INVESTIGATING HOME, IDENTITY AND BELONGING: DUAL
CITIZENSHIP APPLICATIONS OF TURKISH MIGRANTS FROM
BULGARIA AND THEIR CHILDREN

by
DENIiZ TASYUREK

Submitted to the Graduate School of Social Sciences
in partial fulfilment of

the requirements for the degree of Master of Arts

Sabanci University
August 2020



INVESTIGATING HOME, IDENTITY AND BELONGING: DUAL
CITIZENSHIP APPLICATIONS OF TURKISH MIGRANTS FROM
BULGARIA AND THEIR CHILDREN

Approved by:

Asst. Prof. Aysecan Terzioglu .......... ... i

(Thesis Supervisor)

Prof. Leyla Neyzi . ... e

Assoc. Prof. Zeynep Kadirbeyoglu ......... ... ... ..

Date of Approval: August 5, 2020



DENIZ TASYUREK 2020 ©

All Rights Reserved



ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATING HOME, IDENTITY AND BELONGING: DUAL
CITIZENSHIP APPLICATIONS OF TURKISH MIGRANTS FROM BULGARIA
AND THEIR CHILDREN

DENIZ TASYUREK
CULTURAL STUDIES M.A. THESIS, AUGUST 2020

Thesis Supervisor: Asst. Prof. AYSECAN TERZIOGLU

Keywords: migration, intergenerational transmission, home, belonging, community

This thesis study investigates the idea of home and the sense of belonging from
an intergenerational perspective by focusing on dual citizenship applicants among
Bulgaria-born Turks who migrated to Turkey between 1969-1978 and their Turkey-
born children. It relies on oral history research conducted with migrants/applicants
and their children. It argues that dual citizenship applications create room for ap-
plicants to negotiate the conceptions of home and belonging by requiring regular
visits to Bulgaria. By focusing on this negotiation, it explores the material and
symbolic components of the idea of home, the ruptures and continuities in the rela-
tionship between Bulgaria-born migrants/applicants and their Turkey-born children,
and community formation practices. In addition to past experiences and present cir-
cumstances, it introduces the notion of the future as a significant component of these
processes.
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OZET

EV, KIMLIK VE AIDIYET UZERINE BIiR INCELEME: BULGARISTAN
GOCMENI TURKLERIN VE ONLARIN COCUKLARININ CIFTE
VATANDASLIK BASVURULARI

DENiZ TASYUREK
KULTUREL CALISMALAR YUKSEK LISANS TEZi, AGUSTOS 2020

Tez Damsmant: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi AYSECAN TERZIOGLU

Anahtar Kelimeler: goc, kusaklararasi aktarim, ev, aidiyet, cemaat

Bu tez, 1969-1978 yillar1 arasinda Bulgaristan’dan Tirkiye'ye go¢ eden ve su
anda Bulgaristan’a ¢ifte vatandaglik bagvurusu yapan Tirklere ve onlarin Tirkiye
dogumlu ¢ocuklarina odaklanarak ev fikrini ve aidiyet hissini kusaklararasi bir per-
spektiften ele almaktadir. Gé¢gmenler/bagvuranlar ve onlarin ¢ocuklariyla ytriitilen
bir sozlii tarih aragtirmasina dayanmaktadir. Prosediirler geregi Bulgaristan’
diizenli olarak ziyaret etmeyi gerektiren cifte vatandaglik bagvurularinin ev ve aidiyet
kavramsallagtirmalarini bagvuranlar acisindan tartigmaya actigini 6ne siirmekte-
dir. Bu tartigmaya odaklanarak ev fikrinin materyal ve sembolik bilegenlerini,
gogmenler /bagvuranlar ile onlarin Tirkiye dogumlu ¢ocuklar: arasindaki iligkilerin
barindirdigr kopuslar1 ve siireklilikleri ve cemaat inga pratiklerini incelemektedir.
Gegmis deneyimlere ve mevcut kogullara ilaveten gelecek olgusunu da bu stireclerin
onemli bir bilegeni olarak tartigmaktadir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Research Statement

Between 1984-1989, the Bulgarian government conducted an assimilation campaign
against Bulgaria’s Turkish minority by forcing them to change their names and
eventually deporting them out of Bulgaria. After the collapse of the socialist regime
in Bulgaria in 1989, the new government attempted to redress the past crimes.
Consequently, in 1998, Bulgaria officially recognized dual citizenship and, in 2001,
enabled the restoration of citizenship for people whose Bulgarian citizenship had
been renounced after their permanent leave from Bulgaria. Through this change
in Bulgaria’s citizenship regime, it became possible to apply for the restoration of
Bulgarian citizenship not only for Bulgaria-born Turks who were deported in 1989

but also the ones who migrated to Turkey throughout the 20"

century. Whereas
the migrants of 1989 made mass applications for the restoration of their citizenship
right after the regulation in Bulgaria’s citizenship law, earlier migrants’ applications
appear to be a relatively recent phenomenon increasing with Bulgaria’s membership
to European Union in 2007. This thesis focuses on the mass movement of people from
Bulgaria to Turkey between 1969-1978 within the scope of a migration agreement
between Turkey and Bulgaria as well as these people’s applications for the restoration

of their Bulgarian citizenship.

In this thesis study, I investigate the sense of belonging, the conceptions of home,
and the formation of the community from an intergenerational perspective through
oral history research conducted with dual citizenship applicants who had migrated
to Turkey between 1969-1978 and their Turkey-born children. The conceptions of
home are closely related to future possibilities as well as past experiences. In other
words, the meanings of “home and homeliness are constantly shifting,” and a place

called home might cease to be home in the absence of “possibilities of flourishing in
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the future” (Thiranagama 2007, 37). At the very beginning of this research, I was
curious about how the applicants were motivated to become a Turkish-Bulgarian
dual citizen, whether they are planning to live abroad, and how their relations to
Turkey changed. I was speculating over whether they feel less homely in Turkey and
what factors initiated these feelings. Therefore, I was planning to concentrate on
the dynamic and shifting character of the concept of home by embracing a binary
perspective and searching for an answer to the question of “Where is home? Bulgaria

or Turkey?”

However, my preliminary interviews showed that such an approach would be too
unidimensional and superficial to cover the more nuanced and sophisticated qualities
of migration- and application-related experiences. There was no clear-cut answer
to any home-related question. Instead, people’s homely feelings were significantly
intertwined with their daily practices of working, building houses, forming families,
raising children, creating social circles, and traveling between Turkey and Bulgaria.
Additionally, the motives regarding the dual citizenship applications appeared to be
in a very close relationship with consideration of wellbeing and the future of children.
Therefore, at the beginning of my fieldwork, I decided to include applicants’ Turkey-
born children into my research as well and revised my research questions. By doing
so, I have kept relying on my argument that the application for the restoration
of Bulgarian citizenship opens up a wide room to pursue these notions of home,
identity, and belonging since the application processes themselves brought about

negotiations regarding these matters.

My revised research questions go as follows: What are the material and symbolic
aspects of home? How are these elements situated within a spatial relation to
Turkey and Bulgaria in the narratives of applicants? How do official or community-
based discourses influence people’s conception of home and the sense of belonging,
particularly in the context of migration? How do these conceptions shape and
determine the decisions regarding where to live? What are the temporal elements
of the experiences and narratives of homemaking processes? How are applicants’
children situated in this temporality? In what ways, the narratives of applicants
and their children embrace intergenerational continuities and ruptures, especially in

terms of the idea of home and the sense of belonging?



