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INTRODUCTION

The main goal of this essay is to underline the Janus-faced nature of religious non-state actors’ involvement in the provision and protection of human welfare and rights. In doing so, it will draw on a critical examination of the case of Turkey, supported by the relevant results of a content analysis of four religious and two secular newspapers, and interviews with Islamic non-state actors. 

Until a brief discussion of the elusive nature of the concept at the end of the essay, human security may be defined as “the welfare and quality of life of a state’s inhabitants.” It can be assumed that religious non-state actors may at times enhance human security by complementing states and secular non-state actors. Religious charity, for example, may help to alleviate poverty by attracting more contributions from the pious. Religious human rights watchdogs address problems that secular watchdogs tend to overlook because of ideological prejudices, selective attention to different issues, or insufficient ability to reach out to the pious segments of society. More directly, however, religious non-state actors contribute to human security by virtue of the fact that their activities are not only means to achieve social, economic, or ideological ends. They are also “expressive activities.” The ability to participate in these activities is an essential component of human security, insofar as freedom is an end of human development itself. 
 By participating in religious non-state actors’ activities, people enhance their own well-being by expressing and promoting their religious values and identity, fulfilling religious duties, exercising religious freedoms, and building social networks. Often, these activities also increase their participants’ wellbeing by reducing moral dissonance, i.e., by enabling them to do things and pursue lifestyles that satisfy their religious values. 

In Turkey, religious non-state actors such as religious foundations, brotherhoods, communities and associations are active in a vast array of areas ranging from manufacturing and trade to publishing, broadcasting, labor unionism, human rights advocacy, religious education, charity, and building and running schools, dormitories, and mosques. 
 Undoubtedly, many join these religious non-state actors largely for economic gain and social recognition. Others, however, join primarily to express their religious identity and beliefs, and to advance and exercise religious freedoms.

At the same time, religious non-state actors can have a negative impact on human security under two conditions. First, they can do so insofar as they compete with the state agencies and secular non-state actors that provide human security. For example, social security in a society suffers if, faced with the alternative of contributing to religious organizations, many reduce their contributions to secular organizations by more than what they give to religious organizations. Alternatively, human security suffers if states cut down on social security spending by shifting responsibility to religious non-state actors. In Turkey, for example, the promulgation of religious charity and aid organizations have gone hand in hand with government policies since the 1980s that increasingly outsourced social security provision to voluntary organizations, or to formal and informal partnerships between the government and such organizations. 

Second, religious non-state actors can undermine human security if they promote values and beliefs that undercut freedoms and protections that are granted by modern, pluralistic democracies. 
 More indirectly, religious actors adversely affect human security insofar as they bring about social and political polarization. This happens when they promote values and beliefs that conflict with those held by the secular segments of society and, when social and legal-political institutions fail to successfully mediate these conflicts.  

Such conflicts arise in two areas. The first one concerns political pluralism and democracy. It has long been argued that Islamic actors at times oppose democracy for various reasons such as Islam’s comprehensive belief system that includes the realm of state. 
 However, available evidence suggests that Islamist political actors have shown considerable flexibility in embracing political democracy. 
 Public opinion in Muslim societies is generally supportive of democratic government even in the Middle East. 
 As I will show ahead, the contents of Turkish Islamic newspapers also demonstrate Islamic actors’ adaptation to pluralistic democracy. Thus, we can  expect that under favorable conditions Islamic political actors would adjust to democratic government as Christian political parties did in Europe in the past. 

The second area of social pluralism is more problematic. Clashes between secular and religious actors over issues such as abortion, teaching evolution theory, stem cell research, and gay rights constitute social and political tensions and threaten social pluralism in many parts of the world including advanced democracies. Moreover, available evidence shows that Muslim societies tend to hold more religious and conservative values than the rest of the world with respect to social issues such as gender equality, sexual liberalization, and the role of religious authorities in government as well as social affairs. 
 


Thus, while advancing some religious and other freedoms, Islamic actors often promote values that undermine other freedoms that are granted in advanced democracies. Alternatively, even when religious actors do not oppose certain rights, they promote different understandings of such rights that conflict with the understandings of them by secular actors. Some Islamic actors believe, for example, that the separation of men and women in public life promotes women’s freedom. This contrasts with secular conceptions of women’s advancement in society. The resulting loss of consensus over the goals of democracy, and conflicts between religious and secular understandings of it, affects human security in society. 

These multi-faceted linkages demand that a comprehensive analysis of human security with respect to religious actors requires one to address complex questions such as potential conflicts between secular and religious understandings of democracy, human wants, rights and freedoms. They also indicate that the relationship between religious non-state actors and human security will be affected by a country’s social structure and political system. Particularly important is the nature of the relationship between the state and religion on one hand, and the religious and secular segments of society, on the other hand. 

The Turkish case can be seen as a showcase to illustrate these complex mechanisms through which religious non-state actors affect human security because they are vividly manifest in its current politics and social relations. As I will show in the next section, the reasons lie in the country’s peculiar background of secular modernization and democratization in a Muslim social-cultural context. The Turkish experience entails the social and political effects of both the exclusion and proliferation of religious non-state actors. The exclusion resulted from state-led and comprehensive secularization. The proliferation resulted from the country’s relatively advanced democratization, economic development, and integration with the world. A main goal of Turkish secularism was to make sure that the government regulated religious activities and controlled religious actors because they were thought to hold at least some values that were incompatible with modernization and development. State policies thus tried to exclude religious non-state actors from mainstream politics and society. This generated a conflict-prone and distrusting relationship between the state agencies and religious non-state actors, fed the politicization of Islamic actors, and generated a deficit of religious freedoms. 

