxford Univ. Press, 1976.

0 W.H. McNeill, Iotopia e AvOpdmvie Kowvwviag, Exdoceic A. Kapapio, A0fvar, 1969,X. 769 =>
Tithog mpwrtotomov: The Rise of the West: A History of Human Commuhltyversity of Chicago
Press, 1963.
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Reformation or “Modernization as Westernizationteatpts commenced, therefore,
in the 19" century under Sultan Mahmud Il (1808-1839). It iz beginning of the
decay of a multi-national empire. The irony is thatwas the internal process of
nationalizing the dynastic empire that plantedsteds of its own destructiol” The
gradual loss of the geopolitical power-prestigehaf empire together with the advent
of the century of national unificatidhresulted in enormous changes in the political
boundaries of several European states. Now theremealized it had to gain the
foreign powers’ support, especially that of Rus®atain and France. Thélatti
Humayunof 1839 was a product of this policy and openedew era in Ottoman
history. The period from 1839 to 1876 is known iarkish historiography as the
period of theTanzimatreforms. TheSublime Portein order to prevent dissolution of
the Empire, had to have close economic, political mleological relationships with
the Western powers and also had to unite all thigests of the empire under the
Sultan’s authority. The rights of non-Muslim suligebad to be reformed. Under the
Islahat Fermaniof 1856, the non-Muslim subjects of the empirentkelves would
determine the internal affairs of every religiowsnmunity. This policy later became
the most distinctive paradox of the Tanzimat dna:itlea of unification of the empire
had to be in accordance with the necessity forréligious autonomy of the non-

Muslim subjects of the empie

When the Tanzimat reforms introduced the idearnoftéd government, adopted the
principle of proportionality between crime and minment, and most important,
reformed the Ottoman “slave official system” androduced the idea of rule In
accordance with the law, the proportionality betwexime and punishment, and
equality before the law for all members of the eig|l which meant that the arbitrary
rule of the Sultans, and the practice of politeadcutions of the officials would come

to an end. These were changes in the rules of dhee@f government and politics.

*1 Dror Ze’evi, “Kul and Getting Cooler: The Dissdhn of Elite Collective Identity and the Formation
of Official Nationalism in the Ottoman EmpireRKjediterranean Historical Reviewol. 11, No. 2,
December 1996, p. 195.

2 E.g. independence of Greece, autonomous Serbi&gyyt.

L. S. StavrianosThe Balkans since 145Bondon: Hurst & Co, 1958, pp. 381-392.
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They were carried out to render the Ottoman puddiministration modern and viable.
However, other sweeping legal reforms followed safier. The commercial and the
criminal codes, and even the civil code, which élasys been under the influence of
religion, were all reformed, or, in fact, “importetom other European countries,
with often minor adaptations. The newly establiseddcational institutions started to
follow a curriculum that emphasized science andiced religious education by the
latter of the 19 century. The new schools became conveyor belpsestigious jobs

in the government bureaucracy, and acquisitionoafgr and wealth, which due to the
primacy of politics always required some governnjehtto marry those two values.
The overall impact of those reforms was to dimirtlsf power, wealth and prestige of
the religious establishment, though its schools atiger institutions were left

untouched by the reforrifs

The Young Ottomans movement (1865-1876) appearednaspposition to these
reforms. This opposition was an inevitable restilth® Tanzimat itself. Instead of
raising the empire to the level of European cidiian the new reforms- the security
of life, honour and property- allowed ministersstoare the Sultan’s extensive power.
One of the founders of the movement, Namik Kemaljcized the fact that in
Istanbul now there were many Sultans who did natr ibe title of Sultan. The
criticism of the Young Ottomans focused on bothpfmeers of this reform and the
ideology of Westernization itself. They believedtththe Tanzimat did not have a
solid ideological and ethical basis, but insteael $blution could be found in Islam.
For the first time they emphasized the importarfcemabilizing the “Ottomans” as a
conscious grouP. Although they did not know the meaning of modeation and
nationalism they opened the first discussions licg phenomenon which affected the
process of nation-creation in four ways:

= for the first time in Ottoman history the conceptvatan (homeland/country)

was used.

* E. Kalaycioglu,Turkish Dynamics: Bridge Across Troubled Landlsw York: Palgrave MacMillan,
2005, p. 19.
> E.J. ZurcherTurkey: A Modern HistoryNew York: |. B. Tauris, 1997.
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» They opened the discussion that the empire couldaved by de-linking
themselves with the West

= They questioned the extensive authority of theg®ult

= They had an important impact on another, later grélue Young Turks, who

were the forefathers of Turkish nationalism.

While in the Ottoman Empire conflicting tendencieadered the reformation efforts
more complex, in the European part of the empingufaiions mainly composed by
sheperds and farmers, organized in villages anch wélaxed state control,
consciously started to challenge the authority bé tOttoman rulers. Those
populations had been willing to involve themseliato robberies and become
bandits. These practices were encouraged andnhezgtll by the emerging hostile
climate against the rulers and quickly culminatetd irevolutionary movements. In
the case of the Greek revolution (1821-1830), anjifeadership and the best fighters
came from groups of bandit&l¢ftes kai armatoloiwho organized themselves in
order to serve the new ideal of nationalism. A sewistheir Greek heritage inspired
cooperation among European intellectuals who dhjbieblic opinion in support of the
Greek struggle for independence against the Ottdemapire, depicted as the struggle
of European liberty against Oriental despotism. &mtead philhellenic sympathy in
Western Europe contributed to the intervention dgfah and France who, with the
traditional supporter of the Orthodox cause, Rysgid829 compelled the Ottomans
to cede independence. The Western-oriented ideabtibnalism in the short-term
divided the Greeks (leaders and followers) butth@ long term, its spread to the
whole society endowed the national struggle witbatgr political viability than a
devotion to the Orthodox heritage. However, thigl ot been the only factor
provoking the national movement. The geopolitichlent of Russia cultivated hopes
for a future redemption among the Orthodox comniemibf the Balkans. Already
from the 18 century, Russian agents reinforced among the rdredms for a
restoration of a Christian empire in the BalkanslainRussian leadership. When a

Russian fleet appeared in the Mediterranean in 1%A@re was widespread
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enthusiasm which led to an unsuccessful revolutipatiempt in Peloponnesos. With
the Kuchuk Kainarji Treaty of 1774, the Ottoman Turks, for the fiigtd, allowed
Russian ships to navigate freely in the Black Sehta trade in the Ottoman Empire.
The lack of Russian ships and crew was counterbathroy the granting of
permission to Greek shipowners to trade under thesian flag. As a result, sea trade
in the Eastern Mediterranean, the Aegean Sea anBl#tk Sea was soon dominated
by the Greek®. These merchants, together with a smaller grouprofessionals,
inevitably came in contact with the Western Europeteals of the Enlightenment
and established a bridge of communication betwdwn @rthodox Balkans and
Western Europe. It was them, more than any othmrpgywho underpinned the ideals

and led the way towards the Greek (and Serbiamjuton’.