1.2 Historical Background

Bulgaria’s citizenship regime has intertwined history with its policies on minority
groups and the history of migration from Bulgaria to Turkey. Starting with the
Turnovo Constitution of 1879 of Bulgarian Principality and continuing in the pe-
riod of the Kingdom of Bulgaria founded in 1908, the Bulgarian citizenship regime
adopted the principle of jus soli by granting a right to become a citizen/subject
to every person who was born in Bulgarian territory (Smilov and Jileva 2010, 3-4).
After the foundation of the Republic of Turkey in 1923, the first state-regulated
migration of people from Bulgaria to Turkey took place following a friendship agree-
ment signed between two countries in 1925. Through the agreement based on the
voluntary resettlement of people, thousands of Turks migrated to Turkey (Parla
2003, 562). In 1940, Bulgaria promulgated a new citizenship law highly influenced
by the fascist tendencies rising in Europe during that period. Accordingly, Bulgaria
adopted several elements of the principle of jus sanguinis citizenship, Bulgarian ori-
gin gained an ethnic meaning, and “Bulgarian subjects of non-Bulgarian origin who
left the country” started to be stripped of their Bulgarian citizenship (Smilov and
Jileva 2010, 6).

In 1944, Bulgaria went through a drastic change of regime from monarchy to a com-
munist republic. The Constitution of 1947 of the People’s Republic of Bulgaria and
Law of 1948 on Bulgarian Citizenship eliminated the characteristics of previous law
favoring Bulgarian origin. A shift towards the principle of jus soli again took place
and the term “subject” was removed from the constitution and the citizenship law
(Smilov and Jileva 2010, 8). Law of 1948 also presupposed the implementation of
stringent rules on exit visas and rendered international migration almost impossi-
ble (Parla and Stoilkova 2013, 5). The second mass flow of people from Bulgaria
to Turkey occurred in 1950 after a decree issued by the Bulgarian government and
paving the way for the migration of 250.000 of Turks to Turkey (Kostanick 1955,
41). Until November 1951, approximately 150.000 people migrated to Turkey (Sim-
sir 1986, 227). However, the government of Turkey sealed the borders twice, in 1950
and 1951, on the grounds that Bulgaria has been sending “gypsies” instead of Turks
(Tinaydin 2015). In 1968, the People’s Republic of Bulgaria issued its second law
on Bulgarian citizenship, which maintained the provision of 1940’s citizenship law
that “all Bulgarian citizens from non-Bulgarian ethnicity who have permanently left
the country” are stripped of their Bulgarian citizenship (Smilov and Jileva 2010, 8).
This provision preventing multiple citizenship also coincided with another migra-

tion agreement signed between Turkey and Bulgaria in 1968. This family reunion
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agreement enabled Turks of Bulgaria whose relatives had settled in Turkey during
the migratory wave of 1950-1951 to migrate to Turkey within ten years between
1969-1978. Approximately 130.000 people left Bulgaria to go to Turkey during this
period (Simsir 1986, 338). Since the citizenship law of the day precluded dual cit-
izenship and denaturalized people who permanently left the country, the migrants
of 1950-1951 and 1969-1978 lost their Bulgarian citizenship and became Turkish

citizens after their migration.

The infamous “Rebirth Campaign” between 1984-1989 gave rise to the last mass
migration wave from Bulgaria to Turkey. Ethnic Turks living in Bulgaria were
forced to change their names into Bulgarian ones. Also, speaking Turkish in public
was prohibited (Parla 2006, 545). In 1989, more than 300.000 Bulgarian citizens of
Turkish ethnicity were deported to Turkey (Parla and Stoilkova 2013, 6). After the
collapse of the socialist regime in Bulgaria in the same year, the new regime began to
redress the previous crimes and enabled the restoration of citizenship; consequently,
approximately half of the migrants of 1989 returned to Bulgaria. Dual citizenship
remained unacceptable, but not for so long. While the Constitution of 1991 of
the new regime paved the way for dual citizenship by not mentioning it at all, the
Law of 1998 on Bulgarian Citizenship explicitly recognized multiple citizenship by
stating that “Bulgarian citizen who is also citizen of another state shall be considered
only Bulgarian citizen when applying to Bulgarian legislation, unless a law provides
otherwise” (Bulgarian Citizenship Act 1998, Article 3). Additionally, a person who
was released from Bulgarian citizenship has been granted the right to apply for the
restoration after the third year of his/her permanent or long-term residency permit

(Bulgarian Citizenship Act 1998, Article 26(3)).

During the application process, applicants gather several documents to prove that
the former Bulgarian citizen and the applying Turkish citizen are the same person.
They entrust a procuration to someone who lives in Bulgaria and who will be track-
ing the bureaucratic processes there. Eventually, they have their residency permit,
which can be resumed by being a tenant in Bulgaria and visiting Bulgaria at least
semi-annually. At the end of this three-year-period, applicants are interviewed by
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. If they are approved, they acquire their Bulgarian
citizenship at the end of approximately five years.! Once the migrants themselves
acquire their Bulgarian passports, their children can apply for Bulgarian citizenship

too without waiting three years to be interviewed.

L This explanation regarding the application procedures is based on the know-how of third parties in Bul-
garia who professionally conduct the processes of the applicants living in Turkey. However, it should be
noted that I acquired this information during my fieldwork, which was before the Coronavirus pandemic.
Currently, there are several troubles with semi-annual visits to Bulgaria since international travel is mostly
suspended. Also, the overall process might be longer than five years due to the delays in bureaucratic
procedures.

4



In the previous laws on citizenship before the regime change in Bulgaria, the restora-
tion of citizenship had not been totally rendered impossible, but it had been tied ei-
ther to marriage to a Bulgarian citizen of Bulgarian origin (Ozgiir-Baklacioglu 2006,
323) or to the resettlement in the country and demonstrating “a positive attitude
towards the state and social system” (Smilov and Jileva 2010, 8). However, what
actually enables the migrants to apply for restoration appears to be the acceptance
of dual citizenship in Bulgaria because they had already become citizens of Turkey
following their migration and Turkey had already legalized multiple citizenship in
1981 (Kadirbeyoglu 2007, 128). Additionally, in the amendment in 2001, the Bul-
garian government entitled a one-year transitional period through which migrants
of 1989 who were deported out of Bulgaria had a right to submit their applica-
tions for the restoration of their previous citizenship without waiting for three years
after they acquired their residency permit (Ozgiir-Baklacioglu 2006, 324). Hence,
there occurred mass applications for the restoration of Bulgarian citizenship by the
deportees of 1989.

Probably under the influence of Bulgaria’s membership to the FEuropean Union in
2007, it becomes possible to see a current and ongoing trend of applying for the
restoration of Bulgarian citizenship by earlier migrants, an occurrence worth inves-
tigating more deeply. However, among migrants of 1950-1951, the youngest person
born in Bulgaria and migrated to Turkey is probably 70 years old. Since the age
factor might directly affect the willingness to pursue the procedures of dual citi-
zenship applications, it might narrow down the scope of possible participants to a
significant extent. Additionally, migrants’ pre-migration experiences in Bulgaria are
closely related to the year of migration. Widening the scope of this study in a way
to encompass both the migrants of 1950-1951 and of 1969-1798 would complicate
the analysis of the decision of migration. Therefore, this study sticks solely to the

experiences of the migrants of 1969-1978 and their children.

