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Abstract

This thesis examines the role of religion in national-EU relations. The focus is on
how EU membership (or potential membership) may atfect nations of a particular
religious background in a particular way and, furthermore, whether religious difference
affects national-EU relations in a particular way. The study is based on an internal
perspective to two countries—Greece and Turkey—whose religious traditions stand
outside a ‘core’ of religious traditions within the European Union (that is, Roman
Catholicism and Protestantism). On the basis of these two cases I argue that neither
religion per se (as theology or doctrine), nor the prevalence of a particular faith are
definitive factors in national-EU relations. Rather, it is mainly in the domain of
institutional interests of the ‘church’ vis-a-vis the ‘state’, that we find religion influencing
national-EU relations. These institutional interests are, in turn, shaped by the relationship
between religion and national identity in each case, and the relationship between ‘church’
and ‘state’. The differences in these relationships in the cases of Greece and Turkey yield
vast differences in the way ‘religion’ affects national-EU relations.

The empirical research which undergirds this thesis comprises a series of
interviews with religious, political, and academic elites in each country. Beyond seeking
insight into attitudes to the EU and perceptions of the role of religion in national-EU
relations, the interviews focus on specific issues in each case. In the case of Greece, my
focal point is the church-state conflict which arose around the ‘identity card i1ssue’, when
the state decided to remove reference to religious identity from the national identity
‘cards. In the case of Turkey, my focus is on Islamists and their ‘conversion’ to pro-
Europeanism in the wake of the ‘February 28" process’ and what [ identify as its
‘legacies’—i.e., state measures through which Turkish Islamists were increasingly
limited in their freedoms. Each ‘case within a case’ was chosen as a fruitful basis upon
which to examine the complex role played by religion in national-EU relations.

As background information to the interview research, secondary sources are used
to explain the relationship between religion and national identity, and between ‘church’

and ‘state’ in each case.
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Introduction

The aim of this study is to explore the role of religion in national-EU relations.
The critical approaches to the relationships between nations and the European Union are
lacking in attention to one crucial factor: religion. Religion has been a somewhat
neglected area of research in studies of European integration and in discussions of the
relationship between national 1dentity and European integration. This fact stands in stark
contrast to the history of European integration which was, indeed, strongly marked by
religion. The works of the most prominent ‘historians of Europe’ provide us with the

theoretical and historical underpinnings of 'European identity’ as it was widely conceived

', Such works reveal religion as a crucial

of 1n the early stages of European integration
factor underlying their conceptions of Europe. Through their common attention to such

themes as the influence of Christianity on early projects to unite Europe, a religio-cultural
distinction between East and West, and é focus on unity in western culture (often equated
with European civilisation), Europe is largely portrayed as united in Western Christianity.

Furthermore, the 'fouhding fathers' of the European integration project (e.g., Robert

Schuman, Konrad Adenauer, Alcide de Gasperi, and Jean Monnet) were all Roman

Catholic trans-territorialists. And, considering the Cold War context in which the
European integration project began, it is clear that the post-War divisions provided a
dynamic in which the ideas of Europe as Christian (as opposed to Communist atheism),

and especially Catholic or at least Western Christian, were accentuated and solidified.

' E.g., works by Christopher Dawson (Understanding Europe,1952; The Making ofEurOpe, 1946), Denis de
Rougement (The Meaning of Europe, 1963; The Idea of Europe, 1966), and Oscar Halecki (The Limits and
Divisions of European History, 1950).



Thus my interest in this subject began with the question of whether Europ'e’s
religious heritage plays a role in contemporary EU developments. The crucial
background to my examination of this question was comprised of two factors. First, the
Maastricht Treaty’s introduction of the concept of ‘European identity’ as part of the
integration project: the Treaty indicates the development of a common ‘European culture’

as an objective of the European Union. The fact that religion is a fundamental aspect of
culture in general, and of conceptions of Europe’s cultural heritage in particular, gave rise
to questions of whether this Maastricht Treaty project for the development of a European
culture might reflect Europe’s particular religious (Western Christian) heritage in a fairly
exclusive fashion. In other words, I wished to know whether this EU expansion into the
realm of culture 'might be problematic for nations which stand outside a ‘core’ of
European religious culture. Second, the waves of intellectual debate following Samuel
Huntington’s works on the ‘clash of civilisations’: Huntington’s thesis is particularly
interesting because it places Eastern Orthodoxy and Islam outside of Western civilisation.
In hight of these debates, I wished to know the extent to which relations between the EU

and nations of non-Western Christian backgrounds effectively support Huntington’s

thesis.

In spite of the lack of scholarly attention to such questions, they are currently
rising to the fore within the European Union. Evidence of this can be found in the intense

debates over whether reference to religion should be included in the Constitutional Treaty
of the European Union. There have been equally protracted debates about the conditions
for entry of predominantly Muslim Turkey into the European Union. Both these issues

point to the same questions: what is.the role of religion in the European Union? does the



EU represent a ‘Christian’, or more specifically a ‘Western Christian’ Europe? At the
broadest level, the question of religton’s role in the European Union is especially
important in light of post-Cold War theories on the replacement of ideological conflict
with cultural, civilisational and religious conflict. Through its treaties and its
enlargement policy, the EU has the potential to either confirm or refute such theories.
This is one dimension of the role of religion in the European Union. Another is the
extent to which religion is a factor in national-EU relations.

This thesis focuses on this second dimehsion. It examines, specifically, the role
of religion in relations between the European Union and nations whose religious identity
stands outside a ‘core’ of religious traditions within the European Union (that is, outside
Western Christianity)®. Such an approach is instructive in showing how EU membership
(or potential membership) may affect nations of a particular religious background in a
particular way and, furthermore, whether religious difference affects national-EU
relations in a particular way.

The cases chosen for this study are Greece and Turkey’. My interest in these cases
was stimulated by observation of expressions of anti-Europeanism within religious
circles in Greece, and a curiosity as to how this phenomenon would compare with
Turkish Muslim attitudes to the EU. I have chosen these cases for three further reasons.

First, the two countries stand outside the Western Christian tradition which prevails

within the EU. Second, they are the two countries with such religious difference which

currently have the closest proximity to the European Union (Greece is presently the only

‘ I.e., outside Roman Catholicism and Protestantism.

* These are border cases, both in geographic and in religious terms. Of course, these two dimensions are
interrelated, in the extent to which religious divisions——particularly those between ‘Eastern’ and ‘Western’
Christianity, and those between Christianity and Islam—were largely shaped by geography.
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Eastern Orthodox member, and Turkey is the only Muslim country with a long-standing

-application for membership). Third, the difference between their religious traditions
allows an examination of whether degree of difference from such a ‘core’ of European

religious 1dentity is a defining factor in national-EU relations.

The argument

My examination of each case revealed a very fundamental but complex role of
religion in their relations with the European Union. Neither the Maastricht Treaty’s
promotion of a common European culture as such, nor Huntington’s thesis are at all
helpful In understanding this role. The role of religion in national-EU relations is not
dependent on difference from or similarity with theological traditions predominating in
the European Union: doctrine and theology, and the prevalence of a particular faith are
relevant only In their social and institutional context. Rather, it is to the place of religion
in state and society that we should turn our attention®. The place of religion in state and
 society determines certain interests on the part of thé ‘church’ and on the part of the
‘state’. And membership (or potential membership) iﬁ the EU has a particular and
important effect on the institutional interests of the ‘church’ vis-a-vis the "state’, and vice
versa. Thus, it is in the domain of institutional interests that we mainly find religion

influencing national-EU relations.
The elaboration of this argument requires an examination of three dimensions.

First, the relative relationships between religion and national identity in the cases of

* Bryan Wilson speaks of the place of religion in state and society in terms of ‘the significance religion has
for the operation and organisation of the social system’. See A.Davidson, Secularism and revivalism in
Turkey, p.92.
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Greece and Turkey: the differences between these relationships in Greece and Turkey

yield vast differences in how religion influences national-EU relations. On the basis of
these two cases, [ argue that religion is important in national-EU relations not because of
theology or doctrine in themselves; rather, the crucial nexus is the relative ways religious
tradition feeds into national identity--either positively or negatively or, as in the case of
Turkey, in a bifurcated manner.

The relationship between religion and national identity largely underlies the
relationship between ‘church’ and ‘state’ which develops in a particular countfy context’.
Church-state relations form a second dimension which [ examine in this thesis. As will
become clear with reference to these two cases, it is not so much the particular
constitutional provisions for ch_urch-state relations that affect national-EU relations, but
the way the institutions of ‘church’ and ‘state’ relate to one another in practice®. As
mentioned above, each of these institutions has particular interests concerning the place
of religion in state and society. Their active defence of these interests entails manifest

problems in national-EU relations.

> *Church’ and ‘state’ are placed in inverted commas because whilst in the case of Greece I refer to an
Institutional structure called the Church, there is not such a comparable institution in Turkey. Rather, I use
the term ‘church’ with reference to Turkey to indicate the diffuse force of Isiam, which includes the ulema,
(a community of scholarly ‘men of religion’ who are generally more informed on the precepts of Islam
than the rest of believers), and a number of religious sects and brotherhoods. (For more on distinctions
between ‘church’ and religion in Turkey, see Serif Mardin, ‘Laicité en Turquie et en France: propositions
pour une meilleure comprehension’, pp.291-295). My use of the term ‘state’ in the case of Greece is also
relatively straightforward, whereas in the case of Turkey it indicates a state structure which also includes
the military, due to its significant influence on state matters. Finally, where ‘church’ is written with a
capital ‘C’, this refers to a specific church (e.g., the ‘Church’ of Greece).

® There is a broad variety of church-state traditions within the EU and the EU does not, so far at least,
regulate these relations as such. The formal #ype of church-state relations tells us very little about the role of
religion in national-EU relations. Greece’s type is similar to those of England, Denmark, Sweden and
Finland (i.e., close links of great consequence between state power of decision and the existence of the
church), yet it has far more in common, in terms of the social relevance of religion, with Spain, Italy, or
Ireland rather than with Denmark or England. Thus, an examination of church-state relations without
reference to the intricacies of the relationship between religion and national identity is far too limited for
‘my purposes. For, a combined approach offers insight into why problematic aspects of ‘church’-*state’
relations (that is, aspects which negatively affect national-EU relations) persist in individual country cases.