However, not all Christians of the Ottoman Empirerevunited against their Turkish
rulers. Since the late T7century, Greek Phanariots had taken importanttipasiin
the Ottoman administration, working as interpretghagoumanodi and brokers on
behalf of the Turks in their exchanges with thedpean powers and the Christian
subjects of the Empire. The power of the Phanams in part economic and it
allowed them to gain important privileges as a quid quo for their services to the
Turkish Pashas Moreover, Phanariot families had a strong holdhaf Ecumenical
Patriarchate, and in the mid*18entury attempted to extend its jurisdiction upioe
once autocephalous churches of Serbia and Buldanally, since 1711, the Turks
entrusted the Phanariots with the governance ofRbmanian regions and they
organized their spheres of authority accordindghéoByzantine formality, dreaming of
a final restoration of Greek authority in the Bospls. However, the dependence of
the Phanariots on the Ottoman status quo dividedntlover the question of its
overthrow. A group among them supported the groopsnerchants who were
conspiring with the Russians against the Ottomatesyed with the ideas of the

French Enlightenment and dreamed to bring backfeéothhe glories of Byzantium.

% T. Stoianovich, “The Conquering Balkan Orthodoxrbteant”, Journal of Economic HistoryXX
(1960), pp. 234-313.
*"W.H. McNeill...1969...0p.cit...p. 771.
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Aware of the humiliating contrasts European phldrat visitors made between the
Hellenic progenitors of Western civilization ane thackward peasant subjects of the
Ottoman Empire, a national consciousness develapszhg them. But the majority
of them had withdrawn from the cause, only to $esr tauthority disappearing after
1821, when the Greek revolution spread the virudaafbt to the Turks concerning
the legitimacy and trustworthyness of all the Ged&kThe overthrow of the
Phanariots (1821-30), paved the way for a smalugrof pro-Western Turks to
exercise the functions previously exercised by @reeks. This had two parallel
effects: it allowed the Greek Phanariots to fullgvdte themselves to the Greek
national struggle and it prepared the processtef l@form and modernization of the
Ottoman regime according to the Western standaidse it provided pro-Western
Turks with the opportunity to penetrate the demththe Ottoman state/administration

nexus®.

5. The Rise of the Nation-States: The Constructioof Modern “Identity” and the
Institutionalization of Cultural Conflict.

The rise of the modern state and the developmestiaté centralisation since the™8
century made the language of administrations ofiafwsignificance for the lives of
their populations. An alliance with industrial cietism expands the capacities of the
state enabling it to penetrate a localised rural kierarchical society of difference
and create a culturally standardised nation okeits living on a unified territory.
Advances in communications, census and cartograpinieys, taxation and policing,
the development of territory-wide standardised ational systems promoting novel
vernacular high cultures, mass conscription in thiditary institutions, and the
creation of border controls and fortification rdedl in distinctive bordered power
container®’. The rationalist legacy of the Enlightenment slelagiest in France, the

ideology of republican (secular) nationalism, adany to which traditional forms of

* N. Jorga, “Le Despotisme éclairé dans les paysniins au XVllle siécle”,Bulletin of the
International Committee of Historical Scienc®s (1935), pp. 110-115.

*9W.H. McNeill...1969...0p.cit...p. 772.

0 A. GiddensThe Nation-State and Violend@ambridge: Polity Press, 1985, p. 120.
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allegiance, including those of “backward” ethnicdaregional cultures, were now
viewed as part of the savage state from which hucoammunities should progress to
urban civility. As the French model proved itseifwar so a world interstate system
developed in which all populations were graduatiged within new political units.

The centralising state is a revolutionary new unsient that destroys systems of
indirect rule, and nationalism is essentially ciwih its goal the construction of a
sovereign and meritocratic society. It representspaidiation of the ethnic principle
of membership by desceniug sanguiniy citizenship is acquired largely by the

principle of territorial membershipus solig®*.

These interpretations, however, fail to take intocaint two basic factors; the advent
of the Modern State brought with it the rise oftitugsions which carried with them
multiple pre-existing ethnic attachments and ida&#i (e.g. church, army,
administration, education) whereas the ideologyadaftical nationalism which was
adopted by elites also built on pre-existing (ethnngredients or, at least, tried,
successfully or unsuccessfully to incorporate saglyirival conceptions of the
nation into one single national identity. Hencenirthe very beginning, in most cases
of modern nation states, the twin processes otigalimodernisatiotf and cultural
homogenization carry with them the seeds of a piatefuture “cultural conflict”.
This is because both the ideology of nationalisimh e process of state-building do
not operate within géabula rasa Most modernization scholars, adopting an extrgmel
elitist and institutionalist interpretation of tlmodernization process underestimate
the importance of other dynamic and complex (mostljtural) factors, often
predating the era of Modernity, which structure tig@ny forms modernity exhibits in
different settings. These factors, once institwlaed or “incorporated” in some way
into the dominant national narrative or politicababurse, either promote cultural

pluralism, which is always a good indicator of hdemocratic a polity can be, or

®1J. Hutchinson 2005...0p.cit...pp. 31-32.
2 Which in our two case studies became synonymoMgesternization.
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provoke intense polarisation between rival grousciv may result in cultural and

social conflict or threaten the level of a socistgbhesion.

In the following paragraphs | shall try to provide overview of the articulation-
construction of Modern National Identity as it ooed in Modern Greece and
Modern Turkey by referring to the main tool usedifs construction, historiography,
and to explain how this identity-construction wagpleited by the state in order to
mobilize support for a the state’s irredentist eaos in order to homogenize the
diverse populations, and with what consequencefer&ee will be made to the two
nations’ main national historians and theoreticiaheationalism, C. Paparrigopoulos
and Z. Gokalp. Then, | shall try to refer to the damization process and the
development of state institutions which constitptgential loci of cultural conflict,

since they are based on pre-modern loyalties.

In the case of Greece, the newly established §18&2) has been for quite some time
the battleground of the rivalry which describecttst time the trends in European
historiography between Liberalism and Romanticismwhich advocated a
“mechanicist” view vs. an “organicist” view of timation respectively. Born under the
spell of Philhellenismand carrying an ambiguous allegiance to the libemaciples

of the 1821 revolution, the new state sought torie the liberal agenda of equality
and liberty as illustrated in the ideals of theigimlenment, the French and American
Revolutions and as stipulated in the revolutionagstitutions (1820s). At the same
time, intellectuals of the first rank cultivated national mythology that focused
obsessively on history and destiny, especially withation to classical Greece.
However, the ideological leaders of the uprisinigerals such as Rigas, Korais and
the Avovouos o EAlnv were critical of all traditional authority and atinds of
irrational despotism, religious or otherwi&eThis climate influenced greatly the state

of historiographical debate in the modern Greetestaitil the1850s. The majority of

8 R. Clogg,A Short History of Modern Greec#™ edition, Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1986,
43-69.
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historians and intellectuals of the early™1@ere hostile or at least critical about
Byzantine history, perceiving it as a period of ldecand moral degradation of the
Greeks. The period of Byzantine history represeinteitie minds of the majority of

the intelligentsia a dark period of theologicalpdite, corruption and hostility towards
the Hellenic spirit (classical antiquity) which hdeveloped and taken new form in

the West.