The experiences of the migrants of 1969-1978 stand apart from the later migrants
in the sense that they did not experience deportation but signed up voluntarily to
have an exit visa from Bulgaria and an entrance visa to Turkey. I do not describe a
strict line between forced and voluntary migrations by having in mind that volun-
tary migrations might be preceded by certain processes that might make people feel
forced, as I will explain in detail in the following chapter. However, I attach impor-
tance to the necessity not to undermine the differences between the experiences of
instant deportation by the Bulgarian government on the one hand, and of migrating
as part of an agreement between states of Turkey and Bulgaria on the other. Hence,
I describe the migration wave which I focus on as a matter of choice in order not

to confine myself to the discursive limits of the duality between being forced and
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volenteering.

Here, it becomes significant to address a gap in the literature on the migrants of 1969-
1978 besides the descriptive studies focusing on the history of Bulgaria in general,
the history of the Turkish minority in Bulgaria, and the history of migration from
Bulgaria to Turkey, which are mainly based on written documents, legal changes
and regulations, and agreements between two states (Crampton 2007; Eminov 2002;
Kostanick 1955; Simsir 1986). Since they rely on different (Turkish or Bulgarian
official) sources and reproduce different official discourses, they contradict with each
other on several accounts such as the numbers of migrants or the motivations of
states to make migration agreements. The reproduction of nationalist discourses
becomes embedded in the understanding that the Turkish culture and minority in
Bulgaria “naturally” belong to the territories of Turkey. Hence, the migration of
Turks from Bulgaria to Turkey is addressed as a “return migration” and “homecom-
ing” in the respective studies based on Turkish official discourse, as Parla (2006,
546) points out. Similarly, the Bulgarian word of izselnitsi (re-settlers) appears as
“‘a brand name’ for a particular group of people — ethnic Turks, born in Bulgaria,
facing mass migration to Turkey in the summer of 1989 as a result of the policies
of the ‘Revival Process’” as Elchinova (2012, 25) addresses. These discourses be-
come problematic since these so-called “return migrants” or “re-settlers” have never
lived or settled in Turkey prior to the exodus in 1989. Whereas these nationalist
discourses are analyzed, discussed, and questioned with a focus on the case of mi-
gration in 1989, the earlier migration waves remain unexamined especially from an
anthropological perspective. The points addressed by Parla and Elchinova regard-
ing the deportation in 1989 are illuminating and inspiring. However, the migration
wave between 1969-1978, as an example of migrating by choice, is likely to embrace
different discourses, practices, and encounters. When this situation is combined
with the relatively recent phenomenon of dual citizenship applications, this study
addresses this gap of a seemingly voluntary migration wave by digging deeper into

the conceptions of home and belonging for the community at stake.

1.3 Fieldwork

In order to find answers to my research questions, I conducted semi-structured,
in-depth oral history interviews with 18 people about whom I will provide more

detailed information in the following section. The first interview took place in May
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2018 as part of one of my final projects and as preliminary work for my forthcoming
thesis, which was extremely tentative at the moment. I made the second interview
in October 2018, while I was also preparing the proposal for this study. My official
fieldwork was between February 17, 2019, and April 29, 2019, in Bursa and Istanbul.

Additionally, I once traveled to Bulgaria, to be more specific, to Kardzhali (Kurcaali)
and Sofia, in May 2019 with my mother, who also migrated from Bulgaria to Turkey
in 1978 and currently is a dual citizenship applicant. She was obliged to participate
in a governmental interview within the scope of the application procedures. I joined
her to have the first-hand experience regarding how these processes go. I included
my personal encounters and familial experiences in my writings when they deemed

relevant.

1.3.1 Research Participants

Among the eighteen people I interviewed for my thesis research, twelve were born
in Bulgaria and migrated to Turkey between 1969-1978 and six were born in Turkey
to Bulgaria-born migrant parents. Among twelve first-generation participants, one
person was not interested in dual citizenship applications but had comprehensive
knowledge about the application processes because of his involvement with BAL-
GOC (Culture and Solidarity Association of Migrants from the Balkans). I met
him in order to gain a perspective about general tendencies regarding applications.
Another person was among the people called “tourist-comers” (turist gelenler), in-
stead of being in the migrant position within the scope of the migration agreement
between Turkey and Bulgaria. “Tourist-comers” is a category used to refer to the
people who traveled to Turkey with a tourist visa and applied for a residency permit
there. Although this participant became a dual citizen recently, I did not include his
life story in my analysis because the experiences of migrants and “tourist-comers”
display considerable differences in terms of both migration processes and application

procedures.

Hence, the analyses in the following chapters rely on the life narratives of ten mi-
grants, firstly. During our interviews, nine of them were still in the application
process, whereas one of them has recently been recognized as a Turkish-Bulgarian
dual citizen. These ten people are composed of four men and six women. Seven
of them are retired, whereas three of them are still working. They all are married,

have children, and living in Bursa.



Additionally, I interviewed six Turkey-born people whose parents migrated from
Bulgaria between 1969-1978 and currently have been applying for dual citizenship.
These six people are composed of three men and three women, whose birth years
vary between 1981 and 1995. One of them is married with children and living in
Bursa. Another one is also married and living in Istanbul. Three of them are in
Istanbul for their university educations. The final one graduated from a university

in Sakarya and moved back to Bursa.

Because of ethical concerns, these participants will be mentioned with their pseudo-
names throughout the following chapters. Since interpersonal and familial relations
are of utmost importance for my arguments, I did not choose to anonymize these
figures totally. However, to avoid any personal detail that might reveal their iden-
tities, I did not mention any names belonging to neighborhoods, workplaces, or
institutions. Even in the quotations from participants’ narratives, I made necessary
changes during the translation in a way to hide these names so that their privacy

would be protected.

Finally, although I add necessary explanations regarding the participants when I
appeal to their accounts in the following chapters, I find it useful to give, at this
point, a brief summary of which participant is related to another one in what ways
in an organized order. Familial relations of the participants with their pseudo-names

go as follows:

Bahri Bey and Rabia Hanwm are a couple who got married in Bulgaria and migrated
to Turkey in 1978 together with Bahri Bey’s parents and siblings. They are currently
retired. The elder one of their two daughters, Ece, was born in Turkey in 1981. She
is married to a man who is not from Bulgaria. They have a teenage son and continue

working. They all live in Bursa.

Miizeyyen Hanwym and Sami Bey are also another couple who experienced migration
as adults. They got married in Bulgaria and migrated to Turkey in 1978. Their first
son was born in Bulgaria. They had two more sons in Turkey. They are currently

retired and living with their middle son and his family in a duplex building in Bursa.

Renginar Hanwm is a 55-year-old woman who migrated from Bulgaria to Turkey in
1973 when she was 7. Her husband, Fikri Bey, is a 60-year-old man who migrated
to Turkey in 1971 when he was 11. They have two sons, both living in Istanbul.
The elder one is married and working in a company. The younger one, Umit, was

born in 1995 and continues his education in Istanbul.

Stimbtl Hanim was born in 1953 in Bulgaria and migrated to Turkey in 1978 when

she was 15. She is retired now. She is married to a man who is also a Bulgaria-born
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migrant. They have a daughter and a son. Their son, Sinan, is also among the

participants of this study. He is in his 30s and married. He lives in Istanbul.