12



Finally, the third dimension examined is how membership, or potential
membership in the EU, affects the institutional interests of ‘church’ and ‘state’. It is
important here to introduce the framework through which the EU affects institutional
interests. On the one hand, the EU is devoted to the safeguarding of the cultures of the
member states and their national identity, and it shows special respect towards
traditionally developed institutions of ecclesiastical law in member states. Accordingly,
it does not directly involve itself in religious matters, nor does it prescribe a particular

form of church-state relations. At the same time, though, the EU espouses the principle

of neutrality in questions of religion and philosophy, claiming to show tolerance towards
different religious and philosophies and to grant equal treatment to religious
communities. In short, the EU itself espouses the principle of pluralism. By defending
religious freedom, the EU creates freedom of action for the religiously motivated activity
of religious communities. Religious communities within the EU are in principle subject
to the Community legal requirements of freedom of movement, freedom of settlement,
free distribution of services and the prohibition of discrimination. Meanwhile, according
to the Treaty on the European Union, the EU respects fundamental rights as they are
guaranteed by the European Convention on Human Rights. Article 9 of the ECHR
protects the freedom of religion as a right of the individual and of communities. This
article dictates that individuals, churches and religious communities have a privilege of

complaint in their own right before the bodies of the ECHR. This right is designed to
secure the free exercise of religion in the Community by adherents of particular faiths.

The jurisdiction of the ECHR, as ascertained in its foundational Article 9, safeguards the

right of the churches to unhindered organisation and carrying out of services, instruction

13




and the exercise of religious rites’. Clearly then, through its potential influence on the
activities of religious communities in individual nations, and on state activities in relation

to these, the European Union has a particularly important effect on the institutional

interests of both ‘church’ and ‘state’.

Applicability beyond the two cases

My examination in this thesis of the relationships between religion and national
identity and ‘church’ and ‘state’, as well as the ways in which the EU affects the interests
of the ‘church’ vis-a-vis the ‘state’, is specific to these two cases. Again, there is a great
deal of complexity in how each of these factors is manifested in each case; | do not aim to
present a full causal argument of how religion affects national-EU relations®. Instead, I

draw attention to a number of correlations between the role of religion in national

identity, on the one hand, and ‘church’-‘state’ relations on the other, and I examine how
these correlations significantly shape the role of religion in national-EU relations.
Furthermore, the complexity in these two cases is not conducive to a neat

comparison. Accordingly, I treat each country as a distinct case and, on the basis of my

" The information on the ECHR is drawn from G.Robbers, ‘State and Church in the European Union’. The
ECHR has also, to a great degree, acknowledged the right of self-determination of the religious
communities. According to the practice of the European Court of Justice, the highest standard valid in a
Member State must be used as basis in determining common constitutional traditions using evaluative

comparative law. Insofar as fundamental rights and other legally protected third party rights are affected,
the best possible combination of both legal positions must be accepted as a general principle of Community
law. The principle of subsidiarity governs EU policy on religious matters and acts as a restriction on the
action of Community law in matters of the law of religion in the Member States of the EU. TEC Article 3b
provides that the Community, according the principle of subsidiarity, takes action only if and insofar as the
goals of the particular measures cannot adequately be achieved at the level of the Member States and thus,
because of their scale or their effects, may be better achieved at the Community level. See G. Robbers,
‘State and Church in the European Union’, p.330.

® For instance, ‘religious’ attitudes to the EU are surely affected by other factors beyond institutional

interests which arise from religion’s place in state and society (e. g » economic factors). Space limitations do
not allow a thorough examination of all related factors.
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examination of each, perform a comparative analysis in my concluding chapter. The
primary aim of this study is not to generalise conclusions across Europe on the basis of
one case or the other. Rather, by offering a deeper uhderstanding of each case, I seek to
dispel essentialist assumptions about how particular faiths relate to the European Union.
However, [ do believe that there are broader lessons to be learned from this study.
The fact that one cannot generalise about religious activities and interests is one such
lesson: it is important to understand, with respect to any nation, the particularities of
religion-nation and ‘church’-‘state’ relations, and, especially, the intersection between the
two. Thus, 1t 1s with reference to such particularities that the broad theme of the role of
religion in the European Union should be examined. Furthermore, one cannot generalise
about religilous attitudes to the European Union. It is not the case that the further from a

‘core’ of religious traditions within the EU, the more anti-European a religious group’s
adherents are. Also false is the assumption that the less ‘modern’ a religion, the more
prone are its adherents to resist ‘European secularisation’. I contend that, beyond these
two cases, attitudes to Europe and to secularisation depend on the relative experiences of
religious groups within their national contexts and the relative interests of religious
groups which stem from these experiences. This argument deserves a preliminary

introduction, with reference to each of my cases.

‘Religious’ attitudes to the European Union

Based on interview research with religious leaders and spokespersons in both

countries, | argue that crucial to their respective contemporary attitudes to the EU are the

13



different perceptions of the European Union’s potential influence on the place of religion
in relation to the state. Both national religious traditions—Turkish Islam and Greek
Orthodoxy—have a history of anti-Europeanism. An examination of religious
publications of previous decades in each country reveals quite similar criticisms of the
European integration project, and common reasons for resistance to participation therein.
But the contemporary rhetoric about the EU of religious groups in each country is

significantly changed. My aim is to identify the causes and the theoretical implications

-of such change’.

Turkish Islamists’ change has been more drastic, from outright anti-Europeanism
and resistance to Turkish membership in the EU to extreme pro-Europeanism'’. Besides
the factor of worsening national economic conditions and heightened attention--across all
sectors in Turkey--to the economic benefits expected with EU membership, a major
element of religious groups’ changed perspectives on the EU is increased attention to
rights to 'politiclal and religious freedom for TurkiSh [slamists. Beyond the forced closure
of a succession of religious-oriented political parties in Turkey, religious journalists,
intellectuals and politicians have faced arbitrary convictions for “inciting the public to

religious hatred’" ', and civil servants and military personnel have lost their jobs through

? As Casanova declares, ‘the interesting sociological question is not whether religious and salvation needs
remain universally constant across time and space...but rather the changing character of their cultural
manifestations across societies and through history’. See Casanova, ‘Religion, the new millennium and
globalisation’, p.11.

'* See chapter five for an explanation of my use of the term ‘Islamist’. Also, there are significant nuances to
the above-mentioned ‘extreme pro-Europeanism’ which should be noted: whilst all interviewees consulted
for this study expressed support of Turkish membership in the EU, the pro-Europeanism of some was not
without concern for possible negative social and religious implications. In these cases, the EU was
presented as a somewhat lesser evil than the Turkish secularist state. Accordingly, the ‘change’ to which I
refer above should be recognised as a multifaceted concept, as contemporary Islamist pro-Europeanism is,
for some Islamists, a dramatic volte face on this matter, a transformation of outlook, and for others a
moderate modification of perspective.

' Such convictions have been made under Turkish Penal Code Article 312.
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purges of people accused of being ‘reactionaries’ (in reality, individuals wifh links to
religious groups). For Turkish Islamists today then, the EU entails guarantees of relative
religious freedom in general, and specifically the protection from banning of religious-
oriented political parties, the protection of employment rights for [slamist civil servants,
and enhanced freedom of speech. Furthermore, Turkish Islamists’ contemporary rhetoric
on the European Union includes praise of European and Anglo-Saxon models of

secularism and frue separation of church and state.

The direction from which the Orthodox Church of Greece approaches the EU 1s
quite different'>. The Church has historically played a powerful role as preserver of

national identity, and has enjoyed an especially strong position vis-a-vis the Greek state.
Today, it finds challenges to both these facts in Greece’s membership in the European
Union. First, as member of this supra-national project, the Greek state is moving in the
direction of de-nationalisation (or so many in the Church fear, at least)!”. Second, in its
efforts to conform to European norms, the government is in the process of revising its
relations with the Church, particularly through limitations of the latter’s privileges over
and against other faiths represented in Greece. This process entails changing the content
of the mandatory religious courses in public schools (which are currently catechetical in
nature and focused on Orthodoxy); changing the strict legal provisions for the building of
non-Orthodox places of worship (the approval of the local Orthodox .biShOp IS currently

sought by the relevant Ministry), as well as the strict provisions against proselytism

12 1t is critical here to emphasise that the Greek Orthodox Church is not a monolith. My focus here is

mainly on the Church hierarchy, but even here there are significant divisions. Within recent years
especially, certain hierarchs have openly criticised policies pursued by the current Archbishop.

13 Of course, the extent to which membership in the EU entails a degree of ‘de-nationalisation’ is

controversial. The term is used here with reference to public discussions in Greece on how membership has

changed the nature of Greek government in recent years in the direction of significantly less emphasis on

purely national interests in its policymaking and in conformity with EU-related objectives.
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(which have led to numerous arrests of non-Orthodox citizens'*); and easing the process
through which conscientious objectors are allowed alternative service (a concession
which the Church has vehemently opposed). These developments have led to an
ambiguous, often subtle and indirect criticism of the EU on the part of the Church. My

interview research suggests that current attitudes to the EU fluctuate in accordance with

whether the EU or the Greek state is perceived as responsible for changes to the status

quo in the Church’s place in the Greek state and society.
Asymmetries in the cases

There are some obvious asymmetries to these two cases. First, one is a member
of the European Union, and the other an aspiring member. But within my focus on how
membership or potential membership may affect ‘church’-‘state’ relations, the
asymmetries begin to fade, as the demands from the EU on both countries with regards to
religion are quite similar today'’. Furthermore, one mi ght' argue that the two countries
are iIncomparable because they are at such different stages of modernisation'®. This

discrepancy, however, is a critical aspect of my broader argument, which is that

" In fact, the 1993 ‘Kokkinakis v. Greece’ case at the European Court of Human Rights was the first case
on proselytism in an international tribunal (See N.Lerner, ‘Proselytism, change of religion, and
international human rights’). The number of arrests in Greece on the basis of proselytism is unclear.
According to a report by the Greek Helsinki Monitor, ‘Thousands of Jehovah’s Witnesses are said to have
been arrested and to have served long prison sentences for proselytism’ (see * Minority Rights in Greece’).
The number of such cases are said to have decreased since the Kokkinakis case, and the ‘Larissis v.
Greece’ case (which reached the ECHR in 1998); according to an OSCE Report, since December 2001
(when 14 Pentecostals were tried in Greece for proselytism but were acquitted), there has been no case
where representatives of minority religions have been prosecuted (see ¢ Problems of Religious Freedom
and Tolerance in Selected OSCE States’; see also ¢ Human Rights in Greece: a snapshot of the cradle of
democracy’). | |

'> The reforms demanded of Turkey before accession talks begin were not preconditions for Greek
accession, but are being applied now (particularly as a result of several convictions against the Greek state
by the European Court of Human Rights).

