
Turkey’s EEC membership as a canvas of
struggle for identity: The NSP versus the JP
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Turkey can never be a province of a “United European State.” We are not
on the path of being a satellite but on the path of a leading Turkey ideal. We cannot
allow our national and moral values and superior traits, which our glorious history
left us legacy—in one word our national character—to melt away over time inside
the Common Market pot.
Süleyman Arif Emre (first chairman of the NSP)1

Abstract
This article uncovers the relationship between the intra-paradigm power
struggle of two rival political parties in 1970s Turkey and their identity
formations. Given the economy-laden context of Turkish–European
relations in the 1970s, the (re)production of Europe as an identificatory
reference between the National Salvation Party (NSP) and the Justice
Party (JP) is of special interest. This investigation will help shed light on
how the power relations—that both actors were situated in—can be
mirrored through their struggle for identity. Moreover, will it contribute to
highlighting the functionality of foreign policy in the production of identity.
In analytical terms, this study borrows case-restricted concepts from the
post-structuralist theory of international relations, and gathers its case data
from the 1970s National Assembly records.
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1 Emre’s speech at parliament, February 16, 1977, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/

MM__/d04/c024/mm__04024046.pdf, 64-5. “United states of Europe” was a common expression
during that political era in Turkey, indicating the European integration process, which also
had long-term political implications reaching beyond the economic project. For this common usage,
see for example, Journal of Republican Senate Records, 11th session, Vol. 3, 8 February 1972, https://
www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/CS__/t11/c003/cs__11003032.pdf, 124-32.
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Introduction

After Turkey applied for membership in the European Economic Community
(EEC) for the first time in July 31, 1959, membership negotiations were
officially initiated in September 28 of the same year and resulted in a partner-
ship agreement in September 12, 1963. This agreement was complemented by
an Additional Protocol signed in December 31, 1973, which monitored
Turkey’s compliance with membership criteria, and has since envisaged the
gradual integration of Turkey into the European customs union. The agree-
ment was implemented until the late 1970s, when the then Prime Minister
Bülent Ecevit froze relations with the EEC.2

Turkey’s EEC membership, an ostensibly economic matter,3 however
turned out to be an instrument of identity projection in the domestic power
struggle of the National Salvation Party (NSP),4 the mainstream Islamist
party5 against the center-right Justice Party (JP), the dominant political
actor of the 1970s, especially on the right of the political spectrum.6

This case marks the very beginning of the incarnation of the Islamist
tradition in Turkey, in which EEC membership stands out as one of the
crucial fault lines within the conservative bloc. The focus here is on how a
marginalized subjectivity—the Islamist leadership and base included—seizes
political momentum to sustainably emancipate itself from the conservative
midst.

2 Ecevit instead “tried to develop a multidirectional foreign and security policy that would cautiously
loosen links with the West.” See Heinz Kramer, A Changing Turkey: The Challenge to Europe and the
United States (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2000), 183.

3 Cultural differences with Europe were downplayed through the “discourse of economic
development.” See Atila Eralp, “Turkey and the European Community: Forging New Identities
along Old Lines,” New Perspectives on Turkey 8 (Fall 1992): 1–14, 12–13. Others argue that
the economy was in fact the real driver behind the JP’s outreach to the EEC. For example:
Ekrem Yaşar Akçay, “1970’lerde Siyasi Partilerin Gözüyle Türkiye’nin AET’ye Bakışı: AP, CHP,
MHP, MSP, DP2, TKP Örnekleri,” Mehmet Akif Ersoy Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi 4
(Fall 2012): 26.

4 The “National” of the NSP equals “religious.” See: M. Hakan Yavuz, Islamic Political Identity in Turkey
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 208.

5 Feroz Ahmad, “Politics and Islam in Modern Turkey,”Middle Eastern Studies 27 (1991): 3–21, 16: “Since
the 1970s, there has always been an average of 10% of the vote going to the Islamic fundamentalists.”
See Ayşe Ayata, “The Emergence of Identity Politics in Turkey,” New Perspectives on Turkey 17
(September 1997): 59–73, 69.

6 “[T]he JP in the 1960s and 1970s, continued to be the dominant force in Turkish politics until the
military intervention in 1980.” See İlkay Sunar, “Populism and Patronage: The Democrat Party and its
Legacy in Turkey,” Il Politico 55 (October–December 1990): 745–57, 754; Avner Levi, “Justice Party,
1961–1980,” in Political Parties and Democracy in Turkey, ed. Metin Heper and Jacob M. Landau
(London: I.B. Tauris, 1991), 141, 146.
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While many studies have dealt with clashes between Islamists and secula-
rists or modernists,7 and many have focused on the Islamist anti-EU stance,8

initial controversies and friction within the conservative spectrum that led to
the birth of Turkish Islamism remain underexplored. This study is therefore
an attempt to fill this gap. In the context of Turkish Islamism, the politically
turbulent 1970s period9 is a watershed given that “newly opened opportunity
spaces for articulating formerly prohibited identities and demands”10 equipped
the Islamist subjectivity11 with sufficient political clout to fashion an autono-
mous self-space. Due to the dwindling of an “earlier consensus on Turkey’s
European vocation,”12 many in the 1970s, from both the right and the left,
challenged Turkey–EEC relations.13 However, Islamist opposition had by
far been the most vocal and effective,14 which culminated in the 1973 and
1977 elections.15 Moreover, one can argue that the zeitgeist of the 1970s
was in favor of political Islam across the Muslim world as the political visibility
of “transnational Islamic movements” was on the rise.16 Yavuz finds that the
containment of Islamic opposition in forms of “co-optation, repression and
power sharing” has finally brought about a “modus vivendi”17 paving the
way for Islamists to react with discursive counter-strategies.

Hence, this study identifies Turkey’s EEC membership as one important
initial controversy facilitating the implementation of following counter-strategies;
distinction, delegitimization, and an alternative space/self that have ultimately led

7 See, for example, Tanıl Bora, Cereyanlar: Türkiye’de Siyasî İdeolojiler, 4th ed. (Istanbul: İletişim, 2017);
Yasin Aktay, Murat Gültekingil, and Tanıl Bora (eds.), Modern Türkiye’de Siyasi Düşünce: İslamcılık, Vol.
6, 5th issue (Istanbul: İletişim, 2018).