Ziilfiye Hanvm was born in 1966 in Bulgaria and migrated to Turkey in 1978. She
still works. Her husband is also a Bulgaria-born migrant. They have two sons. I
interviewed the elder one, Murat, who was born in 1993 and continues his university

education in Istanbul.

Metin Bey was born in Bulgaria in 1965 and migrated to Turkey in 1978 when he
was 13 years old. He is the only participant whose application procedures were
completed. He has two sons, but neither of them was available to participate in this

study.

Neriman Hanwm is a 54-year-old woman who migrated to Turkey while she was very
little, only 3,5 years old, in 1970. She is retired now and married to a man who is a
Bulgaria-born migrant. She has two children. Her son lives neither in Bursa nor in
Istanbul. Her daughter lives in Bursa but was not available to attend an interview

with me.

There are also two more participants who were born in Turkey to migrant parents,
but I could not interview neither their mothers nor their fathers. Neslihan is in
her 20s and moved back with her parents after she graduated from university. She
currently lives in Bursa. She did not prefer to confirm audio-recording; hence, I
could only use our interview as background information. Aynur is also in her 20s and
living in Istanbul where she continues her university education. She confirmed audio-
recording and we talked for hours. However, her interview has been challenging to
read and analyze since she recently lost her mother to cancer. Her relationship with
her mother was a very constitutive element in her life story which differentiated her
from other interviewees substantially in this sense. Hence, I chose not to provide a

reading of her account.

1.3.2 Method

“Story [...] stands for the way we narrate the past, seek and transmit
knowledge, and imagine our future. Story is the principle of how we make
sense of human experience. [...] Stories are made from an emotional
process that involves symbolically elaborating experience in a way that
brings narrative coherence and understanding to our existence. In this
way, every story is the better story, or the best possible story we have

9



invented to allow ourselves to go on living (Georgis 2013, 1).”

In the fieldwork which I conducted through the participation of 18 people, I have
embraced oral history as my method and mainly chased the life stories of these
participants. Georgis’s above-quoted description of the power of stories perfectly
explains why I chose to conduct oral history research. The conception of home
and the sense of belonging cannot be grasped through direct questions regarding
these matters. Also, they are not confined to the moment of application for dual
citizenship. Instead, they are notions finely knitted within the narratives of lifetime
events. What people tell as well as what people choose to remain silent about are
the principal indicators of how they relate to themselves, their past, their future,
and the world around them. Hence, in the interviews, I asked participants to tell

me about their lives.

A life story inevitably includes a work of memory. However, remembering does
not function by grasping a lifetime period in its coherency and continuity. Rather,
memory is constituted of fragmented pieces, images, and moments (Abrams 2010,
8-9). During the interview, the narrator provides “an ordered account created out
of disordered material or experience (Abrams 2010, 106). The construction of a life
story as a narrative is shaped by the present conditions as well as past experiences
(Rosenthal 2006, 1). The narrators address an audience by presenting a persona of
themselves depending upon their perception of the audience both as the interviewer
and the larger group who will listen /read their narratives. Hence, their performance
in the narrative is constructed in an intersubjective manner (Abrams 2010, 131).
Within this intersubjectivity, there appears a possibility of going beyond ready-made
narratives and capturing some implications regarding the interstices. In other words,
even though there exists a narrative of a community as a homogeneous and unified
entity, subjective and intersubjective stories might shed light on the contradictions
and differences which threaten this homogeneity. Thus, oral history appears to be

a very powerful method.

To reach the participants, I used the snowball sampling method in Bursa, a migrant-
receiving city especially during the mass movements of people from the Balkans
to Turkey throughout the 20" century. Since migrating to and settling in other
cities might add additional layers to the very multi-layered migration experience,
I confined the scope of my interviews with first-generation migrants with the city
of Bursa. First, I asked my personal contacts to introduce me to their applicant
acquaintances. Then, I contacted the people who are suggested by these initial
participants. In order not to remain within a limited circle, I took help from more
than one gatekeeper.
10



Once I completed my interviews with migrants/applicants themselves, my initial aim
was to contact their children since these familial and intergenerational relationships
occupy an essential place in my analyses. I conducted interviews with the children of
first-generation migrant participants of this study as long as it was possible. When
it was not the case in all instances, I also interviewed Turkey-born children whose

parents did not participate in this study.

1.3.3 Positionality

Besides my academic interest on the topic of my research, I also have a personal one.
Both my parents were born in Bulgaria and migrated to Turkey during 1969-1978,
and presently, my mother is in the application process for the restoration of her
Bulgarian citizenship. Also, in my extended family, there are plenty of people who
applied for or took their Bulgarian passports within the last five years. Each time
they visited Bulgaria, I witnessed how refreshed they returned with plenty of stories

about their longings and encounters.

Approximately a decade ago, I stumbled upon my grandfather’s handwritten notes
composed of two notebooks. These notes about which I heard for the first time
turned out to be a detailed narrative of my family’s origin and the history my
grandfather had witnessed during his whole life. He had not only told the stories of
my grand grandparents but also, as a member of the cadre of the village cooperative,
had given an insight into how the institutionalization of socialism was reflected in
a Turkish village in Bulgaria. Through his notes, one could easily trace the village-
based organization of the socialist regime, the functioning of cooperatives as the
primary economic unit, and the daily life of a Muslim minority group. When I look
back now, these detailed notes were built upon a motivation to record and transmit
the way of life in Bulgaria to the next generations. My motivation to conduct this

thesis research has been indisputably related to trace these transmissions as well.

My insider position might lead to some doubts about ensuring critical distance and
“objectivity.” However, as Lila Abu-Lughod, among others, argues, “[T]he outsider
self never simply stands outside” (Abu-Lughod 1991, 53). A researcher, either as
an insider or an outsider, “stands in a definite relation” and “in a specific posi-
tion vis-a-vis the community being studied.” Therefore, instead of searching for an
objective positionality, I value to be aware of my standpoint. This awareness re-
quires to address the risk of taking some cultural aspects as natural and given, and
of becoming blind and oblivious to some relationalities. However, I believe that I
11



could manage to overcome this challenge in two ways: Firstly, I have paid specific
attention to think over and articulate the processes of the construction of each and
every category and practice, instead of taking them for granted. Secondly, I have
included the narratives which are quite different from the experiences of my parents,

my grandparents, or my own as well as the ones which show resemblance.

Since interviewing family members and relatives involves too many personal layers
and becomes complicated, I did not make any interviews with them. However, I
did not refrain myself from including my encounters to my analyses when it was

relevant.