Through economic and political development and integration with the world, however, the Turkish experience also created opportunities for Islamic actors to build symbiotic relationships with state agencies and to adapt to pluralistic democracy and market economics. As I will show below, a content analysis of Islamic and secular newspapers demonstrates Islamic actors’ adaptation to democracy. Islamic non-state actors thus became major players in Turkey’s political and economic life. One consequence of this process was the emergence of the Justice and Development Party (AKP) as a mass party rooted in Islamism. Religious actors gained new opportunities to influence government polices and to shape social life since the party came to power in 2002. This period boosted Turkey’s political and economic development in many ways. But it also gave rise to unprecedented polarization and tensions between the AKP and the pro-secular military-bureaucratic and political actors on the one hand, and between the religious and pro-secular non-state actors on the other hand. As the findings of the content analysis will indicate, one source of these tensions seems to be that major conflicts continue to exist between secular and Islamic understandings of secularism and social pluralism. 

TURKISH SECULARISM AND THE EXCLUSION OF RELIGIOUS NON-STATE ACTORS 
Turkish secularism (laicism) was originally designed to control religion in order to modernize society and secure the autonomy of the legal-political order from religious actors. 
 It is a product of radical reforms that took place in the formative period of republican Turkey between 1924 (the abolition of the caliphate) and 1937 (the institution of the secularism principle in the constitution), under the charismatic leadership of Kemal Atatürk. These reforms  both continued and broke away from the modernization/secularization model of the Ottoman ancien régime that republican Turkey replaced. The late Ottomans attempted to reform and co-opt traditional religious institutions and authorities (ulama) in the name of modernization. Convinced of this model’s inadequacy, Kemalist reformers replaced them with new institutions and actors that were either secular or under state supervision. Islam has a decentralized organizational structure and lacks a hierarchical church system. Thus, rather than targeting “the mosque,” the secular reforms targeted a vast array of Islamic non-state actors.

In the Ottoman period, religious non-state actors such as religious foundations (vaqfs), madrasas and Sufi orders and brotherhoods (tariqat) fulfilled major functions such as regulating civil relations, providing education and social security, and lending legitimacy to the legal and political order. Kemalist reforms dissolved religious courts and schools and replaced them with secular courts and schools. All Sufi orders but a few were banned. The vaqfs lost their autonomy and were brought under government supervision. Having thus eliminated potential opposition to other legal-institutional reforms, secular reformers embarked on a series of reforms such as the westernization of the alphabet and calendar, the institution of universal suffrage for both sexes, and the adoption of civil and penal codes based on Swiss and Italian models. 

A comprehensive evaluation of these radical reforms in terms of human security is  outside the scope of this essay. Suffice it to make two observations here. First, the general notion of secularism, in the sense of separating state and religion, is likely to have helped Turkey’s development a great deal. At the end of 2008, there are thirty seven countries with a majority Muslim population in the world. Turkey is one of only five countries that can be considered to be “electoral democracy” among them. None of these five democracies has a state religion and all have the freedom of religion as a constitutional principle.
 

Second, beyond the general principle of secularism, Turkey developed a model of secularism that involves heavy state regulation of religious activities. The developmental effects of this model are more controversial. At first sight, Turkish secularism resembles the French laïcité, which promotes a strict separation of church and state that is symbolized by the motto "the Republic neither recognizes, nor salaries, nor subsidizes any religion." 
 The Turkish constitution prohibits the legislation of any law based on religion, and it is a crime for any political actor to try to base the state’s workings on religious principles.
 Looking more closely, however, one recognizes that Turkish secularism involves, unlike France, strict regulation and subsidization of the majority religion. 
 According to one data base, Turkey has the 23rd highest score of government involvement in religion, in a group of 175 countries. 

The colossal Directorate of Religious Affairs regulates Muslim religious practices, and appoints and pays the salaries of all the imams in the country. According to the Article 24 of the Constitution, it is the state’s duty to supervise all religious and moral education. In the eyes of the pro-secular state agencies, these practices are aimed at checking religious radicalism and promoting a more rational and pro-secular religion. A similar rationale underlies a highly polarizing ban on the Muslim headscarf in schools and government offices. Islamic non-state actors vehemently oppose it but it has been upheld by the Turkish Constitutional Court and the European Court of Human Rights. The courts reasoned that the Islamic headscarf may symbolize anti-secular politics, and, without restrictions, it may create religious pressures on uncovered women.
 

Such restrictions adversely affect religious liberties, and, thus, human security. A detailed US department of State report concluded in 2007 that the government “generally” respected freedom of religion, while an international ranking put the environment of religious freedoms in Turkey as “partially free.” 
 It is also debatable whether or not the pro-secular regulations serve the developmental goals that were the main motives of Turkish secularization. For example, a major goal of Turkish secularism was the transformation of the traditional Turkish-Muslim society to facilitate equal participation of women in public life. However, the legal equalities provided by secular laws did not necessarily translate into actual equality. 
 Pro-secular restrictions on Islamic headscarf exacerbate this situation by making it more difficult for covered women to be represented in professional life. 