8 See, for example, Burhanettin Duran, “Islamist Redefinition(s) of European and Islamic Identities in
Turkey,” in Turkey and European Integration: Accession Prospects and Issues, ed. Mehmet Uğur and
Nergis Canefe (London: Routledge Taylor & Francis e-Library, 2005), 125–46.

9 Çalış, for instance, speaks about “parliamentary paralysis of the 1970s.” See Şaban H. Çalış
“The Turkish State’s Identity and Foreign Policy Decision-Making Process,” Mediterranean
Quarterly 6 (Spring 1995): 139; Sabri Sayarı, “The Changing Party System,” in Politics, Parties, and
Elections in Turkey, ed. Sabri Sayarı and Yılmaz Esmer (Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2002),
9–32, 14; Çalış also notes that the unsuccessful coalitions of the 1970s enabled the strengthening
of radical factions, see: Şaban H. Çalış, Türkiye-Avrupa Birliği İlişkileri: Kimlik Arayışı, Politik Aktörler ve
Değişim, 3rd ed. (Ankara: Nobel, 2006), 196.

10 Yavuz, Islamic Political Identity in Turkey, 208.
11 As I use the term here, Islamist subjectivity refers to those who allow the NSP as an institutional

power to play across their bodies and souls, which produces new truths on being Islamist.
12 Atila Eralp, “The Role of Temporality and Interaction in the Turkey–EU Relationship,” New Perspectives

on Turkey 40 (2009): 147–168.
13 Ibid., 153.
14 Çalış, Türkiye-Avrupa Birliği İlişkileri, 142, 168.
15 Ibid., 196.
16 Ibid., 271; Şerif Mardin, “Turkish Islamist Exceptionalism Yesterday and Today: Continuity, Rupture

and Reconstruction in Operational Codes,” Turkish Studies 6 (2005): 145–65, 157.
17 M. Hakan Yavuz, Secularism and Muslim Democracy in Turkey (New York: Cambridge University Press,

2009), 12.
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to the establishment of the Islamist subjectivity. This subjectivity has brought to
the fore an odd novelty as it identified Europe as Turkey’s other, what was a
disaffirmation of a long-established Turkish state Weltanschauung deeming
Europe the cradle of progress.18

In theoretical terms, this study relies on post-structuralist tenets, out of
which several analytical frameworks are chosen for better deliberating on
the portrayed problematique. Such are explained and embedded in the follow-
ing sections, which first comprise the theoretical framework and subsequently
the data-processing section based on official parliamentary records from the
1970s. The latter is based on a qualitative selection of position-revealing state-
ments made by politicians in parliament, which are believed to represent the
standpoints of each political bloc related to the EEC and not necessarily the
personal accounts of the politicians articulating them.

Theoretical framework

Examining the role of foreign policy in the context of a domestic political
power struggle, this study departs from Ashley’s concept of foreign policy
as a “boundary-producing political performance.”19 This is to say that—by
transferring Ashley’s concept to the domestic realm—this study views foreign
policy as a generator of distinction and thus identity20 for political actors. More
precisely, it is hypothesized that foreign policy enables domestic political actors
to create a discursive (self-)space21 by pointing out their distinction on foreign
policy issues. Built on such a distinction, which feeds into both the political
legitimacy of oneself and the delegitimization of the other, political actors
hereby gain the competence to produce their identities. These identities on
the other hand contribute to the normalization of the domestic power struggle
between competing political actors. In this way, the functionality of foreign
policy in the production of identity becomes evident as foreign policy works
like the backbone of the discursive strategy entailing three interrelated com-
ponents: the distinction from the perceived other, the other’s delegitimization,
and finally the creation of an alternative space/self. As pointed out in the case

18 Yavuz, Islamic Political Identity in Turkey, 273.
19 Richard Ashley, “Foreign Policy as Political Performance,” International Studies Notes, Special Issue

(1987): 51.
20 David Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity (Minneapolis:

University of Minnesota Press, 1998), 4.
21 Roxanne Lynn Doty, “Foreign Policy as Social Construction: A Post-Positivist Analysis of U.S.

Counterinsurgency Policy in the Philippines,” International Studies Quarterly 37 (September 1993):
297–320.
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analysis below, all three components are applied in the NSP’s discursive
counter-hegemony strategy against the JP.

The kind of involvement of foreign policy in the competition of domestic
political actors is not random, but in Campbell’s sense is reflective of “Foreign
Policy” carried out at an interstate level.22 In other words, international foreign
policy is what informs “domestic foreign policy” because domestic actors relate
and position themselves to it in order to challenge each other’s legitimacy. This
challenge, in which foreign policy is operationalized to either counter the
hegemon or silence the dissident,23 holds political otherization, a major instru-
ment of identity production,24 as one of its main manifestations contributing
to the process of concealed marginalization. This implies the practice of linking
a domestic other to an external anchor of otherization through the discourse of
foreign policy, as does the NSP by linking the JP to Europe and theWest (as a
political collective), which it frames as Turkey’s other and so tries to under-
mine the JP’s domestic legitimacy. Operationalizing foreign policy in this way
offers a key discursive benefit as one can overshadow the intended act of
the rival’s political marginalization by referring to “Foreign Policy,” which
apparently holds domestic neutrality at least within the borders of a domestic
power struggle.

Due to the NSP’s power position as a counter-hegemon, this attempt to
marginalize the JP implies a practice of double resistance, which conceals the aspi-
ration of the NSP to rule and instead normalizes its identity. Double resistance is
the reverse conclusion of what Campbell conceptualized as double exclusion, which
terms a hegemon’s otherization of a dissident via foreign policy.25 Correspondingly,
the reverse conclusion would thus suggest the otherization of a hegemon by a
counter-hegemon, what then can likewise be termed a practice of double resistance.
The shared functionality in these two practices is the concealing and through it
the normalization of political marginalization, which is of significance in exerting
influence on public opinion and domestic policy. This study showcases both types
of conflictual engagement; the NSP confronts the JP through double resistance
and the JP responds with double exclusion, and yet both commonly strive to
exclude one another out of norm.

22 This distinction is borrowed from Campbell’s following note: “Foreign Policy serves to reproduce the
constitution of identity made possible by ‘foreign policy’ and to contain challenges to the identity
which results.” See Campbell, Writing Security, 76.

23 Balcı describes foreign policy as a “disciplinary practice.” See Ali Balcı, “Foreign Policy as Politicking
in the Sarıkız Coup Plot: Cyprus between the Coup Plotters and the JDP,” Middle East Critique
21 (Summer 2012): 157–70.