1.4 Theoretical Approaches

Oral history research provides plenty of paths to be followed at the moment of
analysis since it includes participants’ life stories very comprehensively instead of
focusing on a segment or a single dimension. During the writing process, the author,
as an authority, steps in and decides how to handle this plurality of data, how to
create a coherent entity, which parts to include, and which parts to leave aside. My
fieldwork, too, presented several possibilities for the analyses of the life stories that
I listened to. An appeal to the literature on nationalism, ethnicity, migration, and
identity would surely be an inspiring perspective to approach these narratives. As
a result of the experience of the migration from Bulgaria to Turkey, first-generation
migrant participants’ narratives inevitably included the formation of Turkishness as
a national identity in a minority position in Bulgaria, on the one hand, and in a
position claiming to be a part of majority yet facing several discourses of exclusion
in Turkey, on the other. Also, the narratives of migrants’ Turkey-born children
would shed light on the transformations concerning the idea and the practice of
Turkishness. Although being aware of the potential contribution of such an inter-
generational analysis to the literature, I have chosen to approach the narratives by
taking the concepts of home and belonging as main pillars of this thesis study be-
cause | have found dual citizenship applications very promising for such an account.
Since the idea(s) of home and the sense(s) of belonging are not easily separable
from the construction of identity, community, and nation, I have appealed to the
literature on those concepts as long as they are relevant to my discussion on home

and belonging.
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1.4.1 Community Formation and Identity

I was on a bus traveling from Sofia to Istanbul. It was my first time, but it was obvi-
ous that the bus was mostly populated with regulars of this road. An overwhelming
majority of the travelers across the border between Turkey and Bulgaria were either
dual citizens of two countries or Turkish citizens having lisna kartas, identity cards
showing that the holder has a residency permit in Bulgaria. We reached the border
gate at midnight. All passengers were asked to get out and take their luggage along.
We were expected to carry our bags into the building right there and to be lined
up in front of the passport police. After our entrance to Turkey gets approved, we
would put our stuff to the x-ray machine. No one did seem to pay attention to the
passport control much. Early comers in the queue started to move on to the next
step. We heard the voice of the luggage-check police: “I am in fine feather today.
I did not throw anything away. But, I warn you. Do not bring this much meat
once again.” It was not a matter of security. The point was to keep dual citizens’
attempts to bend the rules at a moderate amount by searching for meat or alcohol
in their bags. There were three Arabic-speaking men among our travel companions,
one with a Bulgarian passport and two with American passports as the host of the
bus informed me. The passport police spent too much time with one of them until
his entrance to Turkey was approved. Possibly more authorized police officers were
being called on to the desk. We were waiting in the queue for almost half an hour
right under the hot air blowing device. Grumblings among the crowd began. A
man standing right in front of me turned to his back and said, “We are waiting so
long because of the strangers” He was holding a Bulgarian passport and speaking
Turkish. Among three dozens of people whose sense of belonging probably goes
beyond the national borders and boundaries, a feeling of “us” was formed all of a

sudden in the face of the “other” who is defined as a stranger.

During my trip to Bulgaria, I have got involved in the interactions between un-
acquainted people not as a researcher, but as the daughter to a dual citizenship
applicant. In other words, I have been in “the everyday world where the individual
acquires a coherent identity or selfhood” (Gardiner 2000, 76). As it is mentioned
in the vignette above, this has created a possibility for the man standing in front
of me during the passport control line to group himself with me on the same side

while categorizing another person as the stranger.

“Strangers are not simply those who are not known in this dwelling,
but those who are, in their very proximity, already recognised as not
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belonging, as being out of place. Such recognition of those who are out of
place allows both the demarcation and enforcement of the boundaries of
‘this place’, as where ‘we’ dwell. The enforcement of boundaries requires
that some-body — here locatable in the dirty figure of the stranger —
has already crossed the line, has already come too close (Ahmed 2000,
21-22)”

Sarah Ahmed’s conceptualization of the stranger has two crucial implications.
Firstly, the very moment of interpersonal encounter is the space where the processes
of estrangement are in function. This encounter differentiates people who belong to
a place or who “own” the place from the others who should not be there. Accord-
ingly, “stranger as a figure” appears to “embody that which must be expelled from
the purified space of the community, the purified life of the good citizen” (Ahmed
2000, 22). Secondly, the figure of a stranger does not entail an entity that exists far
away, on the contrary, is recognized in the immediacy of an encounter. The stranger
is situated in a very close position and this closeness becomes the main source of
estrangement. Ahmed’s conceptualization based on encounters of estrangement is
very illuminating for discussing the concept of community with all its fluidity and
dynamism. In this thesis, although I focus on the migrants of 1969-1978 and their
Turkey-born children, it would be problematic to assume that there is such a group
living, eating, praying, and traveling together. However, even in a place like a bor-
der gate which is not owned or dwelled by anyone, which intrinsically hosts the
movement of plenty of people, there appears a categorization based on “us” and the
“strangers”. These very encounters and the processes of estrangement, I argue, form
identities and communities. Throughout this thesis, when I refer to these concepts,

I mainly rely on such a conceptualization.

If community and identity are extremely intangible, always re-producible, fluid, and
dynamic concepts, why do we need such analytical categories? Right at this point,
the difference between identity as a “category of practice” and as a “category of
analysis” becomes highly significant (Brubaker and Cooper 2000). According to
Brubaker and Cooper, identity appears to be a category of practice meaning “cat-
egories of everyday social experience, developed and deployed by ordinary social
actors” (2000, 4). In this sense, identity might be articulated either by politicians or
by identity politics activists to invoke solidarity even though the former attempts to
create an illusion of sameness whereas the latter tries to reveal concealed differences.
Acknowledging the existence of identity as a practical category appearing in the so-
cial world creates confusion about how it will be analyzed. Brubaker and Cooper
suggest that analyzing identity by taking it as a given and natural notion leads to

“reification” and, therefore, a genuine analysis of identity should reveal its mecha-
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nisms of functioning instead of reproducing and reinforcing it both as an analytical

and a practical category (2000, 5).

According to Brubaker and Cooper, if the analytical concept of identity either reifies
the illusion of sameness or refers to something highly fluid and intangible, why do
we need such a problematic term as a category of analysis? Instead, they offer to
explain at length what we mean by identity (identification, self-understanding, or
commonality). Although I find their warning quite significant, identity is still a valid
concept because it embraces all three meanings at once since these mechanisms do
not function separately. In other words, how we understand ourselves occur in a close

relationship with how we are identified by others and how we form communities.

As can be seen in the example at the very beginning of this section, the encounter
with someone who is recognized as the “other” or the “stranger” generates a shared
identity yet neither solid nor permanent. Instead, the experience of identity as a
practical category is very sudden and occurs through the intertwinement of the mech-
anisms of identification, self-understanding, and groupness. Because it is so sudden
and temporary, it is also plural; it is “us” against Arabs in the border gate, against
non-Turks in Bulgaria, or against non-migrants in Turkey. In parallel, assuming a
pre-determined community based on an identity seems problematic because it is also
a fluid and intangible concept which is re-formed and re-generated through different
encounters. At this point, I should clarify that the phrase “dual citizenship appli-
cants among the migrants of 1969-1978” does not correspond to a given community.
Instead, I argue that the mere processes of application create a condition to see the
negotiations regarding the identity and the community by multiplying cross-border

interactions and encounters.

1.4.2 Imagining Space

Although the concepts of identity and community are constructed and re-constructed
plenty of times in different contexts, this does not mean that this is an individual-
istic process. Instead, in my opinion, the mechanisms which shape these encounters
become highly important. In order to provide an understanding of these mecha-
nisms, I rely on the concept of “interpellation” by Althusser, in my thesis study.
Accordingly, humans are turned into “subjects” by being “interpellated”, “hailed”
or “called” by the dominant ideology which eventually determines how these sub-
jects relate to their relationship with the material reality (Althusser 1994, 130). In
this sense, encounters of estrangement appear not to be independent happenings
15



but shaped by the dominant ideology.