A break with this gradually started to emerge sib880, when the Romanticist ideals
started to grow stronger in the Greek intelligemtdihe new ideals came in direct
conflict with the hitherto liberal concept whichgeml a great gap in the continuity of
the Greek nation, namely the Middle Ages which warasidered, as mentioned, by
the majority of intellectuals as not included iretborpus of the Greek nations’

history.

The task of outlining the course of Greek histongl @eclaring its meaning for the
future fell into the able hands of the historian n€@antine Paparrigopoulos.
Paparrigopoulos set out to show in detail how tiséohy of Greece from the ancient
times to the present demonstrated the unity of [&hedm” in its three phases: i)
Antiquity, ii) Byzantium, iii) Modern period. In Bimonumental six-volume “History
of the Greek Nations” (1860-1877), he exhibited hthe three phases show the
fundamental unity of the Greek nation. Although theject was scholarly and
thorough, it was always animated by the desire tove that basic unity.
Paparrigopoulos explicitly stated that “...what we &woking for in our studies of
Greek history is, we confess, the unity of the &reationality from ancient to
modern times...in this unity lies all the mystery air future®. That statement
portrays that his work was determined towards awigea certain goal, the discovery
of the Greek nation and the disproving of Falmerayeoint that Greeks of his times

were not the descendants of Ancient Greeks butxeumsi of Slavs and Albanians.

%K. ©. Anpopéc, EAdvikoc Awagotiopoc, 3' éxdoon, A0fva: Epuic, 1982,%. 406.
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In stark opposition to Falmerayer's methodology,uses sources in order to prove
that the Slavs who migrated to Greece from theéntury have neither deserted the
country nor exterminated its inhabitants, as then@e historian claimed. He
presented as basic proof for his statement theepraison of the Greek language even
among populations who were not Gr&eltanguage is the linking element between
the three periods according to Paparrigopoulos,thralighout the Byzantine period
it was enriched by Byzantine literature and religiditurgical pieces such as the
Akathist Hymnsung every year during Lent and forming suchnéimiate component
of Orthodox worship. In Paparrigopoulos’ work, tlaaxiety brought by the
Enlightenment into Greek thought in relation to Byzantine dimensions of Greek
history and Greek identity was finally settled ive tmost magnificent and reassuring
way. Albeit in the beginning of his path as a histe (1840s), he echoed the negative
attitude toward Byzantium that prevailed among elattay followers of the
Enlightenment, the influence of Romanticism andy&micist” conceptions of nation-
formation was so profound as to make him state8iR1 “...to the Byzantine state
we owe the conservation of our language, our @lighnd more generally of our

nationality™®.

The broad outline of the “History” is set by thernagive of political and military

events and struggles, and this endows the work avitepic character that captivates
the reader as a story of greatness, high dramdragedy. In narrating the chronicle
of the Byzantine millennium, the author’s interesnains focused on depicting the
survival and continuous existence of that exceplibistorical actor, the Greek nation
which, through the millennia of presence on theneaaf world history, marches as an
immutable and timeless social organism. The worlPaparrigopoulos, despite the
reactions it provoked especially in Greek acader&s been influential not only

among Greek society of his times but also amonglGpeliticians. His conception of

85T, Behovdng, O Jakob Philipp Fallmerayeka: n I'éveoy tov Eipvikot Iotopiopot, EMNE-Mvipmv
1982,0swpia ka1 Mehéteg Iotopiag.

% Notes from presentations in classroom, Courseuti8mstern European History and Culture”,
Winter Semester, Master’s Degree in SEE Studid35-2006.
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Greek nationalism has been used as the backbdhe development, especially after
1880, of the Great Idea, an ideological product pafitical manipulation of
Paparrigopoulos historical theories. This Greataldehich existed since 1844,
obtained with the Greek historian a new content emdstituted a project for the
resurrection of the Byzantine Empire in the shapanoexpanded Greek state ended
in the ashes of the Asia Minor defeat of 1922\l these attitudes, sermonizings, and
beliefs as well as their denial offer as many amswagain to the question of
continuity, which as always has divided Greeks impposing camps. In progressing
from the nationalist concept of the Great Ideehtoprudent, bourgeois realistic policy
of Venizelos for the modernization of Greece atheatage of its territorial
enlargement, to the position taken by the Commupasty respecting the role of the
“Romaic-Greek populace” (the term employed in tr@mm@unist Draft Programme
1954) in the Balkan world we undoubtedly have tHeol gamut of solutions put
forward by the political parties, each interpretthg past in its own way and in so
doing revealing the country’s relationship with f8ecat Powers of the day and with
its neighbouring states for the purpose of prongpthreir particular approach to the

future.

Meanwhile, the Greek state, from a general aim khic had been for the
Enlightenment, became the dominant political rgadit the nation and the church,
autocephalous, detached from the ecumenicity ofPdeiarchate, was nationalized.
Two major institutional networks of power maniféiseir symbolic representation of
the nation under the scheme presented by Papaoutmgp Continuity henceforth is
presented as institutional and possibly Orthodaxluding in it the imperial

institutions of Byzantium and the Patriarchate. phapagation of this view should be
related to the prevalence of the strategy of exipgnthe national territory. The
political priorities of the nation-state had chamge relation to the revolutionary

period. The forces which constituted the nation lénged, so the dominant

57p. M. Kitromilides, “On the Intellectual content @reek Nationalism: Paparrigopoulos, Byzantium
and the Great Idea” in D. Ricks & P. Magdalino (§dByzantium and the Modern Greek Identity
Centre for Hellenic Studies, King's College Lond&898.
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historical representation had to change too. The mistorical symbols of the nation
were not longer the groups of bandits, the intefligia and th&odjabashis but the

warriors of the nation, the national army which waesstined to represent the
embodiment of national pride, the defender of tladiomal interest and later on
(WWI1I) the defender of the nation’s territorial @grity. However, the symbolism of
historicism which was expressed by Paparrigopobéusits limits and was too weak
to endure the radical political changes of theyeaff” century. This is why in the
interwar period this symbolism served only as assgliary tool in the hands of the

elites in order to mobilize support for the promatof the national intere¥t

In the battles over the appropriation of symbokpresentations, the (foreign-born)
Greek monarchy participated, albeit in a differemanner than the advocates of
Venizelisn?®, in favor of the nationalist “Great Idea”. Thisg-based ethnic identity
came under attack mainly from figures and forcethendiaspora and from the rise of
ethnic nationalisms amongst the other Orthodox lesogBulgarians), which

threatened the idea of Greek expansion and unditaGreece was dragged into a
disastrous war by a revolt in Crete, which dealshattering blow to irredentist

dreams. A sense of national crisis between 1897 H9#ll evoked a cultural

nationalist critique of official Greece that encamped the monarchy, parliament,
army, language (demotic vs. katharevousa) and dheational system. It advocated

less reliance on Europe as the standard, and mygphasis on the Greek woffd

The tensions between a European-oriented and aworetlgious nationalism merely
took new forms in 1914 when the king, espousingnaéiam, clashed with the liberal
and reformist Prime Minister Venizelos, who wishedupport the Allies against the