24 “[A]ll identities operate” through otherization. See Stuart Hall, “Introduction: Who Needs ‘Identity’?”
in Questions of Cultural Identity, ed. Stuart Hall and Paul Du Gay (London: Sage, 1996), 15.

25 Campbell,Writing Security, 71. For implementation, see Ali Balcı, “Writing theWorld into Counter-hegemony:
Identity, Power, and ‘Foreign Policy’ in Ethnic Movements,” International Relations 31 (2017): 466–83.
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The production and normalization of identity, one output of the practice
of double resistance, involves political boundaries, namely the insides and
outsides of a self get constructed in this process. Put differently, the self deter-
mines what is inside the norm and what stays outside. For this to consolidate,
it necessitates a process of accumulation and reiteration until reaching a
pervasive nature.26 Such is proved, for example, in the longevity of threat triggers
such as communism, anarchy, or more contemporary Islamism, and European
imperialism in the threat perception of Islamists (here the NSP) is no exception.

Speaking of the self, the concept of subjectivity and its relation to identity
need to be illuminated. The theoretical approach of this study holds that
identity emerges in the process of otherization—the meaning-making process
of the self, whereas subjectivity implies a subject’s position within the power
relations in which the subject finds self. Subjectivity is what decides over the
particular form of otherization and therefore the subject’s identity. Two con-
cepts, responsibility and danger, are crucial to subjectivity and identity.27

Danger is central to the practice of otherization and exclusion and thus the
reproduction of identity.28 Responsibility, which according to Levinas is
“the essential, primary, and fundamental structure of subjectivity,”29 creates
the blueprint of a subject, who holds the power to be a speaking and acting
self-authority. At this point, it can be fruitful to deliberate on Doty’s concept
of sociality as she argues that a subjectivity is bound in a social environment.30

The NSP is bound in a domestic social environment of a hegemonic pro-
Europe discourse, in which the Islamist subjectivity holds a marginal position.
However, through the concepts of danger and responsibility in its foreign
policy discourse, the NSP has, over time, altered this initially discriminative
social environment to the thriving of the Islamist subjectivity it represents.
Against this backdrop, this study aims to show how the above-mentioned
theoretical assumptions unfold in the case of the NSP versus the JP over
Turkey’s EEC membership.

26 The accumulative character of foreign policy alludes to Kristeva’s concept of intertextuality. Cited in
Lene Hansen, “Poststructuralism,” in The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to
International Relations, ed. John Baylis, Steve Smith, and Patricia Owens, 6th ed. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2014), 174.

27 Campbell, Writing Security, 12–13.
28 Any political identity is dependent on reproduction. See Ernesto Laclau, The Making of Political

Identities (London: Verso, 1994).
29 Emmanuel Levinas, Ethics and Infinity, trans. Richard A. Cohen (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University

Press, 1985), 95.
30 Doty, “Foreign Policy as Social Construction,” 300. The social environment of a political actor is,

according to Laclau, determined by power because power is what conditions a social structure.
Accordingly, any shift to the benefit of the Islamist subjectivity also indicates a shift in power.
See Laclau, The Making of Political Identities, 17.
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[Re]making Europe a generator of distinction

In the late 1960s, when Necmettin Erbakan was involved in politics through
various posts in the Turkish Union of Chambers31 but had not yet been the
leader of Turkey’s first Islamist party, the National Order Party (NOP),32

there was little evidence of his fierce opposition to Turkey’s EEC membership.
Quite the contrary, this was brought against him in 1970 after he entered the
parliament with two colleagues from the NOP.33 Namely, when Erbakan
penned a motion of censure against the JP-led government over the ambition
to enter the EEC, Erbakan’s intention of depriving the JP of its legitimacy
of national representation met a heavy backlash. Cahit Karakaş, a member of
parliament for the JP at that time, quoted him as saying in a mutually attended
meeting in 1967, “The alliance we have launched with the European Economic
Community puts [the] Turkish private sector to the front row.”34 If this quote
is accurate then such a major contradiction reveals a radical political shift
from Erbakan after first entering the parliament as the main representative of
an Islamist bloc. Regardless of the accuracy of his quote, Erbakan’s motion of
censure over the EEC as a result of a radical contra-Europe discourse is important
on several grounds.

First, it creates a space of an intra-paradigm emancipation because both the
JP and the NOP claimed Turkey’s conservative electorate. Bearing in mind
that Erbakan’s application for a nomination candidacy for the JP was vetoed
by its leader, Süleyman Demirel, in 1969, after which Erbakan founded the
NOP with defectors from the JP,35 the Islamists were—although small in

31 In February 1966, Erbakan first became head of the Industry Directorate of the Turkish Union of
Chambers of which he was the secretary general in 1967, and lastly in May 1969, he became the head
of the institution. See: https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/eyayin/GAZETELER/WEB/MECLIS%20BULTENI/2469_
2011_0000_0169_0000/0006.pdf (accessed April 20, 2018).

32 The naming of the NOP was associated with a “religiously rooted just order,” see Yavuz, Islamic
Political Identity in Turkey, 208. It was closed due to “exploitation of religion for political purposes”
but it soon reorganized itself in form of the NSP, maintaining basically the same leadership,
members, and electorate. See Birol A. Yeşilada, “Realignment and Party Adaptation: The Case of
the Refah and Fazilet Parties,” in Politics, Parties, and Elections in Turkey, ed. Sabri Sayarı and
Yılmaz Esmer (Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2002), 172; İlkay Sunar and Binnaz Toprak,
“Islam in Politics: The Case of Turkey,” Government and Opposition 18 (October 1983): 432.

33 The NOP was founded on January 24, 1970, but was incapable of reaching the number of at least ten
members of parliament, which was necessary to form a parliamentary group. Therefore, Erbakan
with his two fellows from the NOP were unofficially representing the party and its base.
Nevertheless, it was widely accepted that the three stood for the Islamist bloc in Turkey.

34 Karakaş’s speech in parliament, May 15, 1970, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/
MM__/d03/c004/mm__03004081.pdf, 767. Karakaş later joined the Republican People’s Party
(RPP), but this is not relevant in the present context.