'* I refer here specifically to economic development and political institutionalisation.
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preconceptions of religious groups based on relative degrees of modernisation are
afbitrary: as indicated above, this is evident in the comparison between Greek and
Turkish religious groups’ attitudes With regards to modern conceptions of religious
freedoms and human rights.

This fact heightens the importance of including a case like Turkey in a political-
sociological study of religion. The case reminds us to be aware of the fact that, as Nikkie

Keddie notes, there are significant differences between secularisation processes in
western and non-western contexts' '. Namely, in the latter secularisation was often

lacking the intellectual or philosophical base existent in western societies but was very
much state-driven, on the basis of political or economic interests'®. Thus, by examining
cases which are at different stages of modernisation, we are better able, in theoretical

terms, to consider assumptions about the relationship between modernisation and
secularisation.

There are also significant asymmetries in the way the two case studies are
managed, due to the vast differences between the two cases. Accordingly, whereas in the
case of Greece my focus is on the politicisation of the Orthodox Church of Greece, in
Turkey it is on political Islam. This difference is due to the fact that these two
‘institutions’, though not strictly comparable, are those most relevant in terms of
religion’s effect on national-EU relations. It is important to note here that, when
considering the ‘Church’ in Greece, I do not denote the Church as a body of Orthodox

believers in Greece; I am focusing on the Church as an institutional body. But when

'7 See Nikki R. Keddie, ‘Secularism and the state: towards clarity and global comparison’.

18 1 ikewise, the inclusion of the Turkish case entails a significant contribution to studies of the relationship
between religion and nationalism, since in this case religion feeds into national identity in a very
ambiguous manner.
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addressing political Islam in Turkey, [ also indicate its representation of Islamism which,

in Turkey, is a very diffuse force. Thus, in the chapters devoted to the Turkish case I

make a special effort to indicate differences between strands of Islamism.
Clarification of scope

My thesis is based on an internal perspective to the case studies. The question of

whether a nation’s religious identity affects the EU’s attitudes and policies towards

individual nations is a large and important issue, but it lies beyond the scope of this

thesis'”. Explicit attention to the European Union level is mainly limited to the Union’s
demands regarding religious rights and freedoms which are, at least formally, standard
for all (applicant and member) countries with which it has relations.

Furthermore, I do not examine the effect of the European Union or of Europe in
general, on national identity as such, in each of these two cases. There is a great deal of 1
literature devoted to the development of European identity in relation to the ‘other’,
including the religious other. The same applies to definitions of Turkish national identity
and Greek national identity in accordance with, and/or in opposition to, ‘European
identity’ and the European ‘other’. Furthermore, both cases have in common a history of
fluctuation and tension between two conceptions of their national identity as either
‘eastern’ or f"western’; this too is a subject about which much has been written and with

which I do not deal explicitly in this thesis. Nor can I analyse the foundations of national

' For attention to the role of religion in shaping EU attitudes and policies, see Elizabeth Prodromou,
‘Toward an understanding of Eastern Orthodoxy and democracy building in the post-Cold War Balkans’,
and ‘Paradigms, power, and identity: Rediscovering Orthodoxy and regionalizing Europe’. Though these
texts focus on Orthodoxy and, to a large extent, on the Greek case, many of the themes explored apply
equally well to Islam in the case of Turkey. |
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identity in general (eg., culture, language, kinship, territory); rather, my study of national
identity in each case is mainly limited to the relationship between religion and national
identity.

Again, my argument is that it is i-n the domain of institutional interests, rather than
in theology or doctrine, that we mainly find religion influencing national-EU relations.
Thus, attention to religion as doctrine or theology is not critical to this thesis, and space
limitations do not allow for such an examination. It is true that in historical events as the
Great Schism and the Crusades, theological differences were important to political
developments in the countries studied in this thesis. In contemporary terms, though, it is
simply worthy of note here that Islam and Eastern Orthodoxy are ‘total religions’,
indiéating a ‘way of life’ and not _only formal doctrine and practice. The fluctuating
etfects of this fact on ‘religious’ attitudes to the EU will become clear in my coverage of
each case.

. Finally, my study examines the subjects at hand through the attitudes and actions
of elites (political, religious and social) in each case. Mass opinion and the role of the
public at large are only dealt with to the extent that these can be seen to influence
attitudes and actions of national elites (only minor attention is devoted to mass surveys,
where applicable)®. This focus on the elite level is in line with my argument that the role

of religion in national-EU relations is not about religion in and of itself (and not about the

belief systems of the masses) but about interaction between institutions and their

respective interests.

*0 For a study of the role of religion in mass attitudes to the European Union, see B.Nelsen, J.Guth and
C.Fraser ‘Does religion matter?’. For a general study of national identity as a factor in mass attitudes to the
EU, see S.Carey, ‘Undivided loyalties: ts national identity an obstacle to European integration?’.
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Sources and methods

The empirical research which undergirds this thesis comprises a series of
interviews with religious, political, and academic elites in each country®'. The interview
questions were designed to glean information on attitudes to the EU and perceptions of

the role of religion in national-EU relations. In my selection of interviewees I tried to
cover a broad range of perspectives (from relatively conservative to relatively liberal, in
both political and religious terms). A general balance was struck between the number of
‘secular-minded’ and ‘religion-minded’ elites consulted for this study. This balance was
sought for the purpose of determining the extent to which there are tensions and
contradictions between secular and religious leaders’ persbectives. Such tensions and

contradictions did indeed arise through the research, and they form a basis for an
understanding of how these tensions and contradictions underlie trends in ‘church’-‘state’
relations which, in turn, affect national-EU relations.

Furthermore the interview rhethod, which entailed considerable time spent in both
Greece and Turkey, allowed a much more in-depth and first hand understanding of the
internal situation in these two countries. My interviews were conducted at a time when
there were intense debates on the issues presented in this thesis. Thus, by following the

local press carefully and through conversation with local elites, I was able to witness the

intensity of the debates—the intensity itself being an important dimension of my study.

2! 1n the case of Turkey, I also conducted extensive interview research with journalists, civil servants and
businessmen. This imbalance was in part intentional, because of my knowledge of the Greek language and
lack thereof in the case of Turkish: in order to secure my own thorough understanding of the Turkish case, I
thought it constructive to conduct a wider interview survey there. However, a further reason for the
imbalance is addressed below. See Appendix for further information on the interview method as applied to
my study. |
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Of course, there are significant limitations to the interview method. Mainly, the
researcher is dependent on individuals’ willingness to speak with him or her, and the
researcher hears only what the interviewee wishes to tell him or her. There was a

considerable discrepancy between the two cases in terms of the relative willingness of
people to meet with me and to speak openly with me. Religious group representatives in

Turkey were much less concerned with confidentiality than were their Greek

counterparts, who were in general more guarded in their responses-~.

However, I find the interview method especially valuable in the sense that, as

expressed by Andrew Davidson, ‘[it is] imperative to reflect on and communicate with

those whose lives we seek to make authoritative claims about’; through the interview

method, we are exposed to ‘the self-understandings of those whose political lives we seek

+23

to explain™. And through attention to the rhetoric used by a broad range of

Interviewees, the researcher is better able to identify elements of coherence and
inconsistency in the perspectives within and between particular target groups. The
interview method also offers a propitious basis upon which to study institutions: 1t 1s
‘impossible to identify an institution except in terms of beliefs of those engaged in its
practices’®*. Accordingly, we must seek to understand institutions within the meanings
they represent in a given context. Such an approach is critical to an understanding of

both ‘church’ and ‘state’ in Greece and Turkey respectively.

22 One can only guess at the reasons for this discrepancy, but I believe it has to do with the fact that the
specific issues | was examining in the Greek case were more recent and, accordingly, more awkward, than
those I examined in the Turkish case.

23 A.Davidson, Secularism and Revivalism in Turkey, p.4.

*4 See Davidson, ibid., p.77.




Mark Juergensmeyer too employs the interview method in his study of religious
nationalism®. My work is similar to his in spirit, as Juergensmeyer’s intent is to address
general assumptions westerners have (e.g., ‘t.hat something is seriously wrong with
religion in the non-Western world’), and to present these alongside the perspectives of
religious activists in various contexts (from whose viewpoint, according to
Juergensmeyer, it is secular nationalism that has gone wrong, and not religion). But the
questions guiding his research, and his geographical scope, are completely different from
mine®. Furthermore, Juergensmeyer essentially pits secular nationalism against religious
nationalism; such a distinction is not helpful for the cases of Greece and Turkey. In the
case of Turkey, Islamism and Turkish/Kemalist nationalism have often gone hand in
hand, and Turkish Islamists share many of the fundamental principles of Turkish secular
nationalism. Religious nationalism in Greece usually goes hand in hand with
state/secular nationalism. The relevance of nationalism to the Greek case stems from the
fact that the Church is able to use nationalism during periods of conflict with the state.
But such conflict is sporadic, and is aimed at preservation of a certain status quo, rather
than the replacement of the secular state. Also, perhaps due to the breadith of his
geographical foci, Juergensmeyer’s use of the interviews is somewhat lacking in
historical depth. In general, I think my work complements that of Juergensmeyer, by

covering cases outside his geographic scope, and cases which exhibit more complex

relationships between secular and religious nationalism, and by offering thorough

historical backgrounds for the issues which I address.

2> M.Juergensmeyer, The New Cold War? Religious Nationalism Confronts the Secular State.
*® Juergensmeyer studies the Middle East, South Asia and formerly socialist countries, and does not address
Turkey or Greece specifically.
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Beyond seeking insight into attitudes to the EU and perceptions of the role of
religion in national-EU relations, my interviews were focused on particular issues in each
cése. In the case of Greece, my focal point was the church-state conflict which arose
around the ‘identity card issue’, when the state decided to remove reference to religious
identity from the national identity cards. In the case of Turkey, my focus was on
Islamists’ change to pro-Europeanism in the wake of the ‘February 28" process’ and
what I have identified as its ‘legacies’—I.e., ‘state’ measures through which Turkish

Islamists were increasingly limited in their freedoms. Each ‘case within a case’ was

chosen as a fruitful basis upon which to examine the complex role played by religion in
national-EU relations.