Triple Alliance. After defeat against the Turks amdnass transfer of populations in

88 I1. Maviag, “Tlde Atapopeddnke 1 EOvucy Tvveidnon;”, To Brua, Kupakh 26 Maptiov 2000,
‘EvBeto «H T'évvnom evog ‘Ebvouvg: H Yrootaon tov EAAvov, to Iotopicd maperfov kot 1 AeBvig
Avayvaopion».

% See the distinction as to how Venizelists and Mdiniats viewed the Asia Minor vicissitude in G.
Th. Mavrogordatos 1983...0p.cit.

% G. AugustinosConsciousness and History: Nationalist Critics afe€k Society 1897-191&ew
York: East European Quarterly, 1977, ch. 2.
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1922 between Turkey and Greece, the split betwegnbtican Venizelists and
royalists dominated the interwar period. The momgraliscredited by 1922, was
replaced by a republic from 1924, during which ¢heras an attempt to engineer a
shift from an ethnic to a civic nation built on nesd political institutions. This,
however, was destabilized periodically by militanterventions, and in 1935 the
monarchy was restored by a military dictatorshigamGeneral Metaxas that claimed
to embody a third Hellenic Civilization (combinidellenism and Byzantium), This
created intense social divisions, which continudtenv Greece was invaded and
occupied by Germany and into the post-war peried;anmunist and anti-communist
resistance movements clashed with each other atidroyalists collaborators. The
defeat of the communists led to the triumph ofghtAwing authoritarian nationalism
that culminated in the dictatorship of the Colonk&tween 1967 and 1974. This,
though claiming to offer a Hellenic-Christian syesis, isolated Greece from Europe.
After its overthrow there was a return to democraivalry between pro-Western
conservatives, who took Greece into the EU in 128t a neutralist socialist party
suspicious of NATO, USA and the EU, and orientedht® Balkans. Since then, the
socialist PASOK has swung in support of the’EU

In the case of Turkey, with the breakdown of thenabtic empire, a necessity
occurred that people had to imagine themselvetingléo one another. At this point,
the dialectical relationship between the mass sugpo the nationalist imagination
and the political project of nationalist elites &ee visible. The Kemalist project of
constructing a Turkish “imagined community” at gelastage of the disintegration of
the Ottoman Empire is not an exception. The idgmtitthe state was changed from a
caliphate-empire to a secular-republic. The idgnuf the people had to be
transformed from anmmaidentity to a secular nation. Mustafa Kemal's soluwas
the last, and also the only successful one amdmgrstbut it did not start out from a

tabula rasa. Modernity and Westernization had diresmerged as processes since the

" N. Koksalakis & I. Psimmenos, “Modern Greece: Afife of Identity and Nationalism” in B. Strath
and A. Triandafyllidou (eds.Representations of Europe and the Nation in Cureard Prospective
MembersBrussels: European Commission, 2003.
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Ottoman times. The relation of the nation to theesivia nationalism is in harmony
with the logic of modernity. The modern state isall/ seen as being part and parcel
of the historical processes that created and tleénetl modernity- the centralisation
of power and authority, the emergence of capitalipnocesses of reification and

rationalization, and so on.

It did not take long for the Ottomans to developittown brand of pan-TurkisnR.an-

Turkism namely the establishment of a political unioracfurkish Nation based on
race, emerged as the only viable alternative ferfthure course of development of
the empire, since the other two ways which wereysstpd Ottomanism(integration

of many nations under the Ottoman sovereignty aedtion of a single amalgam of
“Ottoman nation”) andPanislamism(union of all Muslims of the world under the
political administration of the Caliph) proved te bmpossible to achieve under the

present circumstances.

Ironically, it was an ethnic Kurd, Ziya Gokalp wlemerged as the most important
intellectual champion of pan-Turkism, whose catis the establishment of a single
Turkish empire Turan) across the Ottoman Empire and Central Asia, iadpliarge
numbers of young Turks, politicians, including Mafst Kemal, the founding
President of the Turkish Republic, social and it thinkers in the early 20
century. Gokalp was a prolific social thinker (ughced by E. Durkheim) and
nationalist intellectual. He argued that “...Natiasalmovements in Turkey started
first as movements of religious autonomy, and tlesn movements of political
autonomy and independence. We know that Turkisiomaism started as a cultural
movement®, Nationalism grew from a nebulous cultural movemiemo a mass
political ideology and phenomenon in Turkey justras germination of a seed would.
The turbulent times of the 1910s and 1920s werleteepvith such calamities for the
Turkish people, who at a time of disaster were idedt to unearth its own

nationalism. He thus firmly believed that the timas ripe for the growth of Turkish

"2N. Berkes 1964...op.cit...p. 65.
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nationalism into a full-fledged political ideologyr even the “Ideal” of the stdte

Gokalp laboured to prove that Turkish nationalisould not undermine the interests
of the Ottoman state and argued that Turkism igelaé support of Islam and of the
Ottoman state, and it is against cosmopolitanismokal® went on to argue that
modernization means to make and use the technalogichievements that the

Europeans are making and using, but without bekegthem only in form and living.

