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Introduction

What exactly can donor agencies hope to achievefumging civil society
organisations? In rhetoric, at least, donors hopentake a contribution to
strengthening civil society and in so doing indalganocratisation. To what extent
can external support from donors, such as the EarofpJnion (EU) in the case of
Turkey, make a contribution towards achieving deraigation? By focusing on the
recent experience of the women’s movement in Tyrkielg paper will attempt an
answer to this question.

The paper has been structured as follows. Firsatgaments that have been
made in criticising the donor approach to civil istg support will be considered.
Donors neglect the political nature of civil sogietnd in so doing devise policies that
do not take into account the close relationship tften exists between state and civil
society. This is followed by an examination of thay in which EU civil society
support programme fares against this criticismu$otg on projects that have been
carried out in Turkey. Having touched upon the goknvironment, the paper moves
onto tracing, first, the history and developmentodfil society and second the
evolution of the women’s movement in Turkey. In fire@l section, these dynamics
are then explored through five examples that natet the complex nature of the
relationships between women'’s groups in Turkey.

This paper proposes that much of political civitisty activism is motivated
by identity-based claims that are framed in uncampsing, essentialist terms. This
is evidenced by the women’s movement in Turkey,cWwhiapart from two highly
successful campaigns to realise a set of legatmefofinds cooperation difficult. The
movement is polarised between the different idgftised groups that exist within it.
We should therefore question the appropriatenesheoEU funding framework, as
far as it aims to fund NGOs in order to strengtdemocracy. The behaviour of civil
society organisations (CSO) in Turkey does nathfit model of civil society building
that EU has in mind and we should cast aside tipeaation that increased civil
society activism will naturally make a positive ¢doution to democratisation.

1 State-Civil Society Relations in Donor Policy

The concept of civil society, since its resurgeimcthe 1980s, has been a victim of its
own success. The popularity and malleability oflseciety have gradually chiselled
away at its analytical rigour. Gordon White, foreprnas lamented that the concept
had been “dusted off and deodorized to suit a anéideological, intellectual and
practical needs” (1994: 370). Similarly, Neera Ghake has pointed out how civil
society has become a consensual concept, and altest is time to worry, for if
groups who should otherwise be disagreeing on dineept come to agree on it, the



concept must haviéattened out to such an alarming extent that it losesneslibility”
(2001: 1). One issue where such developments adergvand also falls under the
scope of this paper, is the tendency to imposeaicenormative criteria on what civil
society ought to be. This normative criteria orggas from the West where the
concept can trace its historical roots, and is dbase a liberal democratic
understanding of state-society relations. Civilistycis seen as a bulwark against the
excesses of the state. The problem is that the rdome of one such (Western)
interpretation of state-civil society relations emalues the local, already existing
civil society where it does not fit the liberal deonatic mould (Mercer 2002: 5).
There is a case for claiming back some of that imgsanalytical rigour by being
more nuanced in how we apply theoretical assumgtion

Donor agencies, EU included, have a tendency tuslage such normative
approach into policy objectives. Support for cidbciety is envisaged as an
instrument of democratic development and the mashan through which this
support is provided are standardised. The resudt system of financial assistance
delivered through short-term projects to CSOs. Hoarel Pearce have labelled these
developments as the “Americanization of the debatajuing that despite a rich and
varied experiences around the globe, the view ef Wimited States and its donor
agencies has grown dominant in civil society disseu(2001: 39-40). This is
particularly true where the relationship betweenwil cociety and democracy is
concerned. The donors see their aims to constguteutral, value free approach,
forming a template ready for use in any contexeylkee CSOs as functionaries of
democracy, increasing citizen participation in\atiés that hold the state to account.
What is more, these organisations are also sebe tmpartisan advocates of neutral
discussion, moving away from traditional boundanégpolitical ideology (Ottaway
and Carothers 2000). In this way civil society dhd state are treated as separate,
playing for opposite teams. Does this accuratelycdee the reality of state-civil
society relations in countries outside of westdrarbl democracies?