As background information to the interview research, secondary sources were
used to explain the relationship between religion and national idenfity, and between
‘church’ and ‘state’ in each case. In the case of Greece, the study is quite straight-
forward and divided into sections on ‘religion and national identity’ and ‘church-state
relations’. In the case of Turkey, the same relationships are studied, but through the more

relevant prisms of ‘Islam and Islamism’ and ‘secularism and laicism”’.

Plan of thesis

The above considerations help to explain the plan of my study. In the chapter
which follows, I place my argument within the context of theories of nationalism and the

sociology of religion in order to examine the relationships between religion, state and

national identity. [explain here how relationships between religion and national identity
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underlie developments in the relationships between church and state. The latter relies
heavily on a thorough exploration of the concepts of secularism and secularisation and
how they variously apply to my chosen cases. On the basis of the above, I then examine
forms of religious mobilisation in theoretical and empirical terms. Finally, I introduce
the concept of an EU norm 1n church-state relations, thus introducing an examination of

the extent to which form of church-state relations may be a factor in national-EU relations

for each of my case studies.

Chapters three and four are devoted to the case of Greece. In the first [ examine
the historical development of the relationship between religion and national identity.
Following this historical overview, church-state relations are studied through the prism of
constitutional provisions relating to religion. I address here, in particular, aspects of
church-state relations in Greece which represent problematic points in national-EU
relations. Finally, I present a survey of expressions of anti-Europeanism within the
Church and wider Greek Orthodox circles, including special attention to their
manifestation in religious publications. Chapter five focuses on the ‘identity card issue’.
I examine here state and church perspectives on the issue, and close with a consideration

of the implications of this issue for domestic politics, for church-state relations, and for

national-EU relations.

Chapters five and six deal with the case of Turkey. In chapter five, I examine the

historical development of Islam and Islamism in Turkey, with a special emphasis on the

J

“diversity of these in the Turkish context. A section on secularism and laicism explains
the very specific meaning of these terms in the Turkish case. This section also explains

fluctuations in secularist policies, and the erratic relationship between secularism and
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Islamism in Turkey. The chapter closes with a consideration of Turkish Islamist anti-
Europeanism, as presented in Islamist publications. Chapter six focuses on Turkish
Islamists’ ‘change’ to pro-European stances in the light of the ‘February 28" process’.
The interview research on this subject presents a powerful debate in Turkey over whether
Islamists’ ‘change’ can be considered sincere and over whether Islamism or the Turkish

version of secularism represents the greater barrier to Turkey-EU relations.

It is mainly with reference to the vast differences between the two cases that I
turn, in rhy concluding chapter, to a thorough examination of how the place of religion in
state and society plays a significant role in each nation’s relations with the European
Union. This examination is conducted under the broad themes of religion and national
identity, ‘church’-‘state’ relations, and national-EU relations. [ close with a consideration

of future prospects with regards to the role of religion in Greek-EU relations, in Turkey-

EU relations, and in the European Union itself.
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CHAPTER TWO

Religion, state and national identity

As explained in the first chapter, this thesis examines the role of religion in
national-EU relations in the cases of Greece and Turkey. The central argument made is '
that this role is contingent on the place of religion in state and society, and on the relative

institutional interests of ‘church’ and ‘state’ with regard to this place. I take an internal

perspective to tl}ese two cases, studying religious groups’ attitudes to the EU; forms of
religious mobilisation in each case; and how religious groups affect domestic politics in
ways which, in turn, affect each nation’s relations with the European Union. In this
chapter I shall explain how each of these above dimensions is subject to two interrelated
factors: the relationship between religion and national identity, and the relationship
between ‘church’ and ‘state’. An interdisciplinary approach to this subject is thus
necessary, drawing on theories from within the study of _nationalisrn and the sociology of
religion. The former offers analyses of religion in relation to national identity and

nationalism; and the latter offers analyses of secularism, secularisation and church-state

relations.

The main terms used in this chapter are much-disputed in the respective fields of
their study. It is thus important to set out working definitions for each at this stage,

before revealing the specificities of their use in relation to my case studies. A basic
definition of the ‘nation’, as proposed by Anthony Smith, is ‘a named community

occupying a homeland, and having common myths and a shared history, a common
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public culture, a single economy and common rights and duties for all members’'.

However, there are often--within each named community--differing conceptions of ‘the
nation’, with some myths held as more relevant for parts of the community, and other
myths for other parts of the community. ‘National identity’ is also a debated concept, as
there may be ‘official’ (i.e., state-promoted) conceptions of national identity which are

different from ‘popular’ conceptions of national identity. I offer as a working definition
of national identity the following: ‘the continuous reproduction and reinterpretation of the
pattern of values, symbols, memories, myths and traditions that compose the distinctive

heritage of nations, and the identifications of individuals with that pattern and heritage

and with its cultural eleme_nts’z. By ‘nationalism’ [ mean ‘an ideological movement for

attaining and maintaining autonomy, unity and identity for a population which some of its
members deem to constitute an actual or potential “nation”’>. ‘Secularism’ too may be
considered an ideology, one which denotes ‘a negative evaluative attitude towards
re]igion""._ ‘Secularisation’, on the other hand, denotes ‘an aspect of processes of -
structural change in society"5 . A number of texts within the sociology of religion have
addressed the ‘theory of secularisation’, identifying a number of processes involved in

the concept of ‘secularisation’®. My concern is mainly with the process of institutional

' See Anthony D. Smith, Nationalism: Theory, Ideology, History, p.13.

* Ibid, p.18.

> Ibid, p.9.

* See Bryan Wilson, ““Secularisation”: religion in the modern world’, p.196.

> Ibid, p.196.

® Meredith McGuire provides a useful, though limited, introduction to the intellectual debate on
‘secularism’. See M.McGuire, Religion: The Social Context, pp.285-9. As McGuire points out, we should
distinguish between our use of the term at the ‘macro-level’, and at the individual level. I do not address
secularisation at the individual level at all in this thesis, except where the subject was addressed by my
interviewees. |
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differentiation—i.e., the separation of the religious and the secular spheres of activity’.
An understanding of both secularism and secularisation is critical to this thesis, as they
entail ideologies and processes which variously shape the forms of ‘church’-state’
relations that develop in a given society. Finally, the term ‘religion’ requires special
attention. A functional rather than substantive definition best serves the purposes of this

thesis®. In other words, this study is not concerned with the substance of religion (what
religion is), but with 1ts function in the societies under examination. The function with
which I am concerned 1s that of religion as a definer of group identity. Accordingly, my
focus 1s on public, institutionalised and, where applicable, politicised religion, as opposed

to private religion. Such a focus allows an examination of the social location of religion

and changes therein’.

In this chapter I examine first the historical links between religion and national
identity, and the changes to these links with the onset of liberalisation and secularisation.
Special attention is given to the relationship between religion and nationalism. I then
focus on ‘church’-‘state’ relations mainly through the prism of trends in secularism and

secularisation as applicable to each case. The latter subject forms the basis upon which I
examine forms of religious mobilisation in Greece and Turkey respectively. I close with
an analysis of the extent to which religion-state relations in Greece and Turkey are

compatible with European norms.

7 Or, in other words, a separation of ‘church’ and ‘state’. For an astute study of institutional differentiation,
see James Beckford, Religion and Advanced Industrial Society (especially chapter five, on ‘Differentiation
and its discontents’, p.103-128).

® As McGuire explains, functional definitions of religion tend to be better for encompassing cross-cultural,
trans-historical, and changing aspects of religion. See M.McGuire, Religion: the Social Context, p.12.

? Adherents of both Eastern Orthodoxy and Islam claim that theirs is not only a religion but a ‘way of life’.
Of course, I do not propose to understand religion according to the self-definitions of the societies under
study. But it is important to emphasise that I am not studying religious belief; ritual, or experience, but
religious community/ies. Thus, my focus is not on religion at the individual level but at the community
level and, in particular, on religion as linked to the culture and identity of a given community of believers.
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Religion and national identity

A linkage between religion and national identity is the product of a long historical
development. According to Ren€ Rémond, there are three eras to the relationship between
religion and nation: the era of holy nations, of modernity, and of liberalisation'®. The era of

holy nations is characterised by a close interdependence between religion and nation which
reached a state of symbiosis. That development is attributed to the fact that, in Europe, the
birth of a nation often coincided with the transition from paganism to Christianity: people

simultaneously attained a consciousness of both religious and national identity''. This era

lasts from the early conversions to Christianity to a second phase of evangelisation of the

contipent around the year 1000 (i.e.? the countries of northern, central and eastern Europe).
The key feature of the second era—that of early modernity—is the division of territories
along confessional lines. The partitioning of the continent into separate entities, from then
on, had its counterpart in the religious domain. Characteristic of this era is the concomitant
emergence of modern nations and national churches in the sixteenth century. According to
Remond, the almost perfect simultaneity between religion and nation, ‘hallowed by the
principle cuius regio, eius religio, increased national feeling and turned religious adherence
into the criterion and foundation of political society’'*. Thus, the religious reference

became a popular means of affirming national singularity and a particular identity within

the European ensemble’.

'* R.Rémond, Religion and Society in Modern Europe. See especially Chapter 7, ‘Religion and nation: two
universal realittes’, pp.107-123.
'! Ibid, p.109. Rémond’s reference to a sense of a specifically ‘national’ identity in this early period is, of

course, debatable.
'* Ibid, p.113-114.
" Ibid, p.112.
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This point about national singularity and particularity is also an important theme

in Max Weber’s writings on ‘the nation’. Weber posits that the nation’s significance is
usually rooted in the superiority or irreplaceability of a particular group’s culture'®, For
Weber as well as for Durkheim (and many sociologists after them), religion functions as
a major source of solidarity of a given group by marking its specific identity and culture.
Liah Greenfeld too argues that nationalism is the most common and salient form of

particularism in the modern world: ‘In a world divided into particular communities,

national identity tends to be associated and confounded with a community’s sense of

+15

uniqueness and the qualities contributing to it’ °. According to Greenfeld, these social,

political, cultural and ethnic qualities (including religion) thus become important
elements in the fqrmation of every specific nationalism. Likewise, Anthony Smith
identifies religion as amongst the fundamental elements of: Jthe nation-building process.
For Smith, religion is part of the ‘designation, culti{'ation, and transmission of
“authentic” elements of shared culture of the “people™ '® " With regard to the sense of
irreplaceability of the nation’s culture, Smith explains that this often stems from “a strong
shared conviction.of moral superiority, which can be traced back to the earlier cultivation
of a myth of ethnic election by elites of pre-modern ethnies’. Such myths were generally
religious in character in the past; it was in later periods that they translated into
‘secularised expressions’ of national superiority' .