TURKISH DEMOCRACY AND THE GROWTH OF RELIGIOUS NON-STATE ACTORS
Despite the state’s built-in suspicion of religious non-state actors, the Turkish political and economic development provided important opportunities for their participation in public life. After the transition to multiparty democracy in 1950, religious non-state actors steadily expanded their autonomy and influence through formal and informal arrangements with center-right governments, conservative and Islamist political parties, and state agencies. Although it remains a taboo for politicians to publicly denounce secularism, unlike their French counterparts, Turkish politicians freely accentuate their piety in expectation of voter support. The 1980-1983 military regime actively supported Islamic non-state actors in a deliberate effort to use them as an antidote against rightist and leftist extremism. The subsequent civilian governments of Prime minister and later president Özal included prominent disciples of the Nakshibendi religious order. He allowed Islamic actors more access to state agencies and the political mainstream, among other things creating a need-based social assistance fund administered with the involvement of involved local clergy. 
 Özal‘s pro-market and pro-international trade policies helped the Turkish economy to grow and religious non-state actors to gain autonomy from the state. In this process, a vast array of “legitimate and illegitimate” Islamic movements emerged and employed “state-centric and society-centric” strategies to promote more Islamic models of society and politics. 
 
In 1997, the symbolic moves of the government led by the Islamist Welfare Party, such as an official  dinner for heads of religious tariqats at the Prime Ministry caused much anger among pro-secular actors. The pro-secular military, judiciary, media and civil society launched a fierce public campaign that is known in Turkey as the “February 28 process,” which compelled the RP government to resign in June. A crack-down on Islamist political and social-economic actors followed, causing much resentment among religious actors. 
 Paradoxically, however, this undemocratic intervention accelerated the Islamists’ adaptation to pluralistic democracy. They abandoned the Islamist  political discourse, which for example envisioned a political and economic system based on Islamic principles, in favor of a pro-liberal democracy and pro-EU discourse as a survival strategy in the face of pro-secular opposition.   
 The AKP’s foundation by former Islamists as a self-declared “conservative democratic” party and its coming to power in a single party government were products of this transformation. 
 

In government, the AKP has avoided any legal-institutional changes that one may call Islamist, apart from a short-lived attempt to criminalize adultery, and a constitutional amendment to legalize headscarves in universities that was later annulled by the Constitutional Court. Any Islamic changes in society occurred indirectly through religious non-state actors that were encouraged, or, according to pro-secular claims, favored by the government. Pro-secular social and political actors claim, for example, that government recruitment, promotions, and projects systematically favor the graduates of religious imam-hatip schools, members of powerful religious communities, and pro-Islamic business groups. 
  Accordingly, the membership of Muslim-conservative and pro-government civil society organizations grew significantly vis-à-vis pro-secular organizations.
 

In addition to promoting more conservative conceptions of social life and gender relations, Islamic non-state actors promote a traditional, voluntarism-based notion of social security rather than a modern welfare state. In a similar vein, the government’s policies emphasize the privatization of areas such as education. According to the government statistics, the number of private schools of primary and secondary education increased by 67.2 percent between 2002 and 2007, while the number of public schools increased by only 0.95 percent.
 In private schools run by religious non-state actors, religious groups have more flexibility than in public schools to bypass secular restrictions and for example organize prayer groups or have female students wear the Islamic headscarf..
During the AKP’s government, Turkey became in many ways a more democratic state with more liberal laws and a more prosperous economy, and an official candidate for EU membership. Between 2002 and 2006 the Turkish economy grew on average 7.3 percent a year. 
 The new “Islamic bourgeoisie,” or export-oriented Islamic-conservative businesses were one of the main sources of economic growth and employment. 
 

However, legal-political democratization and economic development came at the price of a society, politics, and media severely divided over questions such questions as secularism and democracy, the activities of Islamic communities, and secular and religious perceptions of social exclusion. 

Optimists applaud Islamic communities as indigenous modernizers who “vernacularize modernity” via their selective openness to modernity. 
 Skeptics raise concerns about issues such as their opaque character, the secondary role they assign to women in their operations, and their discriminatory practices vis-à-vis “outsiders.” 
 While the government and its constituencies welcomed the growing influence of religious non-state actors, this led to a growing sense of insecurity among major segments of society about coexistence and the future of secular freedoms and protections. Meanwhile, pro-secular restrictions continue to feed a sense of insecurity and exclusion among the religious segments of society, even when an Islamic-conservative government is in power. In 2007, the party nominated, and eventually elected, of one of its leading figures to the presidency. But this process led to major political fissures including an online ultimatum by the military, pro-secular mass rallies against the government, and a legal case to shut down the party. In 2008, the Constitutional Court ruled not to shut down the party but it issued a warned it against being “a center of anti-secular activities. “The government itself began to display increasingly “illiberal” tendencies after its victory in parliamentary elections in 2007, including a public campaign against the pro-secular media. 


 For example, interviews with female members of religious non-state actors reveal their sense of injustice caused by secularist restrictions of Islamic headscarf. They view these restrictions as yet another sign of secularists’ exclusionary and prejudicial practices against pious people. In addition to government restrictions in public offices, they point to the practical exclusion of covered women from white collar positions in pro-secular business corporations. 
 Accordingly, 40 percent of the Turkish public thought in 2002 that “there was oppression of religious people in Turkey,” 67.7 percent of them giving the example of “headscarf/turban pressures” as the reason. 