Gokalp’s formulations about nation, nationalismifune and civilization have deeply
influenced the establishment and development ofTilmish Republic. He argued
that nationalism was a cultural creation. He labote explain that culture and
civilization shared a lot of common features. Bothture and civilization related to
religious, moral, legal, economic, linguistic, amimilar realms of social life.
However, Gokalp built upon his original argumenattrculture is national and
civilization is international. For him civilizatiowas a consciously created artefact of
the human reason, whereas “...the elements thatiwdasa culture, on the other
hand, are not creations of conscious individuabast..so the elements of a culture
rise and grow spontaneousf§’ He suggested the example of language. Individuals
may propose new terms or even grammatical rulesthgy may or may not be
accepted by the people. The changes in language spontaneously by themselves,
while an individual member of the community watcles Whereas civilization often
hosts such invented terms, as individuals who makespecialized groups often
produce invented terminologies which are used matgwnally. Consequently, Gokalp
concluded that “...culture is composed mainly of daoml elements, while
civilization is composed of ideaS” So, there is no anomaly in arguing that the
Turkish nation simultaneously belongs to theal-Altai group of peoples, to the
Islamic ummetand to Western civilization. In short, Turkish inaglism shares the
same origin as the Balkan ethnoreligious nationais Ethnic characteristic of

Turkish nationalism developed with the advent ofus&rism. This new breed of

3 N. Berkes 1964...op.cit...p. 67.
" N. Berkes 1964...op.cit...p. 104.
> N. Berkes 1964...op.cit...p. 108.
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ethnic-nationalists was able to gain respect aatustin Istanbul’s intellectual and
political circles. Eventually, they were able todilarge numbers of Turks ready to be
fired up with their pan-Turkic ethnic nationalisieas and ideologies. Turkish
nationalism developed from a religious nationatistdel of Balkan origins, adopted a
pan-nationalist dimension by the early™@entury, while preserving Turkish-

speaking Muslim subjects of the former Ottoman Emps its core clientele.

Gokalp’s ideas were the main factors that influetiee foundation of the Turkish
Republic and Kemalist principles. This is why, wancsay that his ideas were in
harmony with the system at the time and it has Hegitimised with the official
ideology of the state. According to this ideologydividuals were expected to feel
that they were a part of the western civilisatidmlezbeing muslims. As a new nation,
a new state was born they had to leave the iddeiofy in a community and had to
see the world like a western individual, indepertdeom the burden of religion.
Atatirk believed that the existence of the Turki&public was based on “culture”.
This “culture” was the secular, national, contenapprTurkish culture instead of the
Islamic culture harmonized with the Arabic civiligm. However, it wasn't as easy
as it seemed then, and it is still not the casayto@ihe process of change from being a
community to becoming a nation became a big cdnfiecause the public who was
forced to leave the “Ottoman Identity” behind waestiner ready nor volunteering to
deny the Islamic heritage. This is why, the nalomovement of the Turkish
Revolution, had to use terms that had no connedtibh Islam such as “secular
public” in order to overcome the identity crisistbe historical gap it has created for
the people. Since the inception of the republiciniikesm has comprised its guiding
vision. It is in essence a Westernizing/civilizimdeology whose incontrovertible
maxims are secularism, understood as the sepaattiatigion from political rule; a
modern/Western identity and lifestyle; and the walk homogeneity and territorial
unity of the nation. Because the Kemalist Westation project has relied more on
symbols than substance, it has associated pubiglyle instances of Islamic identity
with reactionism. The ideology is also marked byisible distaste for politics as a
societal activity, and an ambivalent attitude tadvire notion of popular legitimacy.
Over time, it has been adjusted, at times staliatinever abandoned or discontinued.

Even if the Turkish Armed Forces have at times olggd the Kemalist doctrine to
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suit its own agenda, its basic tenets have nottast power of appeal and legitimacy
both across classes and across the civilian-mjlisivide’®. Thus, according to
official dogma, the nation’s trajectory from Islamiraditionalism to Western
modernity is to be replicated in the lives of indival Turks who come from rural
backgrounds to the big city and aspire to upwartihty. As they move up the class
ladder, they are supposed to shed their Islamitum@ll traditions and become

Westernized.

The Turkish military has acted as custodian ofkenalist legacy, seeing its mission
as not only to defend the territorial integrity thie Turkish state against external
threats but also to protect it against internalllehges. The armed forces have
intervened in Turkish politics four times in thespmar period when they felt that the
Kemalist legacy was under threat. The most regestince was in 1997 when the
military forced the ouster of Prime Minister NectiretErbakan, head of the Refah
Party, in what was widely interpreted by Turkishdaioreign media as a “silent
coup.”. From the beginning of Turkish republic, B92tates elites tried to establish a
western oriented country. And the foreign policyswaways towards Europe. They
ignored the Ottoman and Islamic past. It was ate gdroject of 1930s(When we
consider the, as Germans say ‘Geist Zeit' —the sduthe time- , the fascist or
authoritarian regimes were common in all aroundopar Turkish state was an
authoritarian state too with the guaranteeing & #rmy. The problem lies on
unchanged mentality and political structure of Bykeven in the 2000s.). These
elites were mainly military officers. They foundghrepublic and they served as self
appointed guardians of the regime. They alwaystbamselves as the decider of the
needs of the society and the definer of “what id bagood for the country”. They
were members of the military and they ruled thentgudirectly or indirectly. Their
position had never changed and questioned untiEtheaccession process started to
become reality.

® A. Gél, “The Construction of a Modern Identity: &[T urkish “Imagined Community” versus the
Ottoman Empire”, 1999, Working Paper, Centre forrdaMediterranean Studies, University of
Reading, UK.
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6. The double-edged Sword of Modernization: internband external challenges.
The process which always accompanied or followed #udvent of secular
nationalisms has been that of political/instituibnrmodernization, namely the
development and consolidation of political rule a®enocratic institutions to regulate
the relationships between the modern state ancetyociThe term modernization
echoes a complex process of changes which arewelosén all the institutional
spheres of society as a result of the expansidmuofan knowledge for the human
environment and of the increases control which mgrexercise on this environment
(society). The term “political modernization” refeto these processes of political
differentiation and secularization of a societydifical culture which reinforce the
ability, namely the effectiveness and efficiency itsf political system. The term
“political modernization” has been criticized byrivais schools of political thought.
The main charges concern its Western-centric viewe@mnd in the lack of historicism
the ideotypic dualism “traditional vs. modern” miasis. However, if it is understood
as a historical, evolutionary, open, long-term amttertain process of political
change, the term has the basic advantage thatowslfor the understanding of
complex processes which in their aggregate inditatthe increased ability of the
homo politicus: i) to create structures that are able to endursolve problems and
absorb (or adapt to) continuous changes and a)ntoat the fulfilment of new visions

for society in a spirit of creativity and innovaiid.

In the next few paragraphs | shall try to accouot the process of political
modernization in the cases of Modern Turkey and &fodGreece and its
consequences to state-society relations. Polikftzadernization may on the one hand
institutionalize cultural pluralism but, on the ethhand the antagonism between
political elites for dominance at the level of tpelitical system and the external
challenges to state sovereignty by the unpredietabbcesses of modernity (e.g.
European Integration) undermine this process apdterthe possibility of cultural

conflict through which political change is struadr

"TN. Awpavtovpoc, H Hepimdavion e Holmikie, ®axeloc Exovyypoviopdc, To Bipa, Kuplaky 4
DePpovapiov 2001.
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In the case of Turkey, Kemalism is a kind of modsation movement with radical
secularism, ethnicity based nationalism and auidm@sn centralism. It can be said
that cutting-edge comments of Kemalism creatednémiaration and oppression to
strong identities especially to Kurdish and IslamiBhose identities were main
challenges to dominant public sphere constructe&diyalist ideology. The change
and transformation policies of Kemalist civiliandamilitary rulers did not work

properly as it is estimated over some identitieshslslam and Kurdish identities.
Kemalist public sphere excluded Islam because igisla and excluded Kurdish
identity because of homogenous ethnic policies Wwhaccepted only Turkish

ethnicity’®.