35 Milli Gazete, “Prof. Dr. Necmettin Erbakan kimdir? Milli Görüş hareketi nedir?” https://www.
milligazete.com.tr/haber/915859/prof-dr-necmettin-erbakan-kimdir-milli-gorus-hareketi-nedir
(accessed April 20, 2018).
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number—elected into parliament as an expression of a distinct religiously
conservative subjectivity. Second, by undermining the JP’s legitimacy in this
way, the Islamist bloc started building up its own legitimacy. Third, by open-
ing an alternative space in the conservative political spectrum, Erbakan’s
motion of censure as one of the Islamist bloc’s first major self-assertions in
parliament was a clear attempt to politically establish and normalize an inde-
pendent Islamist subjectivity.36 Given the fact that this motion of censure later
became an extensively reproduced and reiterated manifesto for Islamists until
the February 28, 1997 coup,37 one can refer to it as a cornerstone of the NSP’s
discursive body marking the Islamist momentum in Turkey’s political history.
At this first attempt to take roots in 1970, Erbakan’s vilification of the EEC
and the common market, and his rejection of a pro-Europe Turkish identity,
is reflective of the Islamist subjectivity:

In the first place, Turkey’s social structure, worldview, historical development
and awareness prevent [Turkey] from unifying with west European countries
in a common structure. [ : : : ] The Common Market is the project of
re-establishing Europe’s world hegemony after World War II, and it is estab-
lished among six European countries whose population is overwhelmingly
Catholic. [ : : : ] The Common Market is the imperial Western European
countries’, who have been colonial for centuries, system for developing new
colonialism in adjustment to the conditions of our time. The wish to take
in many African countries—and by the way Turkey—is for applying the
new methods of this colonialism. Colonialism in Western countries stems
from their belonging to Jewish, Christian, Greek cultures. [ : : : ] The
Common Market is never a mere economic matter. Those, who want to drag
Turkey into this adventure, always strive to hide from the nation’s eye that the
Common Market is a social, cultural, political, and ideological matter rather
than economic.38

As can be clearly understood from Erbakan’s speech, the Islamist subjectivity
perceives Europe as its other, and thus as Turkey’s other. Therefore, the JP’s
endorsement of Turkey’s EEC membership suggests its alliance with this
Islamist other, rendering Erbakan’s defamation of Europe in fact a double
resistance practice harboring four major implications. First, the otherization
of Europe builds a stable antagonism vis-à-vis Turkey, and produces an exis-
tential threat thereof. This is evident when Erbakan suggests that Turkey can

36 Çalış notes that Erbakan does not speak for himself only but for the Islamist base, whose thriving
coincides with the 1970s. See Çalış, Türkiye-Avrupa Birliği İlişkileri, 171.

37 Ibid., 170.
38 Erbakan’s speech in parliament, May 15, 1970, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/MM__/

d03/c004/mm__03004081.pdf, 737; 739; 740.
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only maintain its sovereignty and protect its national identity outside Europe.
Second, having “exposed the real intention” of Europe and thus the meaning
of the EEC, Erbakan, by accusing the JP-led government of hiding that it
works in favor of Europe instead of the Turkish nation, clearly delegitimizes
the JP’s hegemonic position. This implies the domestic otherization of the JP
as a subjectivity out of norm. Third, and consequently, excluding the JP from
the norm equally includes the Islamist subjectivity into the norm, upgrading it
as the real guardian of the national interest. The latter is a claim to national
responsibility and thus to hegemony. For elevating “colonialist/imperialist
Europe” to a metanarrative conceals the counter-hegemonic bloc’s domestic
power struggle against the hegemonic bloc, and its ambition to rule. Fourth,
the securitization of Turkey’s EEC membership, transcending its economic
meaning, contributes to a geopolitical normalization of distinction/boundary
between Europe and Turkey.

Disqualifying dissent via the Kemalist metanarrative

The subsequent response of the JP to Erbakan’s motion of censure is also
telling. By arguing that it was Turkey’s free will to apply for EEC membership,
it is emphasized that no external forces are taking over Turkish sovereignty.
Moreover, the fact that not only the JP as the actual government supported
EEC membership, but former governments (e.g. under the Republican
People’s Party (RPP)) did the same, qualifies the matter as a “national
policy.”39 Finally, Cahit Karakaş links the JP-led government’s position to
the Kemalist metanarrative:

Honourable members of parliament, as all of you accept and the overwhelming
part of us accept wholeheartedly the fact [that]; Turkey’s progress, the con-
dition of elevating Turkey’s civilizational level to the civilizational level of
Europe, as Great Atatürk indicated during the first build-up of the
Republic, takes aim through establishing relationship with the West, [which]
represents the source of the meaning and spirit of the Common Market, and
Turkey’s entrance into the Common Market.40

By evoking Atatürk’s legacy of Western orientation, Karakaş counters the
idea of the formation of any possible niche for an Islamist metanarrative,
and unseals the incompatibility of Erbakan’s demands with the pervasive

39 Karakaş’s speech in parliament, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/MM__/d03/c004/
mm__03004081.pdf, 765. Also considered a national policy by prime minister İnönü in 1963 as
by others later. See Çalış, Türkiye-Avrupa Birliği İlişkileri, 122, 229.

40 Ibid., 766.
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Kemalist metanarrative,41 which had been the ultimate policy rationale
accounting for traditional domestic and foreign policy parameters. This exclu-
sion becomes manifest when Karakaş implies that Erbakan and his party are
not included in the “overwhelming part of [those who] accept [Kemalism]
wholeheartedly.” Depicting the Islamist subjectivity as incompatible with
the state’s most profound identificatory tenet—Kemalism—is of great
blow-back effect, as Çalış writes, “all decision makers, sympathetic or not
to the state’s self-identity, have to play their roles within the boundaries of
a Kemalist interpretation of the world.”42 This disciplining practice, which
implies that the Islamist subjectivity fails to represent the Turkish nation also
beyond the EEC issue, reveals the power relations in which the JP has the
upper hand.

Another output of Karakaş’s remark is that according to Kemalism,
economic and technical progress and civilization accommodate each other.
Heper, for instance, writes that Atatürk viewed science as a “civilized religion”
and envisaged a “cognitive revolution” for Turks to enable them to compete
with Western modernity.43 Taking this into consideration, the low level of
material progress of Eastern countries compared to Western countries would
automatically mean that their civilization remained backward. Indeed, this is
one core Kemalist perception of the East, and Karakaş reaffirms this stand-
point vis-à-vis Erbakan’s suggestion of a common market with the Muslim
Middle East in lieu of Europe.44 As a result, the JP is upvalued as a progressive
force loyal to the traditionalist state identity, while the Islamist subjectivity is
ridiculed as a backwardness-loving disloyal dissident.