Considering that Althusser makes a discussion about an imaginary representation
of the relationship with material reality, I find it important to visit Benedict Ander-
son (1991), who describes nations as “imagined communities”. This is to say that
people, in the very moment of an encounter, do not randomly assign some-bodies as
stranger figures. Instead, there appears a dominant ideology, which calls people to
be subjected to acting in certain ways, and a process of imagination, which groups
certain people together by leaving the “others” aside. Additionally, the processes of
imagining communities, also entail imagining places where these people are supposed

to belong (Gupta and Ferguson 1997).

1.4.3 Imagining Past, Present and Future

Since this thesis is a study based on life stories, it certainly requires specific attention
to be paid on temporality. In oral history literature, it is widely acknowledged that
the past is not a fixed and stable entity to be recalled in its unity at the moment of
narrativization. As I discussed in the “Method” subsection of this Introduction, it is
a whole of fragmented parts, which are constructed as a narrative sometimes in a co-
herent, sometimes in a slippery way. Whereas the influence of present circumstances
on these constructions is generally recognized, the involvement of future prospects
might sometimes be overlooked. However, how people narrate their past, how they
articulate their sense of belonging, and how they form their homely feelings take
place in a temporal framework which is constituted by future prospects as well as

past experiences and present conditions.

In order to provide a future-based analysis of the narratives and the actions, I rely on
the concepts of “anticipation” and “expectation” which are put forward by Bryant
and Knight (2019). These two terms differ from each other in the sense that whereas
the latter is a prediction based on past observations, the former is an impatient hope
which blurs the boundaries between the present and the future. Whereas these
two forms of imagining the future are certainly important mechanisms to make a
subjectivity-based analysis regarding people’s decisions and actions, I aim to go one
step further. My fieldwork informed me that there was a future-based consideration
in the decision of migration from Bulgaria to Turkey. However, the future at the
stake appears to be the past during the moment of narrativization. Therefore, it
should be noted that how people imagine their current future as dual citizens shape
their narratives of past futures which belong to fortysomething years ago. In several
16



interviews, participants highlighted that they are genuinely glad to be Bulgaria-
born migrants who came to Turkey. This emphasis can be evaluated through a
perspective that recognizes both current and past futures as that the narrators feel
a need to justify their action of migration in the context of ongoing dual citizenship
applications. In other words, dual citizenship applications are narrated in a way to

not negate the legitimacy of the decision of migration.

1.4.4 Belonging and Home

The idea of home and the sense of belonging are related to both emotional attach-
ments and material surroundings, based on both temporal and spatial elements.
How people relate to certain spaces as well as to their past and future become
highly significant in the construction of the idea of home and in the formation of
the sense of belonging. I examine these aspects, in the following chapters, through a
perspective which attaches importance to the mechanisms shaping spatialities and

temporalities, as I explained in previous subsections in detail.

Additionally, material surroundings and how people attribute the meaning of home
to these things also become necessary to discuss the concept of home. In order to
conduct such a discussion, I rely on the perspective provided by material culture
studies which enable me to go beyond binary thinking between house and home.
This approach prescribes to focus on social relations in order to overcome the “dis-
tinction between the material and the ideational” (Hicks 2010, 46). It requires to
investigate how physical buildings or houses and the homely meanings attributed to
these structures are formed together (Jacobs and Smith 2008). Also, it recommends
concentrating not only on what kind of homes people make but also what kind of

subjectivities are formed in relation to these homes (Miller 2001).

Although the concept of home, in my opinion, should be discussed in relation to
spatial and temporal elements as well as material structures and emotional attach-
ments, it might not be experienced by every individual in the same way. Whereas
age, gender, and status differences shape the experience of home for its dwellers,
the idea of home also might be perceived by different people in different ways.
Since I conducted my fieldwork through the participation of not only Bulgaria-born
migrants/applicants but also their Turkey-born children, I finally focus on the in-

tergenerational differences regarding the idea of home and the sense of belonging.
The term of generation, in social sciences, is used in a way to refer to “a principle of
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kinship descent”, “cohort”, “life stage”, and “historical period” (Kertzer 1983, 126).
In this study, 1 appeal to this concept only to make an analytical categorization
between participants who personally went through the experience of migration and
the participants born into migrant families. Whereas I refer to the former as “first-
generation migrants”, I choose to call the latter as “second-generation migrants”.
People who were born into migrant families might or might not embrace a migrant
identity. There is not a single and homogeneous way to recount this matter. Hence,
I should mention that I make this denomination only in order to clarify my argumen-
tation especially while I discuss how people who migrated from Bulgaria to Turkey

differ from their Turkey-born child in the sense of belonging.

I analyze the difference in terms of the idea of home and the sense of belonging
between first- and second-generation migrants by leaning on Heller’s (1995) concep-
tualizations of “temporal home” and “geographic promiscuity”. Accordingly, free-
dom is reached through a move away from the “appointed place”, and hence, “the
appointed destiny” (Heller 1995, 4). Whereas these movements increase “social con-
tingencies”, they also make these people attached to the spirit of time instead of a

sedentary space.

1.5 Outline

In order to discuss my research questions in the light of abovementioned theoretical

approaches, I organize this thesis under three chapters.

In the first chapter, I take the decision to migrate from Bulgaria to Turkey as my
point of departure. The migration wave which I focus on is not an example of
deportation or forced migration. However, since I find the binary thinking between
forced or voluntary migrations problematic, I discuss this experience as a matter of
choice. I analyze how people made such decisions with the influence of what kind

of factors and by embracing what kind of imaginations.

In the second chapter, I focus on the housebuilding processes after the migration to
Turkey, which appear to be a very central part of the life stories of the first-generation
participants. By doing so, I provide an analysis of the relation between the idea of
home and the physical structure of the house. Additionally, I pay attention to in

what ways the endeavors to build a house as soon as possible are gendered and aged.
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In the final chapter, I introduce a comparative perspective to the experiences and
narratives of first-generation migrant participants and their children. Here, I discuss
intergenerational transmission as an important element of community formation. I
concentrate on the ruptures and continuities in terms of values, norms, and ideas.
Additionally, I pay attention to the transmission of material assets and take the

applications for dual citizenship into special consideration.
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2. IMAGINING HOMELAND, FUTURE, AND THE SELF: THE
DECISION TO MIGRATE FROM BULGARIA TO TURKEY
BETWEEN 1969-1978

In May 2019, I visited Bulgaria with my mother and her cousin. They had embarked
on a journey in order to attend the interviews for the restoration of their Bulgarian
citizenship. I joined them to see the places which the participants of this study
were talking about during our interviews. That was my second trip to Bulgaria,
yet I had never seen Kardzhali (Kuwrcaali) or Sofia before. After spending a couple
of days in Kardzhali, we arrived at Sofia. We had not arranged a place to stay
beforehand and were in lack of internet connection. So, we started to walk around
the city center until we found a hostel. This stroll around the city enabled us to
see how cosmopolitan Sofia is — a city in which you could walk from a street full of
nameplates in Arabic to another one that seems to be mainly populated by Roma
people. In the hostel we checked in for the night, I engaged in a conversation with
a man under the presumption that he was telling me something in Bulgarian. I was
trying to explain in English that I do not speak Bulgarian. However, he was not
speaking Bulgarian either and did not understand what I was saying in English. In
the end, I somehow figured out that he was a Kurdish refugee from Syria, currently

living in Berlin and visiting Sofia.