This brings us to Rémond’s third era of the relationship between religion and

national identity: that of liberalisation. This was the period of European revolutions

'* M. Weber, ‘The Nation’, pp.21-25.
1> 1..Greenfeld, ‘Types of European nationalism’, pp.166-7.
' Anthony D. Smith, Nations and Nationalism in a Global Era, p.89.

'" Ibid, p.98. Smith argues that even today, there is a religious content underlying the sense of superiority
and exclusiveness of some nations.
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which inaugurated a separation between religion and nation ‘that would not be completed
until much later, and in some instances is not complete even today’'®. Confessional
states began transforming thems'elves into religiously neutral states, and nation was often
set in opposition to religion. Where previously associated in the minds of individuals,
nation and religion became foes in the contest for peoples’ loyalty.

But, as Rémond notes, entering into a new era does not mean an end to the
relationships of previous epochs. Becaﬁse the period of strong linkages between religion
and national identity was long in duration, these linkages survived well after the causes of
their appearance had vanished: ‘the long gone circumstances of their formation continued
to live on in people’s memory, imagination and conscience’’”. Or, as David Martin puts
1t: “These relationships obtain in terms of the persistent “image” of a religion lo-ng after
the actual events have taken place’?. Finally, Anthony Smith makes a similar argument,
In 'stating that the role of religion 1n the past continues to shape many present national
profiles. Smith cites Ireland, Poland, Serbia and Greece as obvious examples in Europe,
but he further suggests that even Scandinavians’ ‘cooler’ response to the idea of a united
Europe may be interpreted as a specifically Protestant suspicion of a Catholic-led
project”’.

My intention here is to understand how, in this era of liberalisation, the role of

religion in the past continues to shape present Greek and Turkish national profiles. The

influence of religion on these national profiles is quite different, and it is important that

we understand the historical causes, and theoretical and empirical implications, of such

' R.Rémond, Religion and Society in Modern Europe, p.119.

" Ibid, p.113. |
20 D.Martin, A General Theory of Secularization, p.7.

21 A.D.Smith, Nations and Nationalism in a Global Era, p.166, footnote 21.



difference. To this end, I find Martin’s perspective very useful for approaching these two

cases>2. Martin too sees religion as a particularly significant and powerful aspect of a
given culture, but he emphatically rejects the assumption that religion constitutes ‘the
active dynamic, causally prior element in society’ [emphasis mine]*’. He describes a

number of ‘universal processes’, but stresses that these processes are not ‘universal’ in

the sense that they ‘must happen’. Rather, the processes tend to occur all things being
equal; ‘But things are not equal--ever--and 1t 1s central to [Martin’s] argument that they

are most conspicuously not equal with respect to the particular cultural...complex in
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which they operate’". Indeed, crucial to our understanding of the role of religion in

Turkey and Greece is identification of the different cultural complexes in which religion

operates.

For Martin, one of the main components of a given cultural complex is the
relationship of religion to the growth of nationalism and cultural identity. As Adrian

Hastings also notes, the more influential a religion was in the construction of nationhood,
the more likely it is to influence every expression of nationalism™. The relationship of

religion to the growth of nationalism is quite different for the cases of Greece and
Turkey. Inthe case of Greece and from the establishment of the modern Greek nation,

religion has been a fundamental aspect of Greek national identity. This almost to the

extent that, for the wider public at least, ‘Greek’ and ‘Orthodox’ are coterminous®.

Religion thus has a very positive relation to the growth of nationalism and cultural

*2 This is in spite of the fact that Martin’s work (that cited here) is limited to Christianity. Martin justifies
this with the explanation that secularisation occurred initially within Christian societies. Thus, his ‘general
theory’ is based on his study of secularisation in the Christian context. The theory can, he notes, be applied
with modifications to contexts beyond the Christian ambit.

2 D.Martin, A General Theory of Secular:zatmn p.l.

“ Ibid, p.3.

*> A.Hastings, The Construction of Nationhood: Ethnicity, Rehgron and Nationalism, p.187.

26 See V.Makrides, “The Orthodox Church and the post-war religious situation in Greece’, p.226.
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identity (see chapter three)*’. In the case of modern Turkey, the relationship between
religion and nation identity 1s, at best, ambiguous. Mustafa Kemal’s (Ataturk’s) nation-
buildiﬁg project was based on a more civic notion of national identity that tended to
exclude religion. His reforms reflected the perception that religion was responsible for
backwardness and was a major impediment to Turkey’s westernisation and
modernisation. But there is a great deal of debate over Mustafa Kemal’s intentions, and
the extent to which his policies were designed for separation of the religious and political
domains, for control of the religious domain, or for a strict suppression of religion. It is
clear that in the period just before and during the revolution, both Mustafa Kerﬁal and his
fellow revolutionaries relied heavily on Islam and on religious symbolism in order to
unify and mobilise the peoples®. Critical to an understanding of the Turkish case is a
distinction between ‘official’ and ‘popular’ narratives of national identity, and be;cween
conceptions of national identity at the time of the establishment of the modern Repubilic,
on the one hand, and those following decades of fluctuations in secularist policies, on the

other”: it is through attention to such distinctions that we can understand the ambiguity

*’ For more thorough attention on this subject, see also V.Georgiadou, ‘Greek Orthodoxy and the politics of
nationalism’; N.Prevelakis, ‘The spirit of Greek nationalism: the Greek case in light of Greenteld’s
conceptual framework’; M.Rinvolucri, ‘Religious nationalism and a broader view’, in his Anatomy of a
Church; N.Demertzis, ‘La place de la religion dans la culture politique grecque’; A.Dutu, ‘Traditional
toleration and modern pluralism : the case of “Orthodox Europe™’; G.Mavrogordatos, ‘Orthodoxy and
nationalism in the Greek case’; and A.Koumandaraki, ‘The evolution of Greek national identity’.

*8 For an especially thorough discussion of the debate over Ataturk’s policies, see Andrew Davidson,
Secularism and revivalism in Turkey: a hermeneutic approach (see in particular chapter four). On the
blending of ideals of secular nationalism and Islamic symbols, see U.C.Sakallioglu, ‘Parameters and

strategies of Islam-state interaction in republican Turkey’ (see esp. pp.231-236). For more general
discussion on Turkish secularism, see: B.Toprak, Islam and Political Development in Turkey; S.Ayata,
‘Patronage, Party and the state: the politicization of Islam in Turkey’; A. Kadioglu, ‘The paradox of
Turkish nationalism and the construction of official identity’; and N.Gole, ‘Laicité, modernisme et
Islamisme en Turquie’.

*> According to Sami Zubaida, ‘Kemalist secularism, with its history of controlling religion, continues to
influence the formation of Turkish national identities. Yet, a relaxation of the secularist stances of the state,
during Turgut Ozal’s leadership in the 1980°s, has led to the admission that Islam, too, is an essential
component of Turkish national identity. S.Zubaida, “Turkish Islam and national identity’, p.10.
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of the relationship between religion and national identity in the case of Turkey (see

chapter five).
With reference to my above-cited definition of national identity as ‘the continuous
reproduction and reinterpretation of the pattern of values, symbols, memories, myths and

9330

traditions that compose the distinctive heritage of nations’’”", in the case of Greece,

Orthodoxy and the Church and their surrounding mﬁhs, symbols and memories are
continuously reproduced, both through the national education system and even, in many
cases, by state leaders. In the case of Turkey, the corresponding symbols, memories and
myths prevailing in the education system and reproduced through state rhetoric are those
surrounding Kemalism and the army as a symbol of the state’!,

In any case, this divergence between the two cases leads to a completely different
applicability of Weber et al’s conception of religion as an element of national specificity.
As a key aspect of Greek culture, religion is central to notions of Greek national
specificity. And the Church in particular acts to reinforce such notions of the Greek
nation as superior and irreplaceable because of the Greek Orthodox faith, traditions and
‘way of life’. In the case of Turkey, the nation’s superiority and irreplaceability—as
promﬁlgated by the secﬁlarist elité;-is located in notioﬁs of Turkey as a'mOdem, westemn,
and secular nation within an [slamic, non-western region. This fact relegates Turkish

Islamists to a position of inferiority within dominant conceptions of Turkish national

identity”~.

*® See A.D.Smith, Nationalism: Theory, Ideology, History, p.18.
' And as revealed through various general surveys conducted in Turkey, the army is the institution which

generally receives highest votes of confidence by the Turkish population. See Ferhat Kentel, ‘L’Islam,
carrefour des identités sociales et culturelles en Turquie: Les cas de Parti de la Prospérité’, p.218.

*? On this point, see Ayse Kadioglu, ‘The paradox of Turkish nationalism and the construction of Official
Identity’.
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David Martin argues that in the European context, the social power of religion is

dependent on a positive relation to the national consciousness, ‘particularly as this 1s
highlighted in a myth of national or gins’”’. If national myth and religion are
contradictory, the social power of religion is restricted: ‘in most countries of -
contemporary Europe, it is of enormous importance that the existence of the nation and

its heroic folk memory is either rooted directly in religion, or positively related to it”",

Martin contends that the relationship between religion and nationhood remains strong
across Europe, but in some cases the relationship is more direct, and in others more

implicit or dormant. Factors which determine a strong relationship include the following:
a significant role played by the church in defending the nationality against foreign
domination™; the coincidence of the national struggle with the age of romantic
nationalism; the dominated group’s sharing of borders with another faith; and, finally,
unions of faith and nation based on past glory’®. This theme is echoed by René Rémond,
who posits that [f]or a people who have been conquered, oppressed, subjected to foreign
domination, especially if their faith is different froni that of their oppressor, religion

ensures the preservation of their personality and encourages awareness of their identity.
The church becomes...the repository of the nation’s soul’. From this point on, further

events and circumstances conspire to render the church and its ministers guardians of the

33 D.Martin, A General Theory of Secularization, p.101.

3% Ibid. See p.104 for exceptions to this, such as the case of Yugoslavia.

35 1 would add to this, ‘even if symbolic, or historically inaccurate’: in the Greek case, the role of the
Church in the national revolution against the Ottomans is highly overstated and, many historians argue,
simply mythical. However, what 1s important is the perception, amongst the Greek population, of such a
role played by the Church. This point is further developed in chapter three. Furthermore, Martin contends
that in those societies in which the Church has stood in for the state under conditions of external
domination or external threat, any pluralism is usually associated with extraneous ethnic intrusions. See
p.55 of D.Martin, 4 General Theory of Secularization. This point is especially pertinent to the Greek case,
and bears relevance to the discussion in chapter four on how the Greek Orthodox Church’s resistance to
pluralizing measures forms a problematic point in Greek-EU relations.