Another facet of the Kemalist metanarrative is that it is similar to
the Islamist subjectivity that helps give Turkey’s EEC membership political
meaning. Diametrically opposed to the Islamist bloc’s revisionist approach,
the JP’s minister of finance argues that the meaning of the common market
reaches far beyond economic terms, and bears a “political character” in accor-
dance with “the line Atatürk has drawn and all governments of the Republic

41 Çalış, “The Turkish State’s Identity,” 154.
42 Ibid., 136. Çalış too notes that Demirel, the leader of the JP, always abided by the Kemalist ideology

and its elites, see Ibid., 143.
43 Metin Heper, “Kemalism/Atatürkism,” in The Routledge Handbook of Modern Turkey, ed. Metin Heper

and Sabri Sayarı (Abingdon: Routledge, 2012), 139–48, 141–2. Balcı also argues that Kemalism based
its hegemonic approach on what he terms “enlightened nation-state rationalism.” See Ali Balcı,
“Türkiye’de Üç Tarz-ı AB Siyaseti: Post-Yapısalcı Bir Okuma,” Uluslararası Hukuk ve Politika 9 (2013): 12.

44 The notion of a Muslim common market became frequently voiced after Erbakan’s motion of
censure. It was even reiterated after the NSP joined the government in a coalition. See, for example,
Aksoy’s speech in parliament, February 18, 1977, –https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/
MM__/d04/c024/mm__04024048.pdf, 283–4; Metin Heper, Ayşe Öncü and Heinz Kramer (eds.),
Turkey and the West: Changing Political and Cultural Identities (London: I.B. Tauris, 1993), 139.
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have maintained.”45 The politicization of the EEC takes place on both sides,
and the Islamist bloc as well as the JP frame Europe as a boundary-producing
referent but with opposite functionalities. While the former excludes Europe
as a political subjectivity in favor of delinking Turkey from its Western
orientation and aligning it with the Muslim Middle East, the JP counters such
alignment by staying loyal to the traditionalist Kemalist approach, which at
that time rules out any alternative to Turkey’s integration with the West.
In other words, the JP (re)produces Europe as a geopolitical boundary to
the Middle East, of which Turkey should not be part. In the latter’s framing
by the JP, Europe is an ideal for the Turkish state identity, and its “civiliza-
tional supremacy” is approved. Bridging to theory, the JP double-excludes
the NSP through the discourse of European civilization and progress.
More powerfully so, as it makes it seem that the NSP willingly catapults itself
out of norm by refusing Turkey’s EEC membership, which in turn conceals the
JP’s intention of political marginalization. In other words, the JP’s counter-
discourse suggests a self-exclusion of the NSP aimed at persuading the public
of domestic neutrality.

This micro picture of domestic identity politics between the Islamist bloc
and the JP also corresponds to the global power relations throughout the
1970s, in which Turkey had been highly dependent on Western alliances,
to which it largely remained loyal despite some great disappointments.46

Thus, the JP’s pro-Europe identity clearly complied with this loyalty, which
was also reflected by the state’s main institutions such as the Republican
Senate. The NSP, on the other hand, was yet to break out of its political
marginalization. In this sense, the 1970s depict the Islamist subjectivity’s
process of self-establishment while seeking both alternatives to the status
quo of the pro-Europe identity within the domestic realm and Turkey’s
Western orientation.

In sum, to disqualify dissent or counter-hegemony, both sides’ discourses
join well-known historical discursive patterns about Europe. As shown in this
study’s case, this feeds on the one hand into the sedimentation of Islamist
views regarding the inherent evil in the European subjectivity,47 and on the
other hand into the liberal conservatives’ sedimentation of an ever civilized
and advanced Europe.

45 Karakaş’s speech in parliament, May 15, 1970, 766.
46 Preferring Greece’s alliance to Turkey’s, the Johnson’s Letter and the arms embargo incidents are

famous examples thereof. See, for example, Aygün’s speech in parliament, June 4, 1975, https://
www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/TBMM/t14/c014/tbmm14014010.pdf, 219.

47 In particular, Erbakan’s remark about colonialism as a behavior stemming from Christian, Jewish, and
Greek culture is an expression of this view.
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The danger of Turkey’s “cultural liquidation within the European pot”

Despite the fact that the Islamist NSP considered Turkey’s EEC membership
partly an economic matter,48 the fear of religious and cultural liquidation
nonetheless made up most of its anti-EEC discourse. The fear of cultural
liquidation has been a steadily repeated and disseminated identificatory con-
cern appealing to the Muslim identity of the Turkish nation, which had been
uttered to the extent that it was later transferred on the Turkish diaspora in
Europe.49 Yet, this fear’s primary target had always been the domestic
Turkish-Muslim psyche, as the following 1977 statement from Ali Acar
(NSP) demonstrates:

In these battles, in which Europe and its collaborator, the Jew, could not
defeat the Muslim, discovered the secret [why the Turk was undefeatable]
and made their decision. That decision was as follows: The only way to defeat
the Muslim Turkish nation was to abolish its faith in God, and all moral
values related to it. [ : : : ] The minds, which brewed this work, did not have
difficulties to find the way [to do so]. They found a door and a servant to open
it through which—apart from Europe’s technology and wisdom—anything
but contrary to the roots of our soul would enter without inspection and
control. This door being up to brew our situation today is the Tanzimat door,
[through] which the European set foot on the sacred virtue of the faithful
Turkish nation living on the untouched shoulders of Anatolia. As soon as
[the European] made his step, he started to wither our yeast, and apply
the principle of annihilating from within. After World War I, aside from
[already] taken strict measures in our borders, our spiritual, mental, and moral
fields were left without warden and control, and everywhere was armed with
foreign bodies.50

According to this historiography, Europeans can undermine Turkish
sovereignty whenever they wish, interfering in Turkey due to the Tanzimat
reforms,51 which is equal to undermining Islam because Turks are

48 Economic protectionism in favor of developing national heavy industry attended by the fear of get-
ting exploited by the EEC was central to NSP politics. See Heper et al., Turkey and the West, 208–9;
Sunar and Toprak, “Islam in Politics,” 434; Minister of Food Agriculture and Livestock Korkut Özal’s
(NSP) speech in parliament, February 25, 1976, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/
MM__/d04/c017/mm__04017066.pdf, 117-8.