In return, secular non-state actors fear that the legalization of Islamic dress on schools grounds would create social pressures on uncovered women, since the overwhelming majority of the society is Muslim and the headscarf is viewed by many as a sign of religiosity and “good morals.” Many secular women feel, for example, that women and men show less respect to uncovered women than to covered women in places such as public transportation vehicles, especially in conservative parts of the country. 
  Accordingly, 63.3 percent of the public disagreed in 2002 that religious people were oppressed, and 22.1 percent of the general public, 35.9 percent of the “non-religious” and 43.6 percent of university graduates believed that secularism was under threat in 2006. 
 

Education is another area of contention. Religious actors complain about government restrictions of religious education. Secular actors complain that even religion teachers tend to be assigned as directors in public schools, teachers connected with religious communities exclude secular teachers, and students are encouraged or pressured to be observant, for example to fast during the wholly month of Ramadan. 


While pro-Islamic actors often charge pro-secular actors with being biased against religion, pro-secular actors charge the pro-Islamic actors with social conservatism and using democracy as a means to acquire power only. In order to reach a fair assessment of implications for human security, it is necessary to take a closer look at which beliefs and values religious non-state actors promote. The following discussion is focused on three areas: political democracy, social freedoms and pluralism, and secularism. 
SOCIAL AND POLITICAL PLURALISM, SECULARISM AND TURKISH ISLAMIC ACTORS
Talking to religious non-state actors in Turkey, one makes two general observations. The first is the diversity and mental flexibility of Islamic actors. One senses their eagerness to adopt selective dimensions of modernity and democracy, and to reconcile them with tradition, faith, and a rural- or urban-conservative personal background. The second observation is that this flexibility meets sharp boundaries in relation to some norms of democracy and social pluralism that are accepted in western, liberal democracies. These norms relate to questions of secularism, free speech, social regulation, and public mores. 

However, impressions based on personal conversations can be misleading precisely because people often try to impress each other in personal conversations. Public debates where secular and religious social and political actors discuss and deliberate issues in writing can be a more reliable indicator of these actors’ views and values. Thus, I conducted a systematic content analysis of four Islamic and two secular newspapers published between 1996 and 2004. 
 In total, in about 5400 newspaper issues, more than 40,000 relevant articles were content analyzed. 
 These large numbers minimize the likelihood that the findings are coincidental. 
 In interpreting the findings, I also benefited from interviews with four Islamic NGOs and editors of two Islamic newspapers, and publications of various Islamic non-state actors. 

The discussions in the newspapers can be a good indicator of the views and values that religious and pro-secular actors promote. All are privately owned and can be considered non-state actors themselves. Turkish newspapers are similar to the French press which is more closely tied to the political field and assign to themselves a bigger role of interpreting events and shaping public opinion than the US press, which tends to view its primary role as reporting facts and contending statements. 
 Journalists, especially columnists, tend to view themselves as public intellectuals with a mission of informing as well as interpreting events for the public, in pursuit of self-anointed goals such as democratization, (secular or religious) “justice” or “modernization.” 
 Most newspapers are owned by major business groups with major political and social-ideological alliances, and are connected ideologically with different constituencies and social movements. Zaman is closely tied with the powerful Fethullah Gülen faith–based community, Yeni Şafak has close organic ties with the AKP for which many of its writers act as formal or informal advisors, and Milliyet is owned by the powerful and pro-secular Doğan media and business group.

 
Democracy

Notwithstanding secular fears, Islamic actors are supportive of democracy in general: in the three religious newspapers analyzed, only 10.4 percent of the articles on democracy expressed skeptical views, i.e. negative views referring to the flaws or failures of democracy. 
 More importantly, their dominant understanding of democracy changed from electoral to liberal democracy. In other words , it shifted from one that allows Islamic actors to come to power through elections, to one that secures human and minority rights and the rule of law. This is important because one fear of secular actors is that the strengthening of religious actors will produce an “illiberal democracy,” if not an outright authoritarian regime. 


Table 1 shows the ratio of the times democracy was discussed primarily as liberal democracy to the times it was discussed primarily as electoral democracy in each newspaper. While the ratio was 1.1 in 1996 and 1997, after 1998, the positive codings for liberal democracy were at least double the positive codings for electoral democracy. As figure 1 shows, the religious actors’ support of liberal democracy became similar to that of secular actors.

The liberal/electoral democracy ratio was higher for secular newspapers. However, in those years when an Islamic party was elected to power (1996, 1997, 2003, and 2004), and in years that led to the elections that brought an Islamic party to power (2001 and 2002), the ratio for negative codings was less than one. In other words, more of the negative codings for democracy in secular newspapers came from electoral democracy in those years. Arguably, its allowance to bring Islamists to power is a negative aspect of electoral democracy from an exclusionist pro-secular point of view. Similarly, although the secular newspapers were very critical of military interventions in general, they became slightly supportive whenever military interventions were thought to be made “to protect secularism.” 
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Table 1. Electoral vs. Liberal Democracy
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Figure 1. Support for Liberal Democracy
Social Pluralism


Even though religious non-state actors embrace liberal democracy in terms of political rights, they may hold socially conservative or illiberal values. If these values promote intolerance of different life styles and identities, the growth of religious actors may undermine social pluralism and the freedoms, and, thus, human security.  Available survey studies in Turkey suggest that social conservatism in the sense of avoiding people with different ethnic and religious identities and lifestyles as neighbors, colleagues, or marriage partners, tends to be higher among those people who consider themselves religious than among people who consider themselves not religious. 
 The contents of the newspapers support this view. In general, religious non-state actors are more skeptical of social pluralism than secular actors are. Figures 2 and 3 show the views on social pluralism in general and on gays 
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Figure 2. Positive (Supportive) and Negative Views on Social Pluralism.
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Figure 3. Views on Gays and Lesbians.
The contradictions between political and social liberalism also came out during interviews. For example, two otherwise zealous and coherent advocates of EU standards of human rights stated that gay rights were unacceptable because “homosexuality should not be supported.” An otherwise daring female activist fighting for gender equality took pains to avoid shaking a male interviewer’s hand at the end of a lively and candid conversation, visibly sensitive to the reactions of her male colleagues present. 