36 D.Martin, A General Theory of Secularization, pp.106-7.
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national memory’’. Finally, Adrian Hastings too emphasises the conflation of religion
and national identity which arises out of conflict with a ‘religious other’: “Whenever a
people feels threatened in its distinct existence by the advance of a power commutted to
another religion, the political conflict is likely to have superimposed upon 1t a sense of
religious conflict...so that national identity becomes fused with religious identity’*®. In
such cases especially, the clergy have played an important role in the affirmation of

nationhood, not least because they were often the only literate group in a particular

society in whose hands education was entrusted””.

Here too, then, we find vast distinctions between the Greek and Turkish cases.
The explanations of Martin, Rémond and Hastings apply well to the modern Greek

situation. In Greece, though historically inaccurate, the mere existence of the Greek state
was widely attributed to the Church because of its role in preserving Greek national
identity during the four centuries of Ottoman rule. Particularly the fact that the
Ottomans’ millet system allowed some “national’ education to continue within the

reli gio‘usly-deﬁned ‘nations’, meant that the Church was the institution accredited with
maintaining a continuity in Greek national identity™". Religion, since then, has been a
fundamental aspect of prevailing conceptions of national identity. The role of religion in
the establishment of the modemn Turkish nation was nearly the opposite as, again, Islam

was characterised by the new elites as a backward force responsible, 1n part, for the

*T R.Rémond, Religion and Society in Modern Europe, pp.115-116.

38 A.Hastings, The Construction of Nationhood: Ethnicity, Religion and Nationalism, p.190.

* Ibid, pp.192-3.

0 As Martin notes, ‘where religion is imposed from above by a conqueror it is thereby weakened; whereas
when it is the focus of resistance to a conqueror it is thereby strengthened (unless the conqueror disposes of
a total monopoly over education)’. D.Martin, 4 General Theory of Secularization, p.9. This point is
substantiated by Steve Bruce, who argues that ‘in European countries where religion remains popular it
does so as part of an inherited and ascribed social 1dentity, deeply embedded in painful struggles for ethnic
and national autonomy’. See S.Bruce, ‘The supply-side model of religion: the Nordic and Baltic states’,
p.44.
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Oﬁoman Empire’s downfall. Although religion was utilised in the Young Turks’
revolution which established the Turkish Republic (a revolution which was described, at
the time, in terms of jikad), Ataturk’s strict and (at least outwardly) anti-religious
reforms which soon followed dispelled any possible correlations between religion and the
new nation’s glory. Based on this comparison then, and with reference to Martin,
Rémond and Hastings, we might judge Greece as—historically at least—quite consistent
with European developments, and Turkey as inconsistent. Can we, on the basis of this1

similarity with or difference to European historical trends, draw any conclusions about a

country’s place and performance in the European Union? A response to this question
requires first an analysis of how the relationship between religion and national identity

manifests itself in forms of nationalism, and second of how this relationship manifests

itself in forms of ‘church’-‘state’ relations.
Varieties of nationalism

Theorists of nationalism describe a variety of nationalisms: eastern versus western
nationalism®', civic versus ethnic, cultural versus political, religious versus secular. In
general terms, western, civic, political, and secular nationalism tend to be aligned against
their counterparts of eastern, ethnic, cultural, and religious. The intent here is to ascertain
whether any theoretical conclusions may be reached regarding the influence that a

particular form of nationalism (in terms of its relationship to religion) may have on

national-EU relations. Introducing these distinctions is instructive for our Greek and

‘! Or, better yet, western and non-western. See A.D.Smith, Nationalism and Modernism, p.113.
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Turkish cases because, superficially at least, the dominant forms of nationalism in each
case fall on opposite sides of the abovementioned dimensions.

In both Greece and Turkey, in contemporary terms at least the picture is much
more complex, thus pointing to problems in such strict distinctions and
compartmentalisations of ‘types’ of nationalism. These distinctions certainly present
problems for a contextualisation of Turkish nationalism. Though Turkey is not treated as
‘western’ in relevant texts on nationalism, 1ts prevalent form of elite nationalism best fits
descriptions of western, ctvic, secular and political nationalism. In his seminal work on
Turkish nationalism, David Kushner indicates that:

The relatively quick transformation of the Turks from imperial rulers, loyal

primarily to Islam and to the Ottoman dynasty and state, into ardent nationalists
has puzzled even the Turks themselves...It is one of the peculiarities of Turkish

history that the people who were the first Muslims in our century to proclaim their

adherence to the 1dea of the secular national state had in the past gone furthest in

submerging their identity into the wider Islamic one...*
This peculiarity is less puzzling when one considers Turkish nationalism as a
multifaceted and changing conception. Kushner describes, on the one hand, the early
effects of 19" ¢ European nationalism on some members of Ottoman elite wishing to
base the state on a new, non-Islamic, kind of national identity which could unite all ethnic
and religious groups within the Empire (i.e., a territorial unity) and, on the other, the
prevalence, amongst most Turks, of a more Eastern kind of nationalism influenced by
romanticism and emphasising ethnicity and culture®. Furthermore, texts on Islamic

nationalism do not apply well to the case of Turkish Islamists, because of Turkey’s

particular history of secularism and the relative concerns of Islamists specific to this

*? David Kushner, The Rise of Turkish Nationalism 1876-1908, preface and p.1.
¥ See D.Kushner on ‘The Sources of Turkism’, ibid, p.7.
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country. As Sami Zubaida notes, in spite of the strength of Kemalist secularism in
contemporary conceptions of Turkish nationalism, ‘Turkish Islam is tied up with Turkish
nationalism in a unique fashion...probably a majority of Turks do not perceive a
contradiction between Islam and their attachment to Kemalist symbols, viewing both as
integral to national identity’**. Crucial to this seeming paradox is the specific historical
development, in Turkey, of a nationalism which at times embraced, and at times rejected
religion.

As for Greek nationalism, Elie Kedourie, Anthony Smith and John Hutchinson
capture well the complexity of this case. Greek nationalism, as Smith and Hutchinson
describe, was ‘at once a “rational” and westernising movement of merchants and
intelligentsia for a revived Hellas along the lines of ancient Athens, and a yearning for an
ethno-religious revival of the Orthodox Byzantine empire in Constantinople among the
clergy and peasant communities’®. Opposing conceptions of the Greek nation—eastern
and western, Byzantine and Hellenic—did indeed exist in competition; but there were
also simultaneous efforts, in both secular and religious circles, to reconcile the two
dichotomous views. According to Kedourie, ‘there is little doubt that the appeal of
modern...Greek nationalism derives the greater part of its "Sti'ength from the existence of
ancient communal and religious ties which have nothing to do with nationalist theory,
and which may even be opposed to it’. And, indeed, though Greece too has witnessed an
‘oscillation’ between Hellenistic and Byzantine/Orthodox nationalisms, Kedourie notes

that the tension between the two has largely disappeared: ‘today, with the spread of

** Sami Zubaida, ‘Turkish Islam and national identity’, p.10.
* 3.Hutchinson and A.D.Smith, ‘Introduction’ (in eds. J.Hutchinson and A.D.Smith, Nationalism), p.7.
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nationalist doctrine, this opposition between Hellenism and Orthodoxy is itself rejected.

Orthodoxy and Hellenism are thought to go together and imply one another... 46

To a certain extent, the differences in types of nationalism (and their relation, or
not, to religion) can be explained with reference to Liah Greenfeld’s discussion of
different circumstances under which nationalism infiltrated national contexts®’.
Greenfeld emphasises that when nationalism started to spread in the 18" century™, the
emergence of new national ideas was not ‘new’ at all, but entailed the importation of an

already existing idea®. She explains that the adoption of nationalism must have been

somehow in the interest of the groups which imported it, thus reflecting ‘a dissatisfaction

+50

of these groups with the identity they had previously’™. Accordingly, nationalists in

diﬁ'erent.contexts adapted 1deas of national identity according to the changes they wished
to achieve. However, the importation of a foreign idea suggests a sense of inferiority on

_ the part of the ‘importer’, who is portrayed as an imitator of things foreign. This often
leads to ressentiment, a term which refers to a psychological state resulting from

suppressed feelings of envy and hatred. Partha Chatterjee describes a similar

phenomenon in his understanding of eastern nationalism as an attempt to combine both

*® Elie Kedourie, ‘Nationalism and self-determination’, pp.51-2.

‘7 See Liah Greenfeld, ‘Types of European nationalism’, pp. 165-171. Adrian Hastings takes this argument
perhaps ‘further’, by arguing that the nation and nationalism are charactenstically ‘Christian things which,
in so far as they have appeared elsewhere, have done so within a process of westernisation and of imitation
of the Christian world, even if it was imitated as western rather than Christian’. (A.Hastings, The
Construction of Nationhood: Ethnicity, Religion and Nationalism, p.186). The question of whether the
nation and nationalism are essentially Christian in origin lies beyond the scope of this thesis. In my view,
most important in the adaptation of conceptions of the nation and of nationalism (in Hastings’ words, ‘as
they have appeared elsewhere’), is how the adaptation took place in the context of westernisation
specifically.

*® It should be noted that Greenfeld assumes nationalism was ‘spreading’ from England, the first nation and
thus nationalism’s original source. |

¥ We see, then, a recurrent theme of adaptation, such at that described by Martin with reference to
secularism born in Christian Europe but adapted with modifications outside that context. See Greenfeld,
‘Types of European nationahsm’, p.163.

% Ibid, p.169.
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French and German models of nationalism: ‘[this attempt] is both imitative and hostile to
the model it imitates. It is imitative in that it accepts the value of the standards set by the
alien culture. But it also involves a rejection...of ancestral ways which are seen as
obstacles to progress and yet also cherished marks of identity’”'.