The reality of state-civil society relations in cdues such as Turkey often
finds the two — state and civil society — closehytkThe closer together they are, less
pluralist the space within which civil societal ges exist, and thus narrower the
scope of claims that can be made through civil edgc{Seckinelgin 2006: 748).
Gramsci described the mutually reinforcing relagioip between state and civil
society as “statolatry”, which ensured that by colfihg civil society, a weak state
could establish and retain a hegemonic positiother words, by defining the kinds
of claims and actions that are acceptable withiil sbciety, even a weak state can
establish new norms that reinforce its own exisggi@eramsci 2001). We should pay
greater heed to the political role played by cedgtiety in legitimating certain societal
voices over others, and be aware of the struglaistake place in this legitimating
process. When donors fund civil society groups, fkely is it that this will lead to
democratisation? Is it not likely that the orgatimas thus strengthened simply
channel their new abilities to the partisan stregghey are engaged in? State and
civil society are therefore not situated in a zswoa opposition. In reality the
relationship between political society and civicgty is much more complex and
multilayered.

2 EU Approach: Strategy, Policy and Projects

The following section looks more closely at the @agh the EU has adopted in
engaging Turkish civil society. This will cover gfec policy documents and the



language of particular project rationales in orderidentify the nature of the

assumptions on which EU has based its work on dpired Turkish civil society. The

purpose of this overview is to assess where EUcypdits, at least in terms of its
rhetoric. Does EU policy purport a view of civil@ety as an opposing force to the
state, as a bipartisan and neutral source of dexogerOr does EU consider the
political nature of civil society, recognizing thmotentially complex relationship

between civil society and state?

There are two primary ways in which EU support @8eCSOs in Turkey.
First, the EU has contributed to civil society depenent through legal and structural
reform. There is a strong correlation between thkous documents through which
the EU prefers to make its demands (such as th@éahpnogress reports produced by
the European Commission), and the reforms that remsequently taken place
(Tocci 2005). Although these demands for reform enag EU were not necessarily
devised with civil society or the women’s movemdinectly in mind, indirectly they
have provided a window of opportunity for CSOs tepsin and successfully make
their claims heard. Second, CSOs have been endglagedjh direct financial support
in the form of project funding. It is to the assumps as to what this direct funding is
expected to achieve that the discussion turnsxb ne

The expectations behind direct funding to CSOsast illustrated by tracing
the way in which the role of civil society is dabed across the different levels of
decision-making. At the broadest of level, the aoh&U policy towards civil society
are couched in the overall EU pre-accession styateg Turkey. This strategy has
three stated objectives: meeting the political eetof the Copenhagen Ciriteria (full-
fledged democracy), implementing tlaequis communautaire (i.e. EU law), and
supporting a “Civil Society Dialogue” between Eueopnd Turkey. Development of
civil society features heavily in its own right the policy documents that map the
outline of the pre-accession process. The finarsp@nding plan for pre-accession
funding towards Turkey affirms the role of Civil ety Dialogue as a central policy
and states that “in meeting the Copenhagen pdlitcéeria...a priority will be
support for the continued development of civil sbgiorganisations” (European
Commission 2007). The “Accession Partnership Docuinen the other hand sports
to “further strengthen the domestic developmentiaf society and its involvement
in shaping of public policies” as well as to “famte and encourage open
communication and cooperation between all sectér3uskish civil society and
European partners” (European Council 2008). Thesmnzents within policy
documents indicate that the development of Turkish society is seen as an avenue
leading to greater democratisation of Turkish dgcieThere are significant
expectations on civil society to create that demogiinducing environment.

A similar tone is found in the policy documentsttdascribe the EU policy
towards civil society in more detail. The 2005 coomcation from the European
Commission titled “Civil Society Dialogue betweemet EU and Candidate
Countries® (European Union 2005). The missed opportunity dxeument argues, of
the previous round of EU enlargement, was in tlea af civil society involvement. It
argued that “any future enlargement ... needs touppated by a strong, deep and
sustained dialogue [whereivil society should play the most important role in this
dialogue’ (italics in original). Civil society organisatignare seen as the means
through which a greater communication between Hr@us actors can be facilitated.

! Interestingly this document, despite referringamdidate countries in general, was in fact written
with Turkey specifically in mind (from a personammunication, EU Commission Delegation to
Turkey).



In this example the role envisaged for civil sogiet non-political and limited to
providing a communication link between the diffdresides. Furthermore this
dialogue, by increasing the participation of cisibciety in political, cultural and
economic life, contributes to a “lively and vibrasivil society ... which is key to the
consolidation of human rights and democracy, ie With the political criteria for
accession” (European Union 2005: 4).