The main problem of Turkish modernization was dtfuachange and
unchangeability. There were elites during the moidation process of Turkish
society who tried to apply western values to aanst country and homogeneous
national identity to multiethnic society. They tti¢o transform the country from
traditional which called as backwardness to modewsstern way of life. They were
educated mainly in French and got the influenceFaénch enlightenment and
modernization. They practiced Jacobenist policigk op to down’ model. We can
mention about the continuity between Ottoman andi$hh modernity process, or we
can call this process as “cumulative”.sBeKasaba summarize the process as such:
“...The reformers, in particular Mustafa Kemal, hadvisioned for Turkey an
organized, well — articulated, linear process oflgraization through which to move
simultaneously and with uniform experience. At &mal of this process, there would
emerge a militantly secular, ethnically homogeneegublic well on its way to
catching up with the civilized nations of the westhe hegemonic center position of
elites who “saw themselves as the most importarteféor change in the Ottoman
Empire and Turkey and they represent themselvatesole bearers of progress”
continued until 1940s, then after that time thest lilhe dominant position. And the
relations with public turned to persuasion from tcoin With the multi party regime
the suppressed parts of society especially thd peaphery with his/her Muslim,
ethnic identities became more visible. ‘Democraiora from above model’ which

8 Kasaba, Ret, ‘Kemalist Certainties and Modern Ambiguities’ iS. Bozdgan & R. Kasaba (eds),
Rethinking Modernity and National Identity in Tuyk&niversity of Washington Press, Seattle, WA,
and London, 1997
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defined by elites started to be questioned thea Stlory of Turkish democracy since
1950 turns out to be the story of conflict and aeowdation between the contrasting
imperatives of consolidation and inclusidmétweensecular, homogeneous dominant

ideology expressed by republican elites and itsiterd°.

Elites wanted to create a society with their cddesa ‘social engineer’. “The
mission of the Kemalist elite was the secularizatwd state and society... Kemalists
conceived socio-economic chance as being derivativeultural transformation.
Great emphasis was placed on education, the Iggtms, changing the Arabic script,
the Muslim calendar, and the code of dress, ®tcThe modernization was totally
equal being westernized with all expects in thespective of elites. It can be given as
an interesting and extremist example about thecigsliof Kemalist state in order to
construct a western societpini Islah Beyannames(Reforming the Religion
declaration). It was an offer to the assembly doimg putting Turkish artists’
pictures in mosques, not putting off the shoes rieeémtering the mosque. Kemalism
hit to the center of the society as an iron bldtkhanged the codes of the society but
not through the estimation of the elites at lea&0@b6 In other words, the Jakobenist
policies of elites changed some patterns of theumiland social phenomenon but not
totally that was planned. It created new-adopteghrid or totally oppositional
identities. All those Kemalist oppressions werecteate a secular, westernized,
progressive and homogeneous public sphere. It wasnd of “authoritarian
modernism” without taking its roots from the pdstvas questioned so weakly in the
early period of republic. The early period of Twtkistate was a kind of ‘authoritarian
state’. It was interfering to every part of socalpects, from family to music, from
mosque to calendar. According to Goéle Islamic moxetnmade visible this secular
public sphere’s oppressions started in 1980s: fisia problematized in the public
sphere, we become aware of the unspoken, implanitidyss and the stigmatizing,
exclusionary power structure of the secular pufyblcere.”. Before that it was seen as

9. Sunar State, Society, and Democracy in TugkBghceehir Universitesi Yayinlaristanbul, 2004,
p. 145.

8. Sunar State, Society, and Democracy in TutkBghceehir Universitesi Yayinlaristanbul, 2004,
p. 147.
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‘taken for granted process’ (westernization, mod@tion through the prescriptions

of elites§™.

Westernization was the aim of the state. The fanmmo#to of the founder of the

Republic, Ataturk summarizes it succinctly: “reaui contemporary level of

civilization”, he points out western civilizatiors @im such as putting out the Islamic
symbols in public sphere. And the expected reactmmnhose arguments came in
1980s with a social movement. Muslim masses begaetcome Islamists.

According to the historical sources, “Turks” havaistory of 5000 years and
this political, cultural and social heritage hasvared through the centuries by the
establisment of the sixteen empires, as TurkishuBlgpis the last one. After the
abolishment of the Ottoman Empire, the new reputéis denied this heritage with
the purpose of becoming a modern nation state. y dda term “Turk” has a national
aspect rather than ethnic influences and it referghe citizens of the Turkish

Republic.

The debate over Turkish identity on the other hamak always been an
important issue to research and discuss aboupmgtamong the Turkish Academia
but also for the foreign scholars who are inteksteEastern world, especially the
Middle East. And many of the scholars agree thatkdy can be evaluated as a
significant case of “global identity crisis” botm mational and religious aspects.
Before taking a look at the global picture, oneuwticexamine the historical factors
that has lead to the identity crisis of Turkey thaats back to the foundation of the

republic, or even the modernisation movementsenQttoman Empire.

In order to analyse these conflicts and understeimat lies beneath them, we
must concantrate on the social and historical fHtés can enlighten the way. As
Mustafa Al Fagi emphasizes that “The study of Thekish phenomenon needs
historical awareness and an understanding of th&isfucharacter and the various

factors that form its identity and determine itdiges that oscillate between the

8IN. Géle, (2000a), ‘Snapshots of Islamic Modernitiddultiple Modernities Daedalus, Journal of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 129:1, 20p084
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historical Ottoman Turkey and the geographical Beam Turkey.(Al Faqi)®** The
key point to be able to analyse the Turkish phemmmas to go back in the pages of
history and try to comprehend what had happenddatt the society to present day

conditions.

At this point, the turning point that holds greatportance is the establishment of
Turkish Republic. With the foundation of the secud&d modern Republic, nation
state and modernisation phenomena has been leggtinin a political way. Yet, as
these reformative acts were taking place in thie eliass, the ordinary people were
stil trying to get over the adaptation process.itAbas influenced my dissertation
thesis, this adaptation and struggling processilipr®sent both in the national and
religious aspects. In the book “Rethinking Modernand National Identity in
Turkey” edited by himself and Sibel BoZghm, Reat Kasaba underlines this social
dilemma that leads back to the early 1920’s indrnigcle “Kemalist Certainties and
Modern Ambiguities”:

“The reformists, in particular Mustafa Kemal, haavisioned
for  Turkey an organized, well-articulated, linegrocess of
modernization through which the whole nation washgao move
simultaneously and with uniform experience. At teed of this
process, there would emerge a militantly seculathnieally
homogenous republic well on its way to catchingwith the civilised
nations of the West. Instead, the Turkish expedeappeared to be
cultiminating in economic backwardness and sodigd, fwith Muslim
and secularist, Turk and Kurd, reason and faithalrand urban-in
short, the old and the new- existing side by sidgé eontending with,
but more typically strengthening each oth&r.”