These concepts apply, to a certain extent, to both Greece and Turkey. In both

cases, the modern nations were established as part of a westernisation project. According
to Ayse Kadioglu, official Turkish nationalism represents a paradox by embracing a kind
of eastern nationalism as described by Chatterjee, which attempts ‘to transform the nation

culturally while at the same time retaining its distinctiveness’>*. This, Kadioglu claims,
is a leitmotiv in Turkish nationalism as it evolved alongside Turkish modernisation and
westernisation. Expressions of resentment over imitation of the West were especially
prevalent within religious circles in Turkey, where the new nationalism entailed stark
contrasts to indigenous and traditional religious traits. Thus, efforts towards what
Greenfeld describes as the ‘transvaluation of values’ were more imperative in the Turkish
case, in order to win popular support. Ataturk himself engaged in such efforts by
asserfing that many of the ‘importations’ from the West actually entailed a return to
indigenous aspects of Turkish (particularly pre-Islamic) culture®. For Greece, the
westernisation project during the establishment of the modern Greek state constituted a
break from the Ottoman Empire, a heightened emphasis on its ancient Hellenic culture
and a concurrent suppression of its eastern, Byzantine (Orthodox) cultural elements.

However, it did not entail a clear break from the link between religion and national |

°! P.Chatterjee, Nationalist Thought and the Colonial World: a Derivative Discourse, p.2.

>? A.Kadioglu, ‘The paradox of Turkish nationalism and the construction of official identity’, p.179.

>} See M.Matossian, ‘Ideologies of delayed development’, for specific examples to do with the language
and dress code reforms.
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identity because, again, in popular Greek conceptions, independence from the Ottomans

was largely attributed to the Church and its maintenance of Greek national identity under
Ottoman rule. Thus even the establishment of the national church, which ultimately
served the state’s interests of subordinating the Church to the state, simultaneously
functioned to enhance national unity>*.

Can we ascertain whether the relationship between religion and nationalism in

either the Greek or Turkish case is more liberal, or more compatible with European
norms? Here I think we should take into consideration Anthony Smith’s discussion on

civic versus ethnic nationalisms™. As Smith notes, 1t 1s often assumed that ethnic

nationalism—that which tends to bear religious elements—inevitably leads to
exclusiveness and intolerance. Smith argues that this view fails to grasp the nature of
ctvic nationalism: ‘From the standpoint of affected minorities, this kind of nationalism is
neither as tolerant nor as unbiased as its self-image suggests. In fact, it can be every bit

»>¢  With reference to the example

as severe and uncompromising as ethnic nationalisms
of how Jews and blacks were treated by French civic nationalism,Smith concludes that in
both ethnic and civic nationalism (the one inclusive and the other exclusive of religion),
minority cultures and heritages may be depreciated and suppressed. ‘Hence’, he states,
‘not only ethnic but also civic nationalisms may demand the eradication of minority
cultures and communities qua communities, on the common assumption, shared by

Marxists and liberals, not just of equality through uniformity, but that “high cultures” and

“great nations” are necessarily of greater value than “low” cultures and small nations or

** See A.Hastings for a discussion on the development of autocephalous state churches within the Orthodox
tradition. The Construction of Nationhood: Ethnicity, Religion and Nationalism, p.196.

>> A.D.Smith, Nations and Nationalism in a Global Era, pp.100-1.

8 Ibid p.101.
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ethnies™’. In other words, it is important that one consider the consequences of a

particular type of nationalism, rather than drawing judgements based on the fype of
nationalism.

As to whether the one or the other form of nationalism is more compatible with
European norms, Philip Schlesinger accurately observes that that it is often wrongly .

assumed that the formation of a supranational European identity entails a rejection of
- nationalisms based on myths and grand narratives: ‘the supranationalising European
Community [is] heavily dependent upon convinéing us that tales of solidarity within
bounded communities are both plausible an'd desirable’®. Although the new reality of
global interdependence has ushered in a certain abandonment of ‘the old model of
national sovereignty’, this has not meant—even within the project of European
integration—that we do not see the search for new identities based on ethnic, regional,
religious or extreme nationalist perspectives. Thus, the project for developing a sense of
‘European identity’ is largely geared toward the reconciliation, rather than'rejection, of
regional, religious and ethnic identities within a grand narrative of European identity.
How are we to judge the .Greek and Turkish cases in light of this reality? The two
countries represent very different patterns of ‘reconciliation’ and ‘rejection’ of religious
identities. It is important here to address-'the question of whether such difterences should
be viewed in terms of a ‘time lag’. René Rémond argues that the development of the
relationship between religion and national identity, and the disassociation brought about

by the process of secularisation, ‘spanned a period that varied from one country to

*7 Ibid, p.101. |
*® p.Schlesinger, ‘Europeanness: a new cultural battlefield?’, p.318.




another...even today it is not complete everywhere’sg. He mentions ‘time lags’ in such

developments, but he warns that we must be cautious in speaking about ‘delays’, as if

there were some ideological a priori to the path of historical development, leading to

expectations that all countries will eventually arrive at the same place. Yet many

scholars, Rémond included, maintain that there is a ‘general pattern’ in religion-nation
60

and church-state relations across Europe and, today, within the European Union™.

[t is to the subject of ‘church’-‘state’ relations that I now turn. My intent is to
understand where Greece and Turkey stand in relation to European trends in religion-

state relations. Such an understanding requires an evaluation of Greek and Turkish
‘church’-‘state’ traditions and relative forms of secularism and secularisaﬁon, as well as
attention to forms of religious mobilisation in each case. Upon this basis, I shall then

revisit the concepts of ‘time lags’ and ‘delays’ with reference to what many theorists

controversially describe as ‘evolutionary’ European norms.

‘Church’-‘state’ relations

Secularisation is a concept born in Europe: ‘Europe was, after all, the site of the

261

original battle between Church and Enlightenment’". Furthermore, secularisation

initially occurred within the ambit of Christian societies®. Hence our understanding of it,

*> R.Rémond, Religion and Society in Modern Europe, p.127.

0 nealevant works are discussed below. Rémond, furthermore, cites Greece as the major exception within
the European Union: ‘Of the current fifteen members of the European Union, Greece is the only one that
still mentions religion on its citizens’ identity card. This practice has already earned it reprimands and
formal notices from Brussels; a proof that nowadays in Western Europe there is complete disassociation
between religion and people’s individual status, and 1t is acknowledged as a modern imperative of
democracy’. See Rémond, ibid, p.138.

5! D.Martin, ‘The secularization issue: prospect and retrospect’, p.468.

52 D.Martin, A General Theory of Secularization, p.2.
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as noted by David Martin, requires attention to its development within the European

context: a general theory can be developed with reference to societies influenced
primarily by Christianity, and can then be qualified for cases outside its scope®”.
The battle between the Church and Enlightenment, Martin explains, either

entailed the nationalisation of the Church by an enlightened aristocracy, or its repression

by an enlightened republic. Thus, religion was either made a buttress of power, or

became a buttress of reaction. Most importantly, though, Martin emphasises that ‘these

two processes of incorporation or repression...constitute specific historical conditions,
not ineluctable components built into the social machinery of changem. Applying
Martin’s concepts to Greece and Turkey we see that, in general terms, the first case—
Incorporation as a buttress for power—applies to Greece, and the second, that of
repression leading to reaction, to Turkey. But neither of these circumstances was
constant, stable, or linear, as religion-state relations have fluctuated in each case. Thus,
as Martin argues, it is crucial that we understand the specific historical conditions
underlying such fluctuations, if we are to understand the contemporary role of relligion in
these countries.

Clearly secularism and secularisation are very much about power, and the struggle

. . . . e 65 .
for it between secular and religious institutions™. There are various types of

3 As explained by Martin, such a theorising process is reasonable, considering the fact that secularisation
itself was exported, with modifications, to other societies. Again, as noted earlier in this chapter (footnote
47), Adrian Hastings views the nation and nationalism as not only originating in Christian societies but as
essentially ‘Christian things’. A.Hastings, The Construction of Nationhood: Ethnicity, Religion and
Nationalism, p.136.

% D.Martin, ‘The secularization issue: prospect and retrospect’, pp.468-9.

® As Peter Berger notes, ‘Minimally, one must note that counter-secularisation is at least as important a
phenomenon in the contemporary world as secularisation...clearly, one of the most important topics for a

sociology of contemporary religion is precisely this interplay of secularising and counter—secularlsmg
forces’. P.Berger, ‘Secularism in retreat’, p.42.
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relationships of power®®. First, a skewed balance set within agreed limits of tolerable

fluctuation (or ‘diversity’, in Martin’s terminoldgy). This type usually stems from a past
in which each side (church and state) had to recognise that total victory was impossible
and thus settled for limited bounds of tolerance. The balance, developed over such a long
period of time, has become so institutionalised ‘as to seem normatively necessary’.

Second,: a confrontation of irreconcilables which attempt to skew the balance heavily In
one way or the other. This type of power relations is shaped by a past in which ‘rival

forces have had a taste of total authority and desire to taste it again’. And third, there are

cases of overwhelming monopolies of power, following the victory of either one or the
other side. The first case, that of a balance within agreed limits éf tolerable diversity, is
that which has generally prevailed in Europe®’. And we can certainly place Greece in
this category. The second and third cases apply to various stages in Turkish history. With
regard to the third category, monopolies of power, Martin notes that differentiation was
imposed so rapidly that religion was thrown into that sector of social forces that would
press for freedom, or its extensive cultural power was redeployed as a means to national
unity in the face of external pressure. Accordingly either liberalism, or nationalism,

became an ally of religion®. In contemporary Turkey we find Islam thrown into that

0

sector pressing for freedom and psychic space, and thus allied with liberalism’

°® As David Martin notes, the relationship of religion to power arises because it is not only the bearer of
identities but a source of legitimacy and of philosophies supporting legitimacy. A General Theory of
Secularization, p.108.

7 D.Martin, A General Theory of Secularization, pp.108-109.

** Examples of which Martin finds only in Catholicism and Marxism.

% D.Martin, A General Theory of Secularization, p.238.

"0 Or, perhaps one should say ‘unofficial Islam’, indicating expressions of religion outside the ‘official’,
state-sanctioned religion linked to the Diyanet (Directorate of Religious Affairs). See chapters five and six.
Again, it was not always the case, historically, that religion was allied with liberalism against the state, and
at several points in Turkish history Islam was allied with nationalistic causes. The periods of the Young
Turks’ revolution (1908-9) and of the “Turkish-Islamic synthesis’ (1960°s-1980°’s) are two cases in point.
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In order to understand properly the nuances in these power relations, I will now
consider more specifically the terms ‘secularisation’ and ‘secularism’ as they apply to
Greece and Turkey. In Greece, we are dealing mainly with the term ‘secularisation’. The
founders of the modern Greek state instigated secularisation as institutional
differentiation, by transferring to the state legal and administrative powers which the

Church had enjoyed under Ottoman rule. Through the establishment of the
Autocephalous Church of Greece, the Church was subjugated to the state, but it
continued to receive significant support from the state and privileges vis-a-vis other
faiths. Thus the ‘battle’ to which Martin refers took place, and continues to take place, in
the domain of institutional differentiation, as church and state struggle over the

boundaries of power. Quite often though, religion has been used by the state as a buttress
for its power. In general, the Church was not confronted with explicit anti-clericalism or
direct rejection of its values, but by the state’s efforts towards bureaucratic efficiency
asserted in certain areas (e.g., in the sphere of eduéaﬁon)”. Furthermore, in cases like
that of the Church of Greece, where the Church has played the role of guardian of the
culture and—at times—a substitute state, additional roles naturally accumulate and tend
to continue even after the transition to independence. This accretion of roles simply
fortifies the union between church and state and, particularly, the Church’s bargaining

position in relation to the state’*. The state is required to reach compromises far more

"' D.Martin, The Dilemmas of Contemporary Religion, pp.45-6.