In practice such support takes the form of projeotding, and similar
assumptions about what civil society can achievélumkey can be found in the
rationales that accompany each project descripoe. such rationale, argues that the
“further development of a lively and vibrant cigbciety in Turkey ... is key to the
consolidation of human rights and democracy” (Eessp Commission 2004). In
another project document it is argued that “civdkisty participation in policy-
making enhances political pluralism” anstréngthening civil society will contribute
to the development of democracy in Turkey” (Eurap€ommission 2003). Judging
by these comments, it seems clear there are distascmptions informing EU policy
making in Turkey, which see civil society suppoitedtly contributing to the
democratisation process. The suggestion is th&h@S80Os or more CSOs will help
to advance democracy in Turkey. Funding civil sigcgroups on short-term bases
underlies a further assumption: that these groupssa well established they can
incorporate the demands of short-term projectshairtoverall aims without being
overly burdened by its demands or overly dependerit for survival.

At least in its rhetoric, the EU support for cigibciety aligns with the views
held by donor agencies in general. It fits togetiwéh a view of the relationship
between democracy and civil society that is basedlberal democratic ideas. Civil
society is seen more as a depoliticised, neutrahtatipat is able to balance the state
and hold the state into account. By now returninghte context of Turkish civil
society and the women’s movement in Turkey, itasgble to look back on these
assumptions while reflecting on the realities @& tlase of Turkish civil society. Does
the funding framework remain relevant to the dyremof civil society activism in
Turkey?

3 Civil Society and the State in Turkey

The burgeoning growth of civil society in Turkeyno@t be ignored. The official
limitations to civil society activity have been dgaty eliminated in recent years, and
more pluralistic civil society has developed sirthe 1980s. However, whether the
developments towards pluralism translate to monmadeatic practices is another
guestion. The new voices of civil society tend fraome their activism in essentialist
terms, suggesting that compromise between the domgpédeas would not be
sufficient. The tendency to see issues in “eithérterms has not abated, marking
what is essentially a secular-Islamic boundary mithivil society. NGOs on the two
sides of this fault line are active in criticisimgnd politicising each other’s actions.
Subsequently, relations between state and civiespas well as within civil society
are marked by frequent tension.

Turkish state tradition has been one of disregarthie role of civil society in
decision-making. Social change in the Turkish réipubas had very little faith in
organic processes. Instead, the elite opted foojépt-based social engineering”
(Mardin 1997) to carry out social reforms that todke notice of the voices or
cultural practices that were trying to make themsgheard from within civil society.
Second, where civil societal voices have beenredeto, this has been rather



selective. There has been a conscious effort tpatiparticular voices (progressive,
secular, modern) at the expense of others (consery&raditional, Islamic) (Keyman
2000). Invariably these voices were those that blegted with the views of the state.
Nilufer Gole, for example, in her analysis of cisdciety in Turkey problematizes the
interpretation of the secularizing and modernizfigrts of the state as “liberalizing”.
Secularization was not a means to achieve libegahatratic system as such: the
modernizing sweep in fact suppressed leftist, Igaand minority voices. It was an
“either-or” scenario in that plurality in civil saty was accepted only as far as it was
not deemed undermining the modern, secular visiothe Turkish state (1994).
Third, this process of co-opting civil society wiagitimized through a rhetoric of
nationalism. Even today nationalism remains theoraid'etre of the state (Seufert
2000). The notion of nationality, Turkishness, v an expression of an existing
national consciousness but rather part of a toprdowject intent on the development
of a new consciousness that was non-religious aneethnic in character. As Seufert
asserts, “nation and state, in this way, have Ipegtte to coincide, leaving little room
for differing interests of divergent but likewisegitimate societal forces and
associations” (2000: 29).