49 “This was one of the reasons why we opposed the Common Market. They will melt us away, we said.
And see, they towed. They [diasporic Turks] melt away there. There is no need to come here.” Yasin
Hatiboğlu’s speech in parliament, June 23, 1976, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/
MM__/d04/c020/mm__04020115.pdf, 314.

50 Acar’s speech in parliament, February 26, 1977, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/
MM__/d04/c025/mm__04025056.pdf, 386.

51 Toprak narrates this idea as follows: “Although the Turkish nation had a glorious past and was strong
against the West for many centuries, the Western countries had been able to weaken the Ottoman
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overwhelmingly Muslim. The Tanzimat reforms implied inter alia the late
Ottoman Empire’s opening to secularism, which was a rapprochement with
Europe at the expense of Islamist traditionalists. Thus, linking the EEC to
Tanzimat is an expression of the Islamist suspicion of European interventionism.
Heper et al. argue that the Islamist bloc saw in “the Turkish application to the
EC (European Community) the final triumph of the Tanzimat ethos which will
inevitably transform the Turks into ‘servants’ of the Westerners, and assimilate
Islamic identity into the Christian world.”52

At any rate, it can be argued that Tanzimat and Westernization in modern
Turkey’s Islamist historiography are primary sources of revisionism,53 which are
repeatedly used in the reproduction of the Islamist identity. As Acar’s
remark above clearly shows, the Tanzimat ethos not only harbors the external
enemy but reproduces the domestic traitor, who is described as the “door opening
servant.”Concerning the latter, Ahmad writes that during the time in opposition,
theNSP viewed the JP as “the party of freemasons, Zionists, and cosmopolitans,”54

a radical framing linking the domestic rival with external enemies. In coalition times
this framing takes a softer tone;55 however, it never fades to the extent that
Islamists would lose their fixed other, which in fact comprises all secular parties.
Sunar and Toprak note that, “Insofar as the cultural component of its outlook was
concerned, the NSP condemned both the JP and RPP as incurable ‘materialists’
afflicted with ‘imitation of the West’.”56

Against this backdrop, it becomes evident that not only “the existence of
hegemonic representation is confined to reiteration,”57 but also any challenging
alternative to it. For, any alternative is the de facto hegemon of its worldview,
in which the rival is repeatedly otherized to frequently reproduce the alterna-
tive self. Thus, any serious identity-suggesting discourse in politics has to be
repeated and disseminated in broad and regular circulation, what Kaliber
terms “discursive economy”58 in order to cope with its self-requirement of
being hegemonic.

Empire through the introduction of their own corrupt culture into Turkey during the Tanzimat era.”
See Binnaz Toprak, Islam and Political Development in Turkey (Leiden: Brill, 1981), 98.

52 Heper et al., Turkey and the West, 225.
53 MP Utku, for example, laments that “the bitter fruits of the westernization legacy, which Turkey

inherited from the Ottoman Empire, is seized from generations to generations.” See Utku’s speech
in parliament, February 24, 1976, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/MM__/d04/c016/
mm__04016065.pdf, 562.

54 Ahmad, “Politics and Islam in Modern Turkey,” 16.
55 Yavuz, Secularism and Muslim Democracy in Turkey, 10.
56 Sunar and Toprak, “Islam in Politics,” 434.
57 Ali Balcı, The PKK-Kurdistan Workers’ Party’s Regional Politics: During and After the Cold War (London:

Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), 35.
58 Alper Kaliber, “Securing the Ground Through Securitized ‘Foreign’ Policy: The Cyprus Case,” Security

Dialogue 36 (September 2005): 319–37, 320.
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Imagining the NSP’s Great Turkey

After the NSP joined the government in a coalition, Deputy Prime Minister
Necmettin Erbakan declared in parliament that the Turkish nation is the
“most honorable nation in history,” which had been the NSP’s “prior starting
point” and now its creed as a coalition force.59 He emphasized that a new
glorious age for Turks is yet to come. For in Erbakan’s words, having lived
through four different eras, beginning with the war-torn start of the twentieth
century, followed by “bandaging the wounds of war,” Turkey was ushering in
the third phase, “which had been the seeking of means to re-establish Great
Turkey and to find the nation’s glorious place in history,” and finally the year
1975 marked the start of “the restoration of Great Turkey and a new era.”60

In a somewhat apocalyptical fashion, Erbakan communicates the Islamist
subjectivity’s historiography, in which the Islamist bloc had been awaited
by the Turkish nation as its leader in the resurgence of Turkey to greatness.
This was partly because 1975 also marked the third year of the NSP as a
coalition partner. In this way, Erbakan’s speech is a showcase for how a pre-
viously marginalized discourse, and through it the subjectivity of an alternative
hegemon, invaded the center of power, in which the alternative hegemon
gained more competence for identity production and historiography.

On another occasion in 1976, Erbakan presented the NSP’s geopolitical
imagination of Turkey, which he depicted as “one of the world’s richest coun-
tries” holding “a unique geopolitical location, where Asia, Africa, and Europe
intersect, which makes it an exceptional country.”61 In exegesis, Turkey with
its unique location, fertile lands, and in particular its adherence to Islam was—
as the Islamist subjectivity had spotted—predestined to become the greatest
nation of mankind, which the Ottoman Empire embodied.62 Given the
empire’s refusal by the Kemalist state identity, to which the JP appeared to
have sworn allegiance, the coalition government with the NSP could not
be a “follow-up of previous governments.”63 Instead, the Islamist subjectivity
of the NSP identifies itself and thus its imagination of a Turkish state with the
era prior to the decay of the Ottoman Empire. Idealizing the golden ages of
Ottoman history for modern Turkey’s future outlook attests to a deeply

59 Erbakan’s speech in parliament, February 18, 1977, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/
MM__/d04/c024/mm__04024048.pdf, 258.

60 Ibid.
61 Erbakan, “Ağır Sanayi” [Heavy Industry], http://www.esam.org.tr/pdfler/Prof.%20Dr.%20Necmettin%

20Erbakan/1976%20A%C4%9F%C4%B1r%20Sanayi-Prof.%20Dr.%20Necmettin%20Erbakan.pdf
(accessed 15 April 2018), 10.