Secularism
If religious and secular actors hold widely different views on secularism, the growth of religious actors can cause conflicts with pro-secular non-state actors and state agencies, undermining human security in society. The content analysis shows that religious and secular actors express negative and positive views on secularism in general, and that the religious actors’ main demand with respect to secularism is that it allows religion to play a bigger role in social affairs. Figure 4 shows that religious actors’ evaluation of secularism did not improve over time either.
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Figure 4. Value Judgments on Secularism.

Whenever secularism was an issue, religious actors referred to it mostly as a problem, and most of the time as a criticism of Turkish secularism. Similar observations came from the interviews. For example, the head of an NGO close to the AKP criticized the Constitutional Court for its 2008 warning that the party supported anti-secularism, labeling the decision “politicized and biased.” Later in the conversation, however, he argued that “ideally, of course, we would not have secularism.” 

But if they had the ability to modify Turkish secularism, how would religious actors change it to better fit their ideals? As Figures 5 and 6 indicate, religious actors would allow religion to play a bigger role in social affairs. The results also indicate that the main source of value conflict between religious and secular actors vis-à-vis the secularism question does not concern the separation of religion and state. Although there is considerable support among religious actors for religion to play a  bigger role in state affairs, the majority of the religious and the overwhelming majority of the secular actors oppose this idea. However, the majority of the religious media actors want religion to play a bigger role in social affairs, while the overwhelming majority of the secular media actors oppose this idea. This divergence of preferences can cause conflicts that can undermine human security. 
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Figure 5. Religion’s Role in State Affairs
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Figure 6.

CONCLUSIONS


The concept of human security has objective components such as wealth and life expectancy, and subjective components such as happiness, safety, and autonomy. As for the objective component, most humans would feel more secure by having access to more and better health services when they are sick and to more and better human rights organizations when they have trouble with the law. But while having access to more lifestyles and cultural diversity may please many people in Seattle as long as they peacefully coexist, such diversity may make some people feel less secure by generating frustrating choices and by threatening the continuity of beliefs, values, and communities. This indicates the subjective component of human security. 

 Thus, any definition of human security, and, for that matter, development, reflects some degree of bias. The ingredients of human security may change across societies, states, and religious and secular communities. What may increase human security for an Orthodox Jew or Muslim may differ from what may increase human security for a secular Jew or Muslim, in the same way as Buddhists and Christians, and, for that matter, socialists and liberals, may perceive human security differently. 

A close look at the Turkish case shows that, while contributing to the objective component of human security for all and to the subjective component of human security for some, the growth of religious non-state actors can have a negative impact on the subjective component of some people’s human security through two mechanisms. The first one concerns the tensions between secular and religious understandings of human security. For example, religious actors may not accept a Millian liberal conception of individual autonomy based on individual ability to purse different notions of “good life,” and the associated rights to privacy and freedom from social controls. 
 

The second type of tension concerns issues of social exclusion and polarization and occurs even if one accepts the liberal notion that pluralism and the availability of different choices is an intrinsically valued asset for human security. There are now more human rights organizations with secular and un-secular understandings of human rights, more charity organizations with different understandings of justice and welfare, and more newspapers and TV-channels with different takes on the news in Turkey, to a considerable extent thanks to religious non-state actors. Take the example of religious-conservative TV-channels. On one hand, their presence clearly increases the information available to Turkish citizens and their ability to choose between different sources of information. This potential choice would increase neither subjective nor objective human security, however, if the norms and values promoted by these channels discourage the use of different sources. Alternatively, social polarization between the seculars and un-secular may give rise to social pressures within communities, even within families, that may limit exposure to different channels. 

Policies aimed at improving human security should take into account these complex mechanisms. They should include legal and political measures to prevent social discrimination and polarization, and platforms of public exchange and deliberation where religious and secular actors can try to reconcile their different values. This is a major challenge for Turkish democracy. While addressing Turkey’s Grand National Assembly recently, President Obama maintained that Turkey’s secular democracy is “at the center of things [in the world]” “This is not where East and West divide,” he argued optimistically, “this is where they come together.” Indeed, the challenges facing Turkish democracy reach well beyond the country’s borders. 

REFERENCES
Aydın, Davut, Ali Çarkoğlu, Murat Çızakça, and Fatoş Gökşen (2006). Türkiye’de

Hayırseverlik (Humanitarianism in Turkey). İstanbul: Third Sector Foundation
Ayubi, Nazih H. (1997). “Islam and Democracy,” pp. 345-366 in David Potter, David
Goldblatt, Margaret Kiloh, and Paul Lewis (eds). Democratization. (Cambridge: the Polity Press.)
Banchoff, Thomas. Ed. (2007). Democracy and the New Religious Pluralism. Oxford:

Oxford University Press
Baumgartner, Frank R., Suzanna L. De Boef, and Amber E. Boydstun (2008). The

Decline of the Death Penalty and the Discovery of Innocence. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Benson, Rodney and Daniel C. Hallin (2007). “How States, Markets and Globalization

Shape the News: The French and US National Press, 1965-97,” European Journal of Communication 22 (1): 27-48

Berkes, Niyazi (1998). The Development of Secularism in Turkey. New York: Routledge.
Bora, Tanıl and Murat Gültekingil, eds. (2004). İslamcılık (Islamism). İstanbul: İletişim.
Bozan, İrfan (2007). Devlet ile Toplum Arasında (Between State and Society). İstanbul:
TESEV Yayınları.
Bozdoğan, Sibel and Kasaba, Reşat, eds. (1997). Rethinking Modernity and National

Identity in Turkey. Seattle: University of Washington Press.