Throughout the 1980s and beyond, however, thisnicgand homogeneous
vision has gradually been crumbling. The politicalture in Turkey has become
increasingly fragmented, where politics of identityd difference have been claiming
centre stage (Keyman and @rd007: 280). The debate has shifted from imposing
cultural homogeneity to emphasising particularualtidentities. In this context, civil
society has been drawn into the political strugbb wages primarily (but not only)
between the secular, Kurdish and Islamic identitesl where the Islamic resurgence
in particular is perceived as a threat to the sedolundation of the Turkish Republic.
The description of civil society in Turkey by Birm@oprak is a case in point. Toprak
sees civil society as having a pivotal role in saripg the authoritarian secularization
mission of the state, and unreservedly accepts Foisher, an ideological resonance
with the principles of secularism that enforcedaatipular cultural and nationalistic
project become the critical criteria for memberstmpTurkish civil society (1995).
Civil society actors, The way in which these dynesmplay out in practice has been
described as a “socio-cultural reflex” (Seckine]gd®04). The socio-cultural reflex
contracts in response to the secular system bamgtened by a different political
identity.

The juxtaposition of expanding civil society actyvwith the limitations on
the role that civil society has been allowed toygias led others to conclude that civil
society in Turkey exists in “quantity but not inaity” (Kalaycioglu 2004; Simsek
2004; Keyman and Oi2007). The lack of quality can also be understood
originate in the essentialist nature of the claitmat are being made within civil
society; the ideals informing the activities of itisociety groups are deemed to be
superior and should be adapted by all of sociegyihg no room for compromise.
The struggle among civil society groups to defingkgy’s future through either a
secular or an Islamic vision leads to constantiteissin the relationships between
CSOs. The fact that civil society activism contisue be informed by identity-based
claims is seen as part of the problem, a charatitethat reduces the quality of civil
society activism.



3.1 The Last Decade

So far, the dynamic of civil society have been dbsd as one where nationalist-
secularist state tradition is juxtaposed with gtriced and legal reform that has led to a
numerical increase in the number of CSOs, but eoessarily a qualitative change.
The following section discusses two important esehat illustrate these dynamics
further and identify what changes have — and net hkataken place. The events in
guestion are the post-modern coup of 1997 andethessof demonstration held in the
spring of 2007 in protest of Abdullah Gil's nomiatto become the next president
of Turkey.

The 28 February process, also dubbed as the “podem coup”, originated
in the unprecedented electoral success of the isiaielfare Party in the December
1996 elections and the subsequent tug-of-war betwbe government and the
military. In early 1997, on February 28th the NaabSecurity Council (NSC) issued
a statement, which, among several other recommiendatcalled for restrictions in
religious activism and educational establishmeunts by religious entities (such as
Imam Hatip schools). The government refused toupcin these recommendations
and was eventually forced to resign. In January818®@ Welfare Party was shut
down and its operations deemed illegal (Karaman Amngs 2000). The most
interesting aspect of this process for the curmistussion was the interaction
between the NSC and civil society. From May 199Avamls, trade unions,
professional groups and women's NGOs joined in wizest coined as “battle” to save
secularism and democracy, and to protect the Thurkégion along with its Atatlrkian
heritage (Seufert 2000). What is more, the genexatisely solicited this support. In
other words, the secular civil society actors wkedng utilized in a process that
aimed to legitimize the authoritarian measures isepoby military in order to curb
religiously motivated political activity. Civil saeety actors were roped in to give
support to the state in its efforts to retain tlegdmonic position in society. This
example illustrates the bifurcated nature of csokiety, where only certain actors
adhering to a particular ideological framework egeognized as part of the official
civil society. The secular/nationalistic bases tloe state are being reflected in the
way Islamic NGOs were sidelined from the officialicsociety.

A decade later, on Sunday May™.2007, the third mass demonstration in six
weeks was arranged, this time in the city of lzmirere a staggering 1,5 million
people gathered to demonstrate. The two previomsodstrations in Ankara and
Istanbul has attracted similar crowds. An opiniggcp ran in th&urkish Daily News
(TDN) newspaper three days later which claimeddi@onstration showed how the
“Turkish nation [...] will not give up pursuing theipciples of Ataturk. Turkey is a
whole and unity is its fundamental characteridtic] the nation demands to claim
secularism and democracy” (Kilergla 2007). The governing Justice and
Development PartyAdalet ve Kalkinma Partisi, AKP) had chosen Abullah Gl as
their nominee for the upcoming presidential elettid/ith AKP enjoying an overall
majority in parliament, and the parliament beingpensible for electing the president
in Turkey, Gul's presidency was virtually guaramtee

Why such vociferous opposition? The demonstratiprigested against the
nomination of a man with an Islamist backgroundoexome the next president, a
position whose incumbent has embodied the sectds since it was first occupied
by Ataturk himself. The above quotation is inteirggtas it links the demonstrations
with ideas of “nation”, “whole” and “unity”. To whaextent do these demonstrations
represent the whole nation, or the whole of ciatisty? As Koker opines, the



argument put forth was paradoxical: the Turkishulb#ig, consisting of its citizenry, is
actually being threatened by this same citizenhe dnly way not to see a paradox
within this logic is to redefine “citizen” to inctle only like-minded (secular)
individuals and to exclude those that one consiéaemies (2007). It serves as an
example of an essentialist claim made through sniety.