Since the candidacy of Turkey for the European briias dominated the political
agenda of the Old Continent, new factors such amtpEuropean” or “integration
into the European culture” has started questioningkey’s sense of self more than
ever. As they are having difficulty to identifyaimselves with Western values as well
as the Eastern traditions, the Turkish people hmeen suffering from this dilemma

not only as a society but also as individuals fgyio re-define themselves. In

8 Al Fagi, M. “Between Islam and The West" Dar-al ay#t 23/03/2004
http://english.daralhayat.com/opinion/03-2004/A&i20040324-7a58a525-c0a8-01ed-006¢c-
e26e37a2e701/story.html

8 Kasaba, Rat, 1997...op.cit.
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addition to this, Turkey can be evaluated as a amavade of different etnhic groups
sharing the same title of being “Turkish” officialbut the debate over “Turkish-ness
or Turkey-ness” has been one of the leading topitds the candidacy for the EU as
well. The report of the Human Rights Advisory Coittenof EU was an effective
factor for this critical process. In the repohe tnationality & minority approach of
Kemalism is put forward and critised since it hasrden changed since 1923 and it
has been legitimised by the Turkish constitutidrne official findings of this report
could be carried out the other platforms as waltsiKurdish issue still hasn’t been
solved and the cases of other minority groups atBbropean Human Rights Court
damage the reputation of Turkey. Finally, it's woly the external factors that make
Turkey suffer from religious fundamentalism. Aslvas the Turkish fundamentalist
groups supporting al Qaeda, Turkey is a strategictecr of the terrorist group
Hizbollah well. These Islamists have declareddilagainst the infidels identifying
themselves with Western values and many intelléstaad journalists have been
killed by them. Besides these terrorist groups,galitical movement by the Islamists
have gained power with the millions supporting theeas.

In the case of Greece, the construction of a modéate in Greece entailed the
introduction of a variety of Western institutionsdatheir accompanying logics, and
‘their grafting onto traditional and precapitaligtdigenous structures’, what ensued
was a situation of ‘intense social, political, andtural struggles in which potential
beneficiaries and potential losers in the redeiniof power relations within Greece
played the central rol&. Two distinct cultural camps, two cultures, clgamerged
out of these struggles. The first one, the underdoljure, became particularly
entrenched ‘among the very extensive, traditiomabre introverted, and least
competitive strata and sectors of Greek society wad more fully elaborated by
intellectuals adhering to this tradition’. The y@er of the twin cultures described by
Diamandouros exhibits the opposite characteristicstraws its intellectual origins
from the Enlightenment ...[it is] secular and extndve orientation’ and puts forward
a modernising project aiming at making Greece at@vegolity and society. While
the underdog culture stresses tradition and ielaripfluenced by the Ottoman and
Byzantine past, the modernising cultural camp pessocial, political and economic

8 N. Diamandouros 1993 ‘ Politics and Culture ire@re, 1974-91’ iGlogg R(ed.) Greece 1981-
89: The Populist Decad&ondon, McMillan Press.
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reform in order to promote Greece’s integratior itite international system and the
European family. This general schema has beentljiriocked to the question of
Greek populism, with Diamandouros assigning PASOpopulism a place in the
underdog culture. Thus, as Lyrintzis and Spourdsiiakpoint out, although
Diamandouros’ work is not primarily focused on pligm, it offers an interesting
framework on Greek political culture within whicbgulism can be neatly situated. In
this framework populism would be associated witle tolitical culture of ‘the
underdog’.

The same conclusion has been reached by Motfzefishis view, like most societies
that experienced a delayed development in compangth the West, Greece is
marked by a continuous and diffused division betwégo antagonistic types of
political culture: a traditionally oriented, ‘naév type, inward and hostile to
Enlightenment ideals and Western institutions, arichodernising’ type that tries to
adopt these institutions and catch-up with the Wistuzelis also situates populism
within the underdog culture by specifying two disti types of underdog culture: the
clientelist and thepopulist one. Such a view is also congruent with the signifying
realities of populist discourses themselves insafain populism the people are often
presented as ‘the underdog’ which is oppressedpiegg or excluded from thetatus
guo. On a fairly general level, both Diamandouros anoukilis seem to accept that the
two different types of political culture corresporddifferent social identities. Of course,
Diamandouros has highlighted the cross-sectionalireaof the two cultures, ‘the
tendency, that is, to cut across Greek institutiastiata, classes, or political parties in
Greek society and not to becoragclusivelyidentified with any such structure across
time or even at any given momenthis qualification is quite important but fails to
address the problem at the level of the subjedttays, so to speak, at the level of
‘ideal types’ of social identities focusing on theays in which social strata,
institutions, parties and otheollective entities relate to these ideal types. Indeed
there is not much discussion in Diamandouros’ teegarding the way cultural

dualism is played out within subjective identityaspfrom very few references to

8. Lyrintzis, & , M. Spourdalakis ‘On Populism: A Syn#iga proposof the Greek Bibliography’, in
Greek Political Science Revieno. 1, 1993, pp. 133-162.

8 N. Mouzelis,Nationalism in Late Developmemitthens: Themelio, 1994.
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what he calls the ‘adherentsbffadoi’ in the Greek text) of the underdog culture and
to the fact that the underdog culture, ‘despitetfiations, can be said to claim the
allegiance of a majority of the Greek populationcsi independence’. In that sense,
though not explicitly stated or analysed, one @f plossible conclusions drawn from
Diamandouros’ text is that, although allegiance®rofshift, at any given moment
each person can either be a modernist/reformisha @raditionalist, an ‘adherent’
(‘opados) of the oneor the other culture. We consider such a conclusistified not
only on the basis of a careful reading of Diamamdsutext, but also based on
Diamandouros’ recent introductory comments accgydinwhich ‘the heterogeneous
social strata and the political alliances linkedthem which at any given moment
function as bearers and expressions of the twatiad exhibit a remarkable stability
as far as their synthesis is concerfied’