Brumberg, Daniel (1997). “Rhetoric and Strategy: Islamic Movements in the Middle

East,” pp. 11-34 in Martin Kramer (ed.), The Islamism Debate. (Tel Aviv: The Moshe Dayan 
Center for Middle Eastern and African Studies).

Buğra, Ayşe (2008). Kapitalizm, Yoksulluk ve Türkiye’de Sosyal Politika (Capitalism,

Poverty and Social Policy in Turkey). Istanbul: Iletişim 
Buğra, Ayşe (2002). “Political Islam in Turkey in Historical Context: Strengths and


Weaknesses,” pp. 107-144 in Neşecan Balkan and Sungur Savran (eds.), The 
Politics of Permanent Crisis: Class, Ideology and State in Turkey. (New York:


Nova Science Publishers, Inc.)
Bulaç, Ali (2001). Avrupa Birliği ve Türkiye (The European Union and Turkey). İstanbul:


Eylül Yayınları. 

Casanova, José (2001). “Civil Society and Religion: Retrospective Reflections on 
Catholicisim and Prospective Reflections on Islam,” Social Research 68 (4) 
(Winter): 1041-1080.  
Çarkoğlu, Ali and Binnaz Toprak (2006). Değişen Türkiye’de Din, Toplum ve Siyaset
(Religion, Society, and Politics in A Changing Turkey). İstanbul: TESEV Yayınları.
Çarkoğlu, Ali and Barry Rubin, eds (2007). Religion and Politics in Turkey. New York:

Routledge.
Çarkoğlu, Ali and Ersin Kalaycıoğlu (2007). Turkish Democracy Today: Elections,
Protest and Stability in An Islamic Society. London: I.B. Tauris.
Dahl, Robert A. (1998). On Democracy. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Entman, Robert M. (1993). “Framing: Toward Clarification of A Fractured Paradigm,”

Journal of Communication 43 (4): 51-58.

Esposito, John L. and Azzam Tamimi, eds.  (2000) Islam and Secularism in the Middle 


East.  London: Hurst&Company
European Stability Initiative (2005). Islamic Calvinists: Change and Conservatism in
Central Anatolia. Berlin/Istanbul: European Stability Initiative
Filali-Ansary, Abdou (2005). “Muslims and Democracy,” pp. 153-167 in Larry

Diamond, Marc F. Plattner, and Philip J. Costopoulos, eds, World Religions and

Democracy. Baltimore : Johns Hopkins University Press
Filali-Ansary, Abdou (2005). “The Sources of Enlightened Muslim Thought,” pp. 197-

211 in LarryDiamond, Marc F. Plattner, and Philip J. Costopoulos, eds, World Religions and Democracy. Baltimore : Johns Hopkins University Press
Fish, Steven M. (2002). “Islam and Authoritarianism,” World Politics 55 (October): 4-37

Fox, Jonathan (2008). A World Survey of Religion and the State. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Freedom House (2008) Freedom in the World Report. Washington, DC: Freedom House. 
Gill, Anthony (1998). Rendering Unto Ceasar: the Catholic Church and the State in

 Latin America. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.
Göle, Nilüfer (1997). “Secularism and Islamism in Turkey: The Making of Elites and
 Counter-Elites,” The Middle East Journal  51 (1): 46-58.

Hallin, Daniel C. and Stylianos Papathanassopulos (2002), Political Clientelism and the

Media: Southern Europe and Latin America in Comparative Perspective,” Media, Culture & Society 24: 175-195

Heper, Metin (1997). “Islam and Democracy in Turkey: Toward A Reconciliation?,” The

Middle East Journal 51 (1): 32-46. 

Heper, Metin and Tanel Demirel, “The Press and the Consolidation of Democracy in

Turkey,” Middle Eastern Studies, 32: 109-123.
Herrera, Yoshiko M. (2005). Imagined Economies: The Sources of Russian Regionalism.
New York: Cambridge University Pres.

Huntington, Samuel P. (1996). The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World 

Order. New York: Simon & Schuster.
Kalaycıoğlu, Ersin (2005). “The Mystery of the Türban: Participation or Revolt?,”
Turkish Studies 6 (2): 233-251.
Kalaycıoğlu, Ersin and Binnaz Toprak (2004). İş Yaşamı, Üst Yönetim ve Siyasette

Kadın (Women in Business Life, Upper Management and Politics). Istanbul: Tesev yayınları.
Kalyvas, Stathis N. (2003). “Unsecular Politics and Religious Mobilization” In

Thomas Kselman and Joseph A. Buttigieg (ed.), European Christian Democracy. (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press).
Kalyvas, Stathis N. (1996). The Rise of Christian Democracy in Europe (NY: Cornell

University Press)
Keyman, E. Fuat (2007). “Modernity, Secularism and Islam: the Case of Turkey,”

Theory, Culture & Society 24 (2): 215-234
Krippendorff, Klaus and Mary Angela Bock, eds. (2009). The Content Analysis Reader.