’? This point (made by D.Martin in 4 General Theory of Secularization, p.5 5) can be related to that made
by John Madeley on the strength of various Orthodox churches: ‘where religion finds other work to do
beyond “its own” it often thrives mightily even where secularism would be expected to prevail’. See
J.Madeley, ‘Towards an inclusive typology of church-state relations in Europe, north and south, east and
west: a Rokkanian approach’, p.12. Madeley cites here the work of J.Haynes, Re/ igion in Global Politics,

1997,
Biol,
LODI,
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favourable to the Church than is the case in other countries’". Furthermore, as David

Martin points out, the Church experiences continued after-effects of standing against
rather than standing for authority: it continually struggles to handle thé state’s move to
diminish the Church’s powers .

In Turkey, we are dealing mainly with the term ‘secularism’. ‘Secularism’ as a
political concept which connotes a political sphere that is separated from and rejects the

influence of religion does not strictly apply to the Turkish case. The form of secularism

launched by Mustafa Kemal is more precisely called /aicism’: religious institutions were

placed under the direct control of the state (rather than being separated from the state),
with a view to limiting religion’s political, legal énd cultural hold over Turkish SOCiety.
Yet such complete control was never maintained. Rather, as Martin notes, ‘the country
oscillates between two versions of the sacred, one provided by Islam, the other by Kemal
Ataturk’™, And this oscillation is reflected in fluctuations in Turkish secularist policies
(see chapter five). But it is the ‘Kemalist version of the sacred’ which has prevailed
within Turkish power structures, and in this context all expressions of [slam beyond that
promoted by the state have had to compromise to a great extent and conform to the status

quo”’.

> For an examination of Greek church-state relations as compared to other European countries, see
G.Mavrogordatos, ‘Orthodoxy and nationalism in the Greek case’, and P.Foundedakis, ‘Religion and state
in Europe: secularisation and functional differentiation’.

" D.Martin, 4 General Theory of Secularization, p.55.

"* See chapter five for a fuller explanation of the distinction between secularism and laicism. For purposes
of convenience, the term ‘secularism’ is often used throughout this text with reference to the Turkish case
but the reader should bear in mind that the term has a very particular meaning as applied to Turkey.

"® D.Martin ‘The secularization issue: prospect and retrospect’, p.472. Furthermore, Martin notes, ‘the
intelligensias in the van of movements against colonialism were susceptible to strong definitions of their
native traditions which stressed Islamic purity and severity. They intended to modernise in their own way,
and the only way sufficiently rooted in long-term history was Islamic’. |

i According to Joseph Szyliowicz, when Kemal Ataturk entered the realm of Turkish politics, he faced
‘two kinds of Islam’: the Islam of the state and a “parallel’ or unofficial Islam consisting of religious orders,
convents and sects; ‘Both of these, in {Ataturk’s] view, were reactionary forces but he followed different
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The religious response

[ examined above how ‘church’-‘state’ relations developed in Greece and Turkey
variously in relation to secularism and secularisation. [ now turn to a study of religious
groups’ attitudes and interests as they have arisen in relation to the above. A recurring
theme In my coverage of each case is the particular relationship between religion and

national identity in each country, as this relationship largely affects the types of religious

mobiliéation chosen by a given religious group. My scope is mainly limited to the
activities of the Orthodox Church of Greece, for the Greek case, and on ‘Islamist’
political parties, in the case of Turkey (although in the latter case I do give considerable
attention to various religipus groups as well). This focus, as explained in the
Introduction, is due to the fact that these are the ‘institutions’ whose interests and
activities are most relevant to national-EU relations. I also explained in the introduction
that my emphasis is on the leadership of these institutions, rather than on mass attitudes
and perceptions. The latter are only dealt with to the extent that these can be seen to
influence attitudes and actions of national elites. This emphasis is in line with my
argument that the role of religion in national-EU relations is not about religion in and of
itself (and not about the belief systems of the masses) but about interaction between

Institutions and their respective interests.

Peter Berger argues that there exists an international, secular elite subculture of
people with western-type education: ‘a purely secular view of reality has its principal

social location in an elite culture that is resented by large numbers of people who are not

policies towards each. He moved quickly to eliminate the latter whereas he adopted a policy in regard to the
former that suggested that he wished to create a new, modern, official Islam’. J.Szyliowicz, ‘Religion,
Politics and Democracy in Turkey’, p.194. |
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part of it but who feel its influence’. Accordingly, religious upsurges hav.e a strongly
populist character: ‘over and beyond the purely religious motives, these are movements
of protest and resistance against a secular elite’’®. David Martin describes a similar
phenomenon, but in terms of tension between centre and periphery -- a universalistic,
cosmopolitan, liberal centre, and a particularistic, nationalistic periphery centred on
ethnicity and language” .

In both cases of Greece and Turkey there is, indeed, a secular elite subculture

which exists at the centre, and against which religious groups—at the periphery of

power—protest. However, we cannot generalise about a distinction between a
universalistic, cosmopolitan and liberal centre, and a particularistic and nationalistic
periphery. In Turkey, the centre is often illiberal in its secularist policies, -and religious
groups at the periphery are not considered nationalistic in the dominant sense of the term
in Turkey: there is in Turkey an ‘official nationalism’ which is essentially the domain of
the secular, Kemalist elite centre. And in both the Greek and Turkish cases there 1s a
very active religious elite with which the secular state elite must contend.

This brings us to Jose Casanova’s argument that the public character of any
religion is primarily determined by the particular stmétural location of that religion
between state and society". This certainly applies to the cases of Greece and Turkey.
But Casanova’s scope is limited to Western Christendom and to the two circumstances he
finds there: religions which seek to remain compulsory (or, established) institutions, or

those which--like the Catholic Church after Vatican II--have conformed to

'S p Berger, ‘Secularism in retreat’, pp.45-6.

™ D.Martin, The Dilemmas of Contemporary Religion, p.94.

8 J.Casanova, Public Religions in the Modern World, p.9, and p.70. Please see below for Casanova’s
explanation of factors which have changed this phenomenon within Western Christian contexts.
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disestablishment from the state and operate as part of a pluralistic civil society. The

circumstances are quite different for public religion in both Turkey and Greece. It is thus
necessary to examine the different ways that the position of religion between state and
society affects the public character of religion in these two cases.

Much as I disagree with the conclusions of Stark and Iannaccone’s ‘supply-side

interpretation of secularisation’ (which posits that the secularisation or religiosity of a
society hinges on the degree of competition in the religious market), some of its starting
points are pertinent to the case of Greece®'. Stark and lannaccone contend that to the

degree that a religious ‘firm’ (i.e., religious group) 52 achieves Ia monopoly, it will seek to
exert its influence over other institutions and the society wil] thus be sacralised; that is,
‘the primary aspects of life, from family to politics, will be suffuséd with religious
symbols, rhetoric, and ritual’. The examples of sacralisation provided by these scholars
tllustrate well the public place of Orthodoxy in Greece: they describe annual ceremonies
when priests bless the fishing fleet, classrooms dominated by religious symbols, and
religious ceremonies as intrinsic to the public, political spheres of life. Religious leaders
are often central figures in political occasions; and politicians often conspicuously attend

religious ceremonies. Accordingly, ‘sacralisation of the political sphere is the quid pro

quo by which a particular religious firm enlists the coercive powers of the state against

competing firms’®’.

%! See R.Stark and L.N.Iannaccone, ‘A supply-side reinterpretation of the “secularization” of Europe’. See
also Steve Bruce’s astute critique of Stark and lannaccone’s theory: S.Bruce, ‘The supply-side model of
religion: the Nordic and Baltic states’.

%2 In line with their thesis in general, which interprets secularisation as a matter of’ ‘supply and demand’,
Stark and Iannaccone employ terminology from the field of economics and refer to religious groups as
‘firms’. See also Pierre Bourdieu’s Raisons Pratiques, for a discussion of the functions of churches in
business terms. | ' |

%3 Stark and Tannaccone, ‘A supply-s_ide réinterpretation of the “secularization” of Europe’, p.234. See also
J.Madeley, ‘Towards an inclusive typology of church-state relations in Europe’, p.15. Here Madeley notes




But this guid pro quo is changing. The Greek state is currently under increasing
pressure to provide enhanced religious rights to non-Orthodox citizens of Greece. The
large number of convictions against the Greek state in the European Court of Human

Rights has encouraged government efforts to alter the status quo in such domains as those
mentioned above: education, freedoms of assembly and expression, and military

service®®. Such changes are perceived by the Church as threats to its privileged status
within the state and vis-a-vis other faiths in the country®. The European Union is

resented by the Church hierarchy inasmuch as it is perceived to be the reason behind any

changes to the status quo; where evidence arises that the Greek state, rather than the EU,

is the driving force behind such changes, complaints are directed to the state.

Meanwhile, the Church struggles to maintain its privileged status through all the forms of
- religious mobilisation described by George Moyser: by acting as a pressure group,
lobbying, making contact with the executive apparatus, taking its causes to court, making
links with political parties, and organising mass protests“.

The Church’s main strength in its mobilisation efforts is the link between religion
and national identity; it is on this basis that the Church manages to mobilise the Greek

public to rally to its causes. This strength is what N.J.Demerath has termed “cultural

power’: even where religion lacks access to the political instruments of ‘structural

power’, it may have the capacity to use cultural resources to affect political outcomes.

that ‘Insofar as the confessional monopoly in a particular territory is maintained by positive state support
on the one hand and the repression of challenges on the other, established churches tend to become less

vital as organisations. They no longer depended for their sustenance on mobilising support within civil
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