After we left our bags in the hostel, we toured around, tasted Bulgarian beers, and
found a place to eat. Strolling in the city, we found ourselves in Vitosha Boule-
vard which seemed to be a more gentrified area of the city. As an Istanbulite since
2009, the proximity of areas with very different auras, the uncanny feeling deriving
from the constant unpredictability, and yet the sense of belonging thanks to con-
flicting claims over the city were familiar to me. This familiarity continued until
the next day when I accompanied my mother and her cousin during their walk to
the building of the Foreign Ministry for their citizenship interview. First, we went
to the park right in front of the Ivan Vazov National Theatre to meet the inter-
mediary person who had followed all the paperwork during the application process

and would be present in the interview as a translator. The intermediary person
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came from Kardzhali together with all the other applicants who had scheduled to
be interviewed on that day. In a rush, as a group of approximately ten people, we
walked towards the building of Foreign Ministry located behind the theatre together
with other government buildings. The walk was like passing through the state of
Bulgaria, during which one would feel very tiny in the middle of gigantic structures
looking well-groomed, mighty, and not very welcoming to such an extent that de-
spite my urge to take some photos while I was waiting outside during the interviews,
I could not dare. Meanwhile, as we waited at the ministry’s gate for my mother’s
turn for the interview, she was anxiously trying to recall which national heroes to
mention during the interview and which not to.! This did not stem from a difficulty
to remember some historical information from primary school years. Rather, since
she went to school in Bulgaria between 1973 and 1978, some historical figures, such

2 were demoted from the position of a national hero after the

as Mitko Palauzov
collapse of the socialist regime. Likewise, the mausoleum of Georgi Dimitrov® in
Sofia was destroyed in 1999. Thus, she needed to remember the ones who should
be remembered and not mention the ones who should be forgotten. Similarly, the
national holidays had gone through several changes in the last 40 years. For exam-
ple, March 3™, “the Day of Liberation of Bulgaria from Ottoman Dominion”, was
not a national holiday back then, as my mother narrates. Instead, she remembers,
September 9th, the Day of People’s Uprising, that had been celebrated as the day
when the Red Army entered Bulgaria and the Communist Party came to power.
In addition to the national heroes, when it comes to the national holidays, she was

supposed to remember the “right” ones.

After the interviews, we walked towards a central crossroad in the middle of which
the statue of Sveta Sofia* is located. In order to enable people to cross over these
large streets intersecting around the statue, underpasses were built. However, during

the process of construction, remnants from pre-Ottoman times were discovered.

1A template of interview questions and the correct answers are prepared by intermediary people who follow
the procedures of application. These forms are sent to the applicants in advance so that they can study
before their interview. The questions which are expected to be asked include national holidays and other
important dates in Bulgaria, Bulgarian national heroes, and the products which Bulgaria is known for.

2Mitko Palauzov is a historical figure, known also as the “child partisan”, who was born in 1930 to communist
parents who actively took part in the communist struggle. While hiding in the mountains together with
his parents, he was killed by a bomb attack. Although it has been debated whether this is a true or a
fictional story, it has been told that Palauzov, as a child, participated in the struggle with his own pistol.
After the transition to the socialist regime in 1944, the “child partisan” became one of the figures who was
honored and commemorated by the state.

3Georgi Dimitrov is a Bulgarian communist leader and the first prime minister of the People’s Republic of
Bulgaria.

4Sveta is the Bulgarian feminine word for the saint. The statue of Lenin in the city of Sofia was destroyed
after the fall of the socialist regime. In 2000, the statue of Sveta Sofia was constructed in the very same
location. The figure represents hagia sophia, or holy wisdom, through the elements of the crown, the
wreath, and the owl.
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Following that discovery, authorities decided to turn the very city center into an
archaeological excavation site and an exhibition space. While excavation works were

still continuing in several parts, the findings were immediately opened to visitors.

What I found very interesting about our trip to Sofia was the historical gaps which
have become very visible in the atmosphere of the city. Accordingly, Bulgaria’s his-
torical narrative and nation-building process rely on the denial of certain periods and
the embracement of others. Whereas the “ancient roots” of Bulgarian nation have
been adopted, the following five centuries (between 1396-1878) under Ottoman rule
were compressed into the moment of uprising against it. While the years between
1878-1944 could find a place for themselves in the exhibition of Bulgarian history
in the capital city of Sofia, the socialist period was ignored and excluded. Since the
city does not reflect a sense of historical continuity, one would feel like that someone

has pushed the record button, then paused, then kept recording, and paused again.

This sense of discontinuity becomes significant in that it entails conflicting official
discourses which interpellate, in Althusser’s term, people into different forms of
subjectivities during different periods. The term of interpellation can be briefly
described as being addressed, called, or hailed by the dominant ideology as a subject
(Althusser 1994), and will be explained and discussed in more detail in the third
section of this chapter. A two-day trip to Sofia revealed to me that the processes of
subject-making contain plenty of inconsistencies and ruptures. These processes with
all their contradictions reflect on how people live their lives, plan the future, make
decisions, take actions, and narrate these processes. However, in the case which I
focus on, changing characteristics of persona grata for the Bulgarian state is not the
only matter. The subjectivities of the participants of this study have been formed
also through the involvement of Turkish official discourses. Although ideology is
defined as an imaginary form of relating to the reality in a very encompassing,
overarching, and all-inclusive sense in Althusser’s approach, which I mainly rely on
in this chapter, there appear interstices deriving from these ruptures, inconsistencies,
and contradictions in the official discourses. Therefore, in this chapter, I set out to
focus on how Bulgaria-born participants of this study narrate their (or their parents’)
decision to migrate from Bulgaria to Turkey, by specifically paying attention to the
factors which influence and shape these decision-making subjects as well as the
narrators of these decisions. In other words, the city in which one has been tells
them something about their existence there, as Sofia did for me. Considering the
decision to migrate from Bulgaria to Turkey, I wonder how Bulgaria motivated
the participants (or their parents) to leave and in what ways Turkey called them.
Therefore, in this chapter, I set out to focus on the decision to migrate from Bulgaria
to Turkey between 1969-1978.
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As I mentioned in the section on “Historical Background” in the Introduction, it
is not possible to talk about an example of “forced” migration in the specific pe-
riod between 1969-1978. Turks living in Bulgaria were neither formally deported
nor forced to leave the country during these years. The governments of Turkey
and Bulgaria signed a migration agreement which enabled the Turks of Bulgaria
to apply for migration to Turkey on the condition that they had relatives who had
earlier migrated to and already were living in Turkey. By avoiding a binary concep-
tualization between “forced” and “voluntary” migration, I aim to emphasize that
migrating to Turkey is a matter of choice during this period. In the field of migration
studies, it is possible to address a perspective that relies on a categorical opposi-
tion between “forced” and “voluntary” migrations. However, there is a recent trend
in the literature suggesting that “the volition” in migration should be discussed
within a spectrum instead of nominal categories (Erdal and Oeppen 2018, 981-982).
The term “voluntary” migration might be problematic since it overlooks the factors
which might influence, shape, and generate this voluntariness. However, evaluating
the experiences of people who were forcefully deported from a country together with
the ones who could plan their departure seems also problematic. Therefore, I inten-
tionally avoid such a binary approach by describing the experience of migration from
Bulgaria to Turkey between 1969-1978 as a matter of choice without attributing any

forcefulness or voluntariness to it.