There are many parallels between the two eventsl §iciety actors were
mobilized to defend the republic against the thimahg posed by elements that are
deemed non-secular and undemocratic. On both gestathe “socio-cultural reflex”
contracts in an effort to preserve the secular oliife (Seckinelgin 2004). Since
these voices are expressed within the realm of sbgiety, it is possible to claim that
the demands being made express the democraticovibk citizens.

4 The Women’s Movement and Civil Society in Turkey

The development of the women’s movement has begellastate controlled, as was
the case with civil society overall. Over the pagb decades, however, the women’s
movement in particular has established itself asigaificant advocacy group, in
Turkish civil society, successfully challenging tlstate to make changes to the
constitution. Perhaps the EU approach to engagitty Twrkish civil society is the
right one after all. This section will first take kaief look at the history of the
women’s movement in Turkey. The more recent devetag within the women’s
movement will then be outlined, lastly focusing tte successful campaigns to
reform the Civil Code and Penal Code of the Turkishstitution.

In the 1930s, the issues dealt with by feminist emgnt in Turkey were
limited to concerns in the public sphere. Whilstmem had the right vote and the
right to stand for office, family structures andditions were left untouched. Despite
the limitations in gender equality in the privafghere, women were expected to be
satisfied with the reforms that had taken place eefchin from demanding more
(Tekeli 1997). The fact that women were given tgatrto vote at such an early stage,
in 1936, may ironically have hampered the causthefwomen’s movement. This
strengthened the argument that gender equalitydeal with, and took the wind out
of the sail of further progress. Feminist ideologgcame overlapped with the
Kemalist state ideology, espousing a strict separaif state and religion, as well as
an aspiration for a modern republic in the imagehef West. In other words, the
feminist discourse was dominated by “state femitii@iihite 2003) where feminism
became equated with public and legal equality,rgethside the patriarchy of the
private realm (Ayata and Tuttinct 2008). The domtinamce within the women’s
movement focused on these public expressions,rigatie issues facing women in
the private sphere outside its immediate agenda.

This national/secular dominance of civil society teeen gradually changing
since the 1980 military coup. Although the coupugiat in a regime that was initially
both militaristic and undemocratic, it also did gwaith the institutional barriers
which had prevented women from organizing beyorel ltmits of state feminism
(Tekeli 1997). In this post-1980 era political pestwere banned from having formal
relations with CSOs. In fact, the military intertiem consciously tried to depoliticise
society and go as far as creating a system whéitecalparties had minimal contact
with society outside of elections. Removing poétiparties from society opened up a
new platform for dialogue among the various sogi@ups, which were previously
kept apart by political boundaries (Ayata and Tatur2008). This, “opened the
Kemalist Pandora’s box out of which have emergedtipte identities making



references to the different sects of Islam andkiels” (Kadioglu 1996: 192). Thus,
during the last decade the balance of power betwreidifferent voices within civil
society and the women’s movement has graduallyezhifThis has been the case in
particular since 2002, when AKPAdalet ve Kalkinma Partisi, Justice and
Development Party), the political party with analsic genealogy gained a landslide
victory in the parliamentary elections and have egoed since. With the rise of
moderate, political Islam an increasing number @imgn’s group have begun to
merge the feminist and Islamist ideas, followed ay increasingly nuanced and
refined rhetoric. The Islamist women'’s groups heaghrased their claims to wear the
headscarf in public places, such as universitissa ainiversal human right. It not
claimed as a religious right, but framed as infimggtheir right to education instead.
Yet, the relationship between the secular statecasidsociety has remained relevant,
preserving a relatively narrow space for societddale and discussion. Together this
has meant that the question of what kinds of istsrean be legitimately claimed
through the civil societal space has been spicedd wonstant tension. It is at this
junction of Islamist and secular women’s actividmattthe relationships within the
women’s movement reveal a significant fault line.