Los Angeles: SAGE.

Kuran, Timur (1998). "Moral overload and its alleviation," pp. 231-266 in Avner Ben-
Ner and Louis Putterman (eds.), Economics, Values, and Organization (New York: Cambridge University Press) 
Kuru, Ahmet T. (2007). “Passive and Assertive Secularism: Historical Conditions,
Ideological Struggles, and State Policies toward Religion,” World Politics 59: 568-94 
Lewis, Bernard (2002). What Went Wrong: the Clash between Islam and Modernity in

the Middle East. New York: Oxford University Press.

Mandeville, Peter (2007). Global Political Islam. London and New York: Routledge.
Mardin, Şerif (2003). Türk Modernleşmesi, Makaleler 4 (Turkish Modernization, Essays
4). Istanbul: İletişim.
Mardin, Şerif (2005). “Turkish Islamic Exceptionalism Yesterday and Today: Continuity, 

Rupture and Reconstruction in Operational Codes,” Turkish Studies, 6 (2): 145-165.
Matthes, Jörg and Matthias Kohring (2008). “The Content Analyis of Media Frames:

Toward Improving Reliability and Validity,” Journal of Communication 58: 258-279 
Mill, John Stuart (1985 [1859]). On Liberty. London: Penguin.

Müsiad (1994). Iş hayatında Islam Insanı (Homo Islamicus) (The Islamic Human in

Business Life). Müsiad Araştırma Raporları: 9.
Nasr, Vali (2005). “The Rise of ‘Muslim Democracy’,” Journal of Democracy 16 (2): 13
-27.
Norris, Pippa and Ronald Inglehart (2005). Sacred and Secular: Religion and Politics

Worldwide (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pres)
Nussbaum, Martha C. (2007). “Radical Evil in Liberal Democracies: The Neglect of the

Political Emotions,” pp. 171-202 in Thomas Banchoff, ed, Democracy and the New Religious Pluralism. Oxford: Oxford University Press
Öniş, Ziya and E. Fuat Keyman (2003). “A New Path Emerges,” Journal of Democracy

14 (2) : 95-107.

Öniş, Ziya (2001). “Political Islam at the Crossroads: From Hegemony to Co-existence,”

Contemporary Politics 7 (4): 281-298.

Özel, Soli (2003). “After the Tsunami,” Journal of Democracy 14 (2): 80-94.
Sen, Amartya (1999). Development as Freedom. New York: Anchor Books

Somer, Murat (2007). “Moderate Islam and Secularist Opposition in Turkey: Implications
for the World, Muslims and Democracy,” Third World Quarterly 28 (7) (October): 1271-1289 
Somer, Murat (2005). “Resurgence and Remaking of Identity: Civil Beliefs, Domestic
and External Dynamics, and the Turkish Mainstream Discourse on Kurds,” Comparative Political Studies 38 (6), pp. 591-622 (August 2005).
Stark, Rodney and Roger Finke (2000). Acts of Faith: Explaining the Human Side of

Religion. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Tepe, Sultan (2006). “A Pro-Islamic Party? Promises and Limits of Turkey’s Justice and 

Development Party,” pp. 107-135 in M. Hakan Yavuz (ed.), The Emergence of A
New Turkey: Democracy and the AK Parti (Salt Lake City: The University of Utah Press)
Tibbi, Bassam (2008). “Why They Can’t Be Democratic,” Journal of Democracy 19 (3):

43-48

Toprak, Binnaz, İrfan Bozan, Tan Morgül, and Nedim Şener (2008). Türkiye’de Farklı

Olmak (Being Different in Turkey). İstanbul: Boğaziçi University
Toprak, Binnaz (2006). “Islam and Democracy in Turkey,” pp. 25-44 in Ali Çarkoğlu

and Barry Rubin (eds), Religion and Politics in Turkey (New York: Routledge) 
Tunaya, Tarık Zafer (2007). Islamcılık Akımı (The Islamism Movement). Istanbul: Bilgi

Üniversitesi Yayınları
Warner, Carolyn M. (2000). Confessions of An Interest Group: The Catholic Church and

Political Parties in Europe. Princeton:  Princeton University Press. 

Wickham, Carrie Rosefsky (2004). “The Path to Moderation: Strategy and Learning in

the Formation of Egypt’s Wasat Party,” Comparative Politics 36 (2): 205-228.
Yavuz, Hakan M. (2003). Islamic Political Identity in Turkey. New York: Oxford

University Press.
Yavuz, Hakan M. ed. (2006). The Emergence of A New Turkey: Democracy and the AK
Parti. Salt Lake City: The University of Utah Press.
Yavuz, Hakan M. and John L. Esposito ed. (2003). Turkish Islam and the Secular State:

the Gülen Movement. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press
Zakaria, Fareed (2004). “Islam, Democracy, and Constitutional Liberalism,” Political
Science Quarterly 119 (1): 1-20.





















































































































































































































� Sen (1999). 


� For a formal analysis, see Kuran (1998).


� By Turkish Law, religious education should either be provided by state agencies or under state supervision and regulation. In practice, religious non-state actors are involved in religious education either illegally, under government regulation, or through informal arrangements with state agencies. 


� Buğra (2008).


� Dahl (1998).


� Among others, Huntington (1996), Lewis (2002), Tibbi (2008). Mandeville (2007) offers a compact review.