Modernization as presented in the domestic political debate, aigamount to
Europeanization.According to N. Mouzelis “The concept of moderrtipa is
‘polysemic’- that is to say, it has different maays according to the theoretical
contexts within which it functions”. However, thiebate has so far developed within
a small circle of bureaucratic and party politicglites without wider public
participation. This reflects the modus operandihef Greek political system in terms
of centralization, hyperpolitisization, absence rafes for the game, virtual non-
existence of civic organizations, and a weak buienpalistic state; besides, it
represents a blow to the ‘popular’ perception ahderacy which emanates from the
ancient Greek heritage. From the very beginningession to the EU was seen by the
then Greek government (N.D) as a means of modeimizanamely political
stabilization (democratization) social solidaritydadevelopment. At the same time,
Karamanlis, the architect of Greek accession toBbe having already withdrawn
Greece from the military part of NATO viewed the BB the best means to overcome
the so-called ‘syndrome of foreign protection’ whits endemic to Greek politics
since the struggle for independence; this detemnime choice when he faced the
dilemma to choose between the EC and the EFTAcesinhad already become

obvious that the EC was more than a simple fredetrarea and it provided an

8 N. Awpovtovpog:  «dlohtiopikdc  Aviopde kou  ITohtuci AAhoyyi omv  EAMGSo g
MertamoAitevong», ekd. AleEdvdpeia 2000,6. 13.
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opportunity to distance from the American fa8foiThus, regime consolidation was
thought to be the ultimate outcome of a procesgratlual changes, reinforced by

accession itself, in the economy and in the paliticulture of Greek society and
polity.

Later on, throughout the 80’s and early 90’s, bhend of ‘negative’ (SEA) and
‘positive’ integration(TEU) measures has imposed demands on the Greek polity,
and these demands have encouraged calls for thereff the state. This process,
according to A. Moschonas consists of three inkteted elements: i) the
modernization of markets, i) the modernization pfactices and iii) the
modernization of structur®s The market modernization, reinforced through the
operation of the EU rules, calls for domestic madesregulation (liberalization) as a
means for the enhancement of the competitivenedfiseoEuropean economy, and
with it, the Greek economy. The modernization cdgbices is a process wherein a
Community dimension gradually becomes an integaat jof the Greek political
culture as a result of membership. The interactiath EU institutions creates
conditions of osmosisin the sense that Greek participants tend to aksemi
Community practices, while at the same time accatmd knowledge, and thus
enrich Greek political culture. Modernization ofptices, in turn, having the political
legitimization derived from the fact of membershipespective of the level of
acceptance or support, tends to create conditionducive to the enhancement of the
modernization of structures. This is the outcomedefived market modernization,
refers to concrete state policies in congruencdr WU policies and aims at the
fulfillment of socio-economic and political objeatis. The main tool, through which
it is carried out, is the EU Redistributive (mair@phesion) policies. In conclusion,
we observe that the first element of modernizatieggtive integration) is dominated
by the ‘logic of consequentialism’, since the dntyiforce behind modernization is the
concern about efficiency of the economy, the secam# by the ‘logic of
appropriateness’, since the osmosis involves Iegrpirocesses, whereas the third one

by both logics, since on the one hand it entaiiéstabution of resources and creation

8 Responsible according to the Greek sentimentii7tyear colonel’s Junta.
8 Reinforced Modernization
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of Mediating Formal Institutio’® while, on the other, structural change cannot

happen without an appropriate Political and Orgativnal culturd®.

As a result, the concept of modernization acquieedtechnocratic’ aura. The
technocratic form of modernization claims that aem are more technical than
ideological, thereby giving emphasis to the role eperts and of the state
bureaucrats. A new generation of political leadé&@s appeared proclaiming
themselves to be the agents of this process. Tdilyfthe neoliberal logic of market
modernization and they are brought into the econoeguation so as to: i) better
define the modernization of structures and ii) mize the social costs of the full
operation of the mark& Consequently, elites become ‘Europeanized’ arelths

EU to gain a domestic reform not available to theynany other means; since
‘Europeanization’ helps reform to be more attragtiunpopular measures(e.g.
taxation) are rendered less subject to resistahies. is in sharp contrast to what
happened in Greece in the 80’s, when populist bqgmécy measures served to

undermine the very process of economic managementnadernization.

7. Conclusions.
The comparative research on developments in Mo@eaece and Modern Turkey
was done with the purpose to emphasize the imptortda cultural conflict plays in
the formation of modern national states. This poist neglected by most
institutionalist analyses which tend to overestendhe role of elites in the
modernization process. Cultural factors determioe at great extent the path
modernization trends take and may offer unique dppdies for nation-formation
through cultural pluralism or pose challenges whitineaten sovereignty and
cohesion. The comparative study of developmentreeGe and Turkey allows us to
draw the following conclusions:
= Older ethnic formation played a very important rolethe formation of both
nation’s formation, in the case of Greece by thmiporation of conflicting
pre-modern elements into the corpus of the Greealomal identity, which

later developed into the two cultures Diamandoudescribes in his model and

% e.g. OTA(local and regional authorities) and MiD the Greek case

L which in the case of Greece is absent( e.g. [sate, clientelism).

92 A. Moschonas, “European Integration and Prospettdlodernization in Greece” idournal of
Modern Greek Studied5, 2, pp. 325-348.
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in the case of Turkey in a different manner. Theki&h nation was basically

constructed by reforming its conflicting traditiorsligion, education) so as to
fit in the reality of a Modern nation-state. Theimdifference is that so far

Turkey has been more successful in fusing coniijcélements into one single
identity whereas in the case of Greece the dughsmists and emerges when
the Greek state is faced with numerous crises.

= State elites play a very important role in bothesavut change towards
modernization and developing Western-type moderatest and liberal
institutions has been very slow. In the case ofeGeeit has been more
successful mainly due to EU membership.

» In both cases the intelligentsia framed the dontimational discourse upon
which the political elites built their national(istdeologies and political
programmes. Even more so in the case of Turkeyravdemal Ataturk with
his charismatic leadership managed to reconcildicbng ideologies with no
dissent whereas in the case of Venizelos, als@asrhatic leader the result of
his effort had been intense division/polarizatiethfiikos dichasmgs

= A major difference is that in the case of Turkeyeay important factor for the
shaping of its identity and the sense of threatdderritorial integrity is the
existence of minorities in its territory wherease€ge was, until recently,
considered as one of the most homogeneous coumtri€sirope. Greece
managed to absorb the bulk of the population wicame from Asia Minor
and incorporated them into the society despitesaiéifferences (most of them
belonged to the bourgeoisie).

» The army is still today in Turkey the guardian loé tkemalist legacy whereas
in Greece the army’s role has been severely cahfohge to the abuse of
nationalist ideals and its “perceived” connectiathwroreign powers.

» Finally, as a result of the quickest rise of theifgeois state in Greece and the
establishment of liberal democratic institutionsefrof authoritarian control,
class consciousness and therefore Socialist andr@aist parties flourished
in the Greek political scene whereas in Turkeyrthdiuence has been almost

non-existent.
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