By the end of the 1990s, the movement had divecsiid at least three strands
of organisations: Kemalist, Islamist and FeminEsi(n and Cindglu 1999). Esim
and Cindoglu identified Kemalist organisations &g fargest group, pursuing a
strictly nationalist and secularist agenda. Thakimg behind the Kemalists aligns
with state feminism, with emphasis on women paréting in the public sphere under
the rules of Kemalism. With only a limited gras€eeach, these organisations are
more focused on work at the central level with stete, and conduct some work in
the poor neighbourhoods on converting women toonatist and secularist ideas.
Islamic women’s organisations, on the other handug their activities on religious
education as well as on welfare programmes. Theyk vetosely with municipal
governments in areas where the Islamic party [goiver, and have a well-organised
grassroots apparatus sustaining wide-reaching amuges. Their services cater
largely for the religious community, and provideiatance to women while ensuring
that this does not detach them from the traditidaalily context of being a wife and
a mother. Finally feminist organisations, nameduash because they take gender as
their fundamental organising principle. They are $imallest group of organisations,
and make women’s needs the ultimate priority inrtivrk. The key services they
provide are shelters for women that suffer from dstic violence as well as child
care centres.

In the last decade significant legal reforms haeerbrealised which have
paved the way towards gender equality. The womemsement has played an
important role in campaigning for these reforms.eTiew Turkish Civil Code,
adopted in 2001, abolished the position of marhaddgally recognized head of the
family and provided women with new legal rights.ugpd on by the success of the
campaign to reform the civil code, women’s movemegrouped behind another
campaign to reform the Turkish Penal Code. Follgnthree years of campaigning, a
new Penal Code was adopted, representing a majowament in gender equality.
Sexual violence is now regarded as a crime agthesndividual, not against society;
rape within marriage now constitutes a crime; riagés no longer marry their victim
as a means to avoid punishment. In all, over thieigommendations made by the
women’s campaign were included in the final docungémil, Arin et al. 2005).

The experience of the two campaigns mentioned abegm to contradict the
claims made earlier about state dominance of theems agenda, and about barriers



existing between women'’s groups. These campaighshdeed express a remarkable
solidarity between all of the groups that partitgogewhere ideological and political
differences between the participants were casteafd the purpose of achieving
lasting structural change. Three factors, at leaste behind this success. First was
the urgency of the issue. The parliamentary disonssegarding the Penal and Civil
Codes took place over a limited time frame, aftbrcl the window of opportunity to
have an impact would pass. The awareness among m®mgeoups that success
would require a short, high impact campaign broughny of them together for the
first time. Second factor was the universal natfréhe issues that the women were
demanding, which made it relatively easy for allagree on the demands of the
campaigns. In addition, these demands were noti@se@ simply for the sake of this
campaign; they had existed for a long time and been internalised within the
movement at large. Finally, the campaigns werectBeby a relatively small number
of women. This meant there were fewer differen@esetoncile between the most
active participants, whilst others were happierfdibow in their slipstream. These
factors seem to suggest that the Penal and CivileGampaigns were conducted
under exceptional circumstances that may not refitectrue state of civil society.

It is important to recognize the successes of thm@&n’s movement in recent
years. The organisations have gradually removenhdbkves from the yoke of the
state, and developed an independent, well-orgams®ament that has been able to
challenge the hegemony of the state. There is thdeee evidence to argue that in
this area the development of civil society doesofolthe liberal democratic model,
and the financial support given to CSOs by the geao Union has been well spent.
Yet, when concentrating on one campaign conducyedibl society groups in one
area of civil society, we need to be careful nobéochasing a red herring; there may
have been good reasons for the successes of theaigathat were independent of
the development of vibrant civil society. The negttion will attempt to investigate
the relationships between women’s groups further.

5 Politics of the Women’s Movement:

As we widen the scope and look more closely at different dynamics of the
women’s movement, a more colourful and complicateenario begins to emerge.
Outside of the realm of focused and narrow camgaiglomen’s NGOs find it quite
difficult to work together. There have been disagnents over who can do what in
the name of the women’s movement. The most sigmfiof these fault lines are
ideological in nature — for example, debates betwsecular and religious, or
nationalist and Kurdish groups. This section bririggether a selection of five
examples of situations where the activities betwagmmen’s groups have been
seasoned with tension.