� Ayubi (1997), Esposito and Tamimi (2000), Wickham (2004), Nasr (2005), Mandeville (2007).


� Norris and Inglehart (2005: 146-147). However, Muslims also tend to favor that the clergy has more influence in government. 


� Kalyvas (1996 and 2003).


� Fish (2002), Norris and Inglehart (2005: 146-147).


� Berkes (1998), Mardin (2003 and 2005), Tunaya (2007) 


� Freedom House (2008). By comparison, twenty of the remaining thirty-two non-democracies have a state religion. Except for Indonesia, the democracies also have the principle of secularism enshrined in constitution.


� Kuru (2007).


� The Constitution of the Republic of Turkey, Article 24. 


� 99.8 percent of the population is nominally Muslim.  Christian and Jewish minorities recognized by the Lausanne Treaty have their autonomous religious and educational institutions but they are restricted by government regulations and practices, that have been relaxed in recent years alongside EU-led legal reforms. Other religious need first to be recognized by the state in order to have legal protection. See Fox (2008); 2007 Report on International Religious Freedom, US Department of State.


� The Religion and State Project, available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.biu.ac.il/soc/po/ras/downloads.html" ��http://www.biu.ac.il/soc/po/ras/downloads.html� . Also see Fox (2006) and Fox and Sandler (2005).


� Kalaycıoğlu (2005).


� 2007 Report on International Religious Freedom, US Department of State. Data of Religious Freedom obtained from Hudson Institute website: <http://crf.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=survey_files> (before being moved to Hudson Institute, data was reportedly collected by Freedom House). 


� Kalaycıoğlu and Toprak (2004: 16).


� Turkish women, however, are highly represented in some professions such as law.


� Buğra (2008).


� Yavuz (2003: 27:35).


� Accompanying pro-secular policies were aimed at undermining religious non-state actors. For example, new legislation made religious imam-hatip high schools less attractive, leading to a 65 percent fall in enrollment. Bozan (2007: 21). 


� Bulaç (2001). Also see, among others, Ali Bulaç, “Modernliğin Merkezine Göç,” (Migrating to the Center of Modernization) Zaman, April 28, 2001.


� Öniş and Keyman (2003), Özel (2003), Çarkoğlu and Rubin, ed, (2006), Yavuz, ed (2006).


� Toprak et al (2008).


� The membership of the Muslim-conservative labor union Memur-Sen, for example, swelled from 42,000 in 2002 to 315,000 in 2008, while the membership of the competing unions either decreased or remained the same. Toprak et al (2008: 113). 


� In the same period, the numbers of mosques also increased at a slightly higher rate. From 2003 and 2007, the number of mosques increased by 3.47 percent, while the corresponding rate was 2.94 percent between 1998 and 2002�.


� However, Turkey’s ranking in the Human Development Index remained more or  less the same between 2002 and 2005. Similarly, the country’s gender gap score remained the same, and its ranking actually deteriorated from 105th to 123d, between 2006 and 2008. See Global Gender  Gap index, World Economic Forum.


� Buğra (2002), European Stability Initiative (2005), Öniş (2007).


� For implications for democratic consolidation, Somer (2007).


� Yavuz (2003).


� Toprak et al (2008). 


� Among others, see Tülin Daloğlu, The Washington Times, March 4, 2009.


� See the explanation on the interviews conducted in the methodology section.


� However, less than 1 percent indicated “turban, religion and religious pressures” as the most important problem of the country. Çarkoğlu and Kalaycıoğlu (2007: 129 and 152).


� Toprak at al (2008).


� Çarkoğlu and Kalaycıoğlu (2007: 129) and Çarkoğlu and Toprak (2006: 76).


� Interviews with religious actors. Toprak et al (2008: 116).


� The newspapers were Milli Gazete, Zaman, Yeni Şafak, Vakit, Milliyet, and Cumhuriyet. The first four are religious conservative newspapers. 


� The primary aim was at documenting and quantifying “manifest” rather than “latent” views, and views rather thanfixed frames. For examples of quantitative content analyses, see, Krippendorff and Bock. (2009), Herrera (2005), Somer (2005), and Baumgartner et al (2008). For framing analysis, see, among others, Entman (1993) and Matthes and Kohring (2008).


� In general, validity and reliability problems were also minimized by distributing the issues among 20 analysts with no consecutive day examined by the same person, and each coder’s employing the same rules and answering the same set of questions while coding the articles. The coders were also instructed not to try to infer the overall opinion of an article. For example, if an article on nationalism contained arguments and examples both favoring and critical of nationalism, they were instructed to code both positive and negative judgments for the article on nationalism.  This reduced the role of their subjective judgments and made it possible to code the composition and changing balance of different views in the texts.


� The NGOs are the Istanbul branches of Mazlum-Der Human Rights Foundation, the Ensar Educational Foundation, the AK-Der women’s rights organization, and the Deniz Feneri Charity Foundation. The newspapers are Today’s Zaman and Vakit. In order to protect the privacy of these actors, however, I will not link comments to specific actors.  


� Benson and Hallin (2007).


� The Turkish word is “çağdaşlaşma” which can be translated as adopting the contemporary level of civilization. See also Heper and Demirel (1996).


� This skepticism is still almost double of the skepticism in the secular newspapers,  which had 258 negative codings, or 5.8 percent, within a total of 4,478 codings on democracy.


� Çarkoğlu and Toprak (2006: 49).


� Mill (1985 [1859]).





PAGE  
37