62 On this occasion, as on many others, the NSP presented itself as the only national actor capable of
realizing the country’s full potential, wherefore Erbakan evoked the initiation of an era under the
leadership of the Islamist subjectivity (Milli Görüş devri). Ibid., 35–6.

63 Erbakan’s speech in parliament, February 18, 1977, 257.
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revisionist worldview, in which anything less than ascribing leadership to
Turkey could not do justice to the “honorable and most hardworking nation”
that “has built empires and sciences,” “raised great statemen and great people of
morality and virtue,” and today inhabits “the richest country in the world.”64

In this revisionist worldview, in which Turkey can now righteously claim
leadership thanks to the NSP’s entrance into the center of power, the Islamist
subjectivity cannot tolerate any submission to Europe, and therefore Erbakan
makes clear that “the Common Market’s implication of a political unification
with Europe does no longer exist today,” reiterating that a leading country such
as Turkey cannot become a “province of Europe.”65

Overall, the reiteration of the anti-EEC discourse throughout the 1970s
reproduced and consolidated Europe as the external anchor of various domestic
subjectivities. For example, MP Fehmi Cumalıoğlu makes this point evident
when he says in 1977 that, “The leftists and the liberals find it—as a requirement
of their mindset—advantageous and necessary to put our country, and may it be
at the cost of its colonization, into the EEC. Turkey’s entrance into the Common
Market in 1964 was accepted by a bill, which the leftist and liberal mindset
supported in consensus.”66 Linking the left, liberal, and conservative subjectivities
with Europe is in fact a flashback to a core idea of the Islamist bloc, which had
early on claimed to embody the third path—the real conservative subjectivity—as
it rejected leftism and liberalism, both of which it frames as imported products
from Europe. In doing so, the Islamist NSP rebranded itself as the nation’s only
original, loyal, and legitimate power.

Discursive flexibility: Submission to “objective truths” without
destabilizing the own identity

Interestingly, while delegitimizing the hegemonic bloc over its apparent
alliance with Europe, the NSP often accuses the pro-Europe government
of not complying with its self-imposed pro-European identity. This can be
observed in particular when debating the freedom of religion in Turkey.
Statements from Islamists like, “Don’t we have the right to request freedom
of thought and faith from our governments inasmuch the European states
grant to their nations? Or is our nation not worthy of freedom as much as
a European is?”67 are exemplary for this converse form of double resistance

64 Ibid., 258–9.
65 Ibid., 265.
66 Cumalıoğlu’s speech in parliament, February 27, 1977, –https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/

TUTANAK/MM__/d04/c024/mm__04024047.pdf, 695–6.
67 Saruhan’s speech in parliament, February 26, 1976, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/

MM__/d04/c017/mm__04017067.pdf, 173.
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practice. This actually implies the confession that the “Turkey in Europe”
discourse68 is not only hegemonic at the hands of the current power bloc,
but has in Kaliber’s sense been “bureaucratized” over time and “depoliticized”
through the practice of “objective geopoliticism.”69

When the extent of normalization lends a social truth the power of being
an objective truth, a dissident or counter-hegemonic discourse must seek
equilibrium between itself and the objective truth. Thus, the NSP can only
resort to discursive flexibility when required. More precisely, the “Turkey
in Europe” discourse’s hegemony is the answer to why the NSP refers to
Europe as an external anchor when debating freedom of religion in
Turkey. This also reveals power relations on the systemic level, and underpins
the possibilities of confinement for discourse making. Given the Islamist sub-
jectivity’s marginal position in a domestic social environment of a hegemonic
pro-Europe discourse, which is embedded in Europe dominating Turkish–
European relations, it becomes meaningful for the NSP to fight for freedom
of religion by making use of the rationale of European liberalism. This has
several implications.

First, the Islamist subjectivity confines the challenging capacity of its rival,
and in turn secures its existence. Second, it successfully undermines the rival’s
identity by an objective truth from the rival’s own repertoire. Third, by empha-
sizing the religious cause embedded in the objective truth, it downplays its sub-
mission to the hegemon and revamps its own legitimacy.

Nevertheless, the management of discursive flexibility depends on the
borders of one’s subjectivity. A vivid example is Erbakan’s claim of Atatürk
for his party, suggesting that he would be a member thereof.70 This seems
at odds with the fact that Erbakan in the 1970s, due to his adherence to

68 This discourse was also reiterated in the Republican Senate. See, for example, 11th session, February
8, 1972, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanaklar/TUTANAK/CS__/t11/c003/cs__11003032.pdf, 124–30.

69 For the concept of “objective geopoliticism” see Kaliber, “Securitized ‘Foreign’ Policy,” 331. This
discourse remains a continuum throughout the history of modern Turkey, which has not least con-
tributed to Turkey’s quest for EU membership; as Heper notes, Turkey has long accepted the EU’s
“normative power.” See Heper, “Turkey ‘between East and West’,” UC Berkeley: Institute of European
Studies, working paper (May 2004): 2. Yet, acknowledging this does not exclude all contra-Europe
debates that have been made so far. As aptly put by Canefe and Bora: “Turkey has a long history of
opposing, admiring, copying, denying, naming and judging things European. In this regard, the
Turkish modernization project and its defenders as well as its critics have a complex relationship
with the idea of Europe and what constitutes European identity.” See Nergis Canefe and Tanıl
Bora, “The Intellectual Roots of Anti-European Sentiments in Turkish Politics: The Case of Radical
Turkish Nationalism,” Turkish Studies 4 (2003): 127–148, 134.

70 Howard Eissenstat, “Review: History and Historiography: Politics and Memory in the Turkish
Republic,” review of Varlık Vergisi ve “Türkleştirme” Politikaları by Ayhan Aktar; Espace et temps de
la nation turque: Analyse d’une historiographie nationaliste, 1934–1993 by Étienne Copeaux; İsmet
İnönü: The Making of a Turkish Statesman by Metin Heper; Atatürk: The Biography of the Founder
of Modern Turkey by Andrew Mango; Hatırladıklarıyla ve Unuttuklarıyla Türkiye’nin Toplumsal
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the Islamist subjectivity, refused to attend ceremonies held at Atatürk’s
tomb.71 Consequently, it can be anticipated that Erbakan’s claim regarding
Atatürk did not reverberate with either political bloc.