The first example recalls the experience of onéviattattending a series of
annual conferences organized by one of the piamgefiomen’s organizations in
Turkey. The first conference was named after tloeigrthat organized the event. It
was then agreed that the name would be changeks tmbe more representative of
the entire network of women’s groups that partieda The name remained
unchanged, however, continuing to carry the nami@forganization that managed
the event. As she recalled, this began to raisestiues among the conference
participants. “...some people started to think, ‘Ameally here? Am | an outsider, or
an insider? Am | a guest or an owner?’. The pgr#nots felt the conference was not
reflective of the movement as a whole, where all@¢share equally in its ownership,



and that this was a problem. They felt the movermead being appropriated for the

purpose of promoting one organisation. “This theads to discussions about
problems between women’s NGOs, so when we met wWenbachance to talk about

the real issues of the conference”. It is quitéinglthat the participants had such
strong feelings about the name of the conferenat ttiis became more prominent
than the actual issues for which the conferenceblegeh organised. On one hand it is
a display of solidarity among the women’s groupbkerme no single group should rise
above the others. On the other hand, the resistan&eognize one organisation over
others, and the magnitude of this resistance inrstnaglowing purpose of the

conference, exemplifies the central role that makpolitics of the movement play.

The second example is a specific instance fromcih&erence discussed
above. In the conference held in 2008, a group wfdish women’s organizations
wanted to organize a meeting to discuss state ngel@against Kurdish women. An
argument broke out between the Kurdish and Kemelshen’s organizations, and
the latter would not allow the meeting to take plathe situation escalated to the
point where police were called to intervene ang $h@ meeting from taking place. In
the end the Kurdish women'’s organizations did lib&ir meeting, but the conference
was irreparably damaged by these events. The elifters within the movement took
over the agenda. What this reveals are the stbegjagical can political differences
within the women’s movement as well as the tenddncyhe “state feminists” (i.e.
Kemalist women'’s groups) to strive for ideologibalgemony within the movement.

Whilst the above examples are indicative of thdediinces of opinion that
exist within the Turkish women’s movement, the idige of these differences arises
from the affray between secular and Islamic wondre third example accounts and
experience from the campaign to reform the penalecavhere a member of an
Islamic women’s group, took part in an online dssion through a mailing list on
what the campaign should aim for. A lawyer by tiragn her suggestions on the legal
reforms were well received by the online group ofivésts. However, as it was
impossible to tell from her online persona that slas wearing a headscarf, it came as
a surprise to the other participants when they meperson for the first time.
Subsequently, once these differences surfacedyahidng relationship became much
more difficult to manage. This example highlightse timportance of identity —
particularly secular and Islamic — as a boundathiwithe women’s movement that is
very difficult to overcome.

The differences between the secular and religgvasps surfaced again later
on during the campaign on amending the penal cbdete were certain issues that
were included within the campaign where the twesidould not agree on the way
forward. For example, the demand to remove allregfees to concepts such as
“morality”, “chastity” or “honour” from the penalade was one such issue. In other
words, the Islamic women'’s groups did not wishdbhbly against some of the laws
that curbed women’s rights as this would have ealitted their religious vision.
They expressed this disagreement by choosing natttemd meetings when such
aspects of the campaign were discussed, and npatiake in related lobbying
activities. This experience was framed by one @ttias “deception”. This example
further illustrates the difficulties in reconcilinthe priorities of the secular and
religious women, even within the most successfuhgaign women’s groups have
organized to date.

Finally, a campaign organized last year by womeamganizations around a
new issue, a government proposal for social sgcugfborm, further elucidates some
of the fault lines. The government’s proposal fawhsocial security was to be
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reformed did not satisfy many of the demands woawivists had made, and as part
of the campaign to push through a more progressieeal reform package a series of
protest marches were organized. However, at lesstgdamic female activist felt that

the mood of the campaign was not entirely inclusiVe comments she made
illustrate this well:

| personally wanted to attend some street prosgstsit this law, but they are
shouting things like ‘this AKP government and tpegliament are backward’.

They are swearing at them because they are Muktgally feel that this new

law is a problem, but | cannot attend these pretéldtey are swearing at us,
SO we cannot be together.