Power relations: From radical opposition to dissident in coalition

As already mentioned, the production of Islamist identity as the third path
against leftism and liberalism enabled it to fight both at the same time,72

and to crystallize its own subjectivity. While the NSP made a radical entrance
into Turkish political life, the autochthonous conservatives under the banner
of the JP were occupied with striking “a balance between the requirements
of electoral success and the exigencies of elite politics”73 during the 1970s,
which marked an intercoup interval (1960, 1971, 1980). What made the
JP the hegemonic bloc was its ability to gain mass representation based on
a cross-sectional electorate combined with compromises with military elites.74

Despite stable success, the JP’s appeasement policy toward the military opened
a space for the NSP, which it skillfully exploited for sedimenting identity and
discourse production. This had been approved by the Turkish electorate,
which after 1970 no longer granted the JP single-power status.75

The NSP, which was on the rise as the only Islamist party, enjoyed
11.9 percent of the vote on October 14, 1973,76 and joined a short-lived
coalition with the social democratic RPP.77 Yet, the NSP continued its
existence in another coalition that has been called the First National Front
(I. Milliyetçi Cephe) and was led by the JP from March 31, 1975 until June
21, 1977. Despite the fall of its votes to 8.6 percent in 1977,78 the NSP stayed
as a coalition party within the Second National Front, which persisted until
January 5, 1978. Nonetheless, the NSP’s coalition existence loosened its

Hafızası by Esra Özyürek; “Ne Mutlu Türküm Diyebilene”: Türk Ulusal Kimliğinin Etno-Seküler Sınırları
(1919-1938) by Ahmet Yıldız, Contemporary European History 12 (February 2003): 93–105, 104.

71 Jeremy Salt, “Nationalism and the Rise of Muslim Sentiment in Turkey,” Middle Eastern Studies 31
(January 1995): 13–27, 21.

72 Ahmad, “Politics and Islam in Modern Turkey,” 16.
73 Sunar and Toprak, “Islam in Politics,” 432–3.
74 Roger P. Nye, “Civil-Military Confrontation in Turkey: The 1973 Presidential Election,” International

Journal of Middle East Studies 8 (April 1977): 209–28, 213.
75 Other reasons such as structural factors (socio-economic changes, military pressure, etc.) surely

played a part, although they are beyond the focus of this study.
76 Metin Heper, “Islam, Polity and Society in Turkey: A Middle Eastern Perspective,” Middle East Journal

35 (Summer 1981): 345–63, 354.
77 This government fell apart after Prime Minister Bülent Ecevit resigned. See CNN Türk, “İşte Türkiye’de

bugüne kadar kurulan koalisyon hükümetleri : : : ,” https://www.cnnturk.com/turkiye/iste-turkiyede-
bugune-kadar-kurulan-koalisyon-hukumetleri?page=8 (accessed April 20, 2018).

78 Heper, “Islam, Polity and Society,” 354.
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identity as an Islamist protest party, and mended the JP’s loss of votes to it-
self.79 As an expression of this loosening, the NSP from 1973 onwards, com-
pared to its predecessor in 1970–1, lessened the radical tone concerning
relations with the EEC80 without really dismissing Europe as its external
other. This suggests an identificatory shift, which the Islamist subjectivity
has undergone in the transition process from opposition to coalition force.
To understand the NSP’s invasion of the center of power, Sunar and
Toprak sketch the 1970s power relations as follows:

the old centre was not the cohesive and closed seat of power that it once was:
the bureaucracy was fragmented and the intelligentsia divided; the RPP had
deserted the centre and the military was caught in the precarious position of
being out of step with the old allies and unable to rely on new ones.81

All in all, tracing the Islamist bloc’s development from a politically marginal-
ized protest movement to a respectable political party able to form govern-
ments despite having faced military-led suspensions, Göle’s evaluation of
1997 harbors a legitimate point. Acknowledging that Turkish identity was
contested by Islamists and secularists, she argues that “socially and politically
accepted Islamism, both in its ideological formulations and sociological prac-
tices, has created new hybridizations between tradition and modernity, religion
and secularism, community and religion.”82 This suggests that the Islamist
bloc’s skillful maneuvering throughout the changes to power relations during
the 1970s helped consolidating the Islamist subjectivity in the domestic social
environment as well as over the long term in Turkish political life.

Conclusion

Treating identity production through the instrumentalization of foreign policy
as opportunistic, temporary, power challenging, and/or power consolidating,
but at any rate dependent on power relations, this study has tried to provide a
power diagnosis of both blocs, particularly the alternative bloc. In this power
diagnosis encompassing Turkey in the 1970s, the Islamist subjectivity’s
counter-hegemonic struggle through operationalizing the EEC issue has been
detected as a cyclical identity production, which helped shift the balance of

79 Sunar and Toprak, “Islam in Politics,” 440.
80 Metin Heper, “Turkey: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow,” Southeast European and Black Sea Studies 1

(2001): 1–19, 11.
81 Sunar and Toprak, “Islam in Politics,” 436.
82 Nilüfer Göle, “Secularism and Islamism in Turkey: The Making of Elites and Counter-Elites,”Middle East

Journal 51 (Winter 1997): 46–58, 53–4.
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domestic power to the advantage of the NSP. The latter triggered off the
transformation of the social environment, in which the Islamist subjectivity
found ground to thrive for the first time in Republican history. Having exam-
ined Turkey’s Islamist thriving from its discursive beginning, this study has
presented the historical background and political value of anti-European
sentiment in the Islamist subjectivity. Although there are continuities and dis-
continuities within the Islamist discourse over time, this study has dealt with
how the Islamist tradition initially took roots as it focused on the discursive
momentum of Turkish Islamism. Further studies may scrutinize reverbera-
tions of this momentum in subsequent periods, including today.

This study has also pointed out that an alternative or a counter-hegemon is
made up by distinction, which generates the discursive space and identity for a
political subjectivity to challenge the position of its hegemonic adversary.
Given that distinction to the hegemon is the raison d’être of an alternative,
a counter-identity always claims, whether explicitly or inconspicuously, the
position of the hegemon. This means an alternative hegemon lies dormant
until its resistance rises to dominance, and the NSP’s trajectory in the
1970s is a historical model for proving the applicability of this theoretical
approach to similar cases.

Moreover, this study has highlighted that identity is not a by-product
of any policy but a mandatory companion to any policy. There is no foreign
policy or local policy that would not inhabit identificatory elements, and there-
fore this study concludes that reading identity out of political cases helps us to
understand the power relations in which they are embedded.
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