The campaign was framed simultaneously as both g@iog women’s rights and
protesting against the current government. The flicgent reform was taken as
evidence that the government adheres to a morees@iwe/religious understanding
of social relations that is detrimental to progressvomen’s rights. Subsequently the
lobbying efforts moved away from universal womenghts and shifted towards a
more particular political agenda aimed at underngnihe government. The secular
face of the women’s movement claimed a hegemorstipo within this campaign. It
is very likely this ended up excluding groups thare not similarly inclined in
political terms.

Although above examples emphasize the conflicteiddnd unconstructive
relations among women’s groups this is not meana admmentary on “what is
wrong” with the women’s movement. Many of the astis interviewed
acknowledged the conflicts that exist and felt@ sense of frustration for not being
able to reconcile them, the headscarf issue inqodat. They felt strongly that it was
their responsibility to work together as seculad d&lamic activists, take ownership
of the agenda, and work towards a solution. Yetséhproblematic issues continue to
exist, and should be part of any analysis and gegur of what Turkish civil society
is like. One cannot ignore the energy that existhi the movement, and perhaps
what is needed is a rethink of how we perceiveuaicessful civil society activism.
The activism is vibrant, only not in the democraagtcing way that donor
organizations in particular have come to thinkigfl Gociety.

6 Discussion

The paper began by asking whether the strategytadidyy the EU for civil society
funding in Turkey has been the right one. The angu forward here argues that
this strategy is both right and wrong. It has bé&ea right decision to for EU to
provide financial support to CSOs in Turkey. Undlee auspices of the EU pre-
accession process, women’s groups undertook arecegbented campaign to push
through a set of legal reforms that have fundaniignthanged the structure of gender
relations in Turkey. The women’s movement itsel$ lezxolved from a home of state
feminism to a more diverse set of groups. These lbaen important developments in
the direction of a civil society that is plural,tizge and independent from the state.
From this point of view, supporting civil societyogips financially, and framing this
support as development of vibrant civil societyuddde regarded as both appropriate
and successful.

However, the evidence from within the women’s moeatrsuggests that civil
society in Turkey is somewhat different. Despitesipee developments, further
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funding for women'’s groups is likely to reinfordeetdifferences between the groups,
as funding strengthens the organizational capaxfitgroups that are ideologically

polarized. The fact that groups oppose each othéris way is not in itself a problem,

but it does mean that the aims of EU policy foil@weciety support are misconceived.
In other words, whilst civil society is indeed \alot, we should look more carefully at
the nature of this vibrancy, for there is no directrrelation with strengthened

democracy.

Women activists, when discussing examples of tensithin the women’s
movement, tended to frame the tension as a proltewas perceived as a negative
characteristic and as something to be sorted dutreTwas a feeling that even if
politicians cannot find a way to reconcile the fanental differences between secular
and religious outlook on life, and the issues swsh the debate surrounding
headscarves that arise from this, women themssivesld be able to find a common
position. Before considering whether this is pdssib wonder whether this is even
desirable at the moment. When civil society grocg@snot agree a common position
on an issue naturally, pushing for such a positaxefully will only result in the
dominant voices within civil society drowning thelzhte.

At the beginning of the paper the thoughts of Wtited Chandoke were
evoked, to serve as a reminder of the tendency ety has of becoming a stale
concept meaning everything to everyone. In makimggdonceptual link that “vibrant
civil society” leads to a “strengthened democradife EU policy documents have
been guilty of this tendency. EU has reduced thea idf civil society to a group
organizations that behave in a certain, democrabgmcing way. This is certainly not
the case. In order to avoid such misleading simcglibns, we may do well to move
away from thinking that consensus is always theunahtoutcome of civil society
activity. Politicized, factionalized and contentsouelations between civil society
groups is the more likely end result for externgdmort, at least in the case of Turkey.
When referring to “vibrant civil society”, let’s ithk of vibrancy in terms of difference
of opinions and to the energetic arguments thefereinces generate.

The lack of consensus and overabundance of argsmshotild not be framed
as a problem that can be solved by encouraginffexefit kind behavior within civil
society. We simply need to be more realistic, maweay from the normative
assumptions that tend to inform decision-makingl atop looking for shortcuts to
democratic development.
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