Defining the experience of migration from Bulgaria to Turkey as a matter of choice
enables me to focus on the people making such decisions, and on the factors shaping
and surrounding their subjectivities. Transnational migration from a socialist coun-
try to a capitalist one creates a sharp transition. Returning to Bulgaria to apply for
the restoration of citizenship and finding a country whose pillars have been radically
changed intensifies this sharpness. In the end, this situation creates a unique and

very promising case to investigate the subjects and the making of subjectivities.

This chapter aims to focus on how Bulgaria-born participants of this study narrate
their own or their parents’ decisions to migrate. First, I will mention a form of telos
based on a nation-state centric imagination which the participants appeal to give an
account of their decisions to migrate. Then, I will delve further into these narratives
and articulate the role of the concept of the future in the decision-making processes.
In other words, I will explore the role of expectations and anticipations influencing
the migrants’ decisions to go to Turkey. Finally, I will provide an analysis of how
subjectivities of the participants were shaped through an interplay between different
“official” and “hegemonic” discourses, by drawing on the argument suggested by
Rebecca Bryant (2008). To elaborate more, I will investigate how the experience of

migration as well as being a part of a minority group in Bulgaria opens up a space
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to see the interstices in the processes of subject-making.

To clarify in the beginning, this chapter sets out to present an analysis of how past,
present, and future are located in the narratives of migration which took place ap-
proximately forty years ago. Future-based considerations are important factors in
the “orientation” in present (Bryant and Knight 2019). Therefore, migrants’ deci-
sion to migrate has been shaped by their consideration of forthcoming years in the
moment of decision. However, the future in question during the time of deciding
to migrate happens to be a part of the past during the narrativization since these
decision-makers have been living with the outcomes of their act of migration for
decades. In other words, they have already lived the future which they expected or
anticipated. Therefore, these narratives include the processes of making sense of the
past in the forms of past present and past future. This weird-looking terminology
becomes convenient because the narrators’ present circumstances and present con-
siderations of future as well as past experiences that took place after the migration
are also influential in the construction of these narratives. In other words, an account
of past present and past future can be comprehended only through an analysis which
encompasses current present, referring to the conditions during the narrativization,
and current future, referring to forthcoming periods during the narrativization, as
well as current past which covers a longer period than consideration of past in the
moment of deciding to migrate. Therefore, I propose a dual perspective on the
notion of future by not only focusing on how future-oriented reasoning affects the
decisions to migrate but also discussing how current present, current future, and

current past shape the narratives of the decision to migrate.

2.1 “Reuniting with Something You Yearn for, Something You Love So
Much”: Narrating Migration as the Telos of Turks in Bulgaria

Miizeyyen Hamim is a 66-year-old woman who migrated from Bulgaria to Turkey
in 1978 when she was 24. She and Sami Bey (who is another participant of this
research) had gotten married in Bulgaria and gone through the migration process
with their eldest son and Sami Bey’s parents. They have three sons who are 45,
42, and 35 years old, and working as a doctor, a manager, and a physical education
teacher, respectively. Currently, Miizeyyen Hanim and Sami Bey live in a duplex
house together with their middle son and his family. Among 12 first-generation

participants of this thesis project, they are two of four people who migrated from
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Bulgaria to Turkey during their years of adulthood.

For the interview, I met with Miizeyyen Hanim in the home of her youngest son and
his family. Her son and his wife were at work and Miizeyyen Hanim was there to
babysit her granddaughter. When I started the audio recording, she explained that
she was born in a town in Kardzhali and “married into” a village closer to the city
center. During the first thirty minutes of our interview, she narrated the life stories
of her sons one by one. Then, I expressed my willingness to listen to her years
in Bulgaria in more detail and asked her about her childhood. Our conversation
moved towards how they migrated to Turkey. When I posed a question about the
decision to migrate during the interviews, a remarkable amount of answers was about
the procedures which needed to be completed to be able to go to Turkey. Many
participants started the narrative by mentioning istida, which is a word meaning
petition, not belonging to colloquial Turkish, referring to the documents filled by
relatives in Turkey. Since the migration agreement which was signed in 1968 between
Turkey and Bulgaria was a form of family reunification agreement and enabled
only people who had relatives in Turkey to migrate to Turkey, these relatives were
required to submit an #stida to state that certain people in Bulgaria are their relatives
and should be permitted to migrate. Hence, the narrative of migration is likely to
start with a detailed explanation of what istida is. However, istida does not ensure

that its holders will be enabled to migrate to Turkey.

Miizeyyen Hanwim, first, gave a detailed account of who submitted an istida for them
and in what ways they were related. Then, I kept questioning what motivated them.

She replied as follows®:

“Look, my child, in Bulgaria in 1951... I mean, as far as I know... [
hope that it isn’t wrong. The roads were opened. I mean that they
allowed the migrancy in 1951. But, Bulgaria sent the gypsies to Turkey
as migrants. Turkey realized it. They opened the border gate and saw
that all the migrants were gypsies. Turks are hardworking. They [with
reference to Bulgarian government| didn’t want to give the Turks away.
Then, Turkey sealed the borders. All the Turks were left there with
their passports in their hands. In Bulgaria, all the Turks were in love
with Turkey. Because, my child, our grandfathers... For example, my
father lost his two uncles in the Dardanelles War during the First World
War. I mean, they came to fight on the side of Turkey. Back then, those
lands [with reference to Kardzhali] were a part of Turkey. There were
no borders. I mean, we were willing to come to Turkey. We were seeing

5A1 translations, including transcriptions, are mine unless stated otherwise.
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it as our vatan®”

Since Miizeyyen Hamim was born in 1954, she personally witnessed neither the
migration wave between 1950-1951 nor the World War I. Hence, she has formed
this narrative either on what she was told or on what she read. Expectedly, the
historical accuracy of her account is debatable.” However, what I am interested
in this account is not historical facts. Rather, what catches my attention is that
she describes Turkey as “our vatan”. Accordingly, the perception of Turkey as “our
vatan” creates a shared willingness among Turks of Bulgaria to migrate to Turkey,
not only during 1969-1978 but throughout the century as a way to encompass all

the other migration waves.

In order to dwell on the description of Turkey as “our vatan”, first, I want to focus
on the concept of nation with reference to Benedict Anderson, the first person who
comes to mind in a discussion on that matter. Anderson (1991, 6) describes the
nation as “an imagined political community — and imagined as both inherently
limited and sovereign.” He explains why it is imagined, why it is limited, why it is

sovereign, and why it is a community as follows:

“It is imagined because the members of even the smallest nation will
never know most of their fellow-members, meet them, or even hear of
them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their communion. |[...]

The nation is imagined as [imited because even the largest of them,
encompassing perhaps a billion living human beings, has finite, if elastic,
boundaries, beyond which lie other nations. No nation imagines itself
coterminous with mankind. [...]

It is imagined as sovereign because the concept was born in an age in
which Enlightenment and Revolution were destroying the legitimacy of

6 Vatan is a Turkish word with Arabic origin, which is described as (I) the lands where a nation lives
sovereignly and independently and (II) the place where one was born and raised, according to Language
Association’s dictionary. It might be roughly translated as homeland, motherland, fatherland, or home
country. Motherland and fatherland are gendered terms yet vatan solely does not refer to a specific gender
when it is not used as anavatan (motherland). Homeland and home country, on the other hand, correspond
to the second definition of vatan by not necessarily including any reference to the lands of a nation. Turkey
can be hardly described as the place where first-generation migrant participants of this study were born
and raised. Therefore, I choose to use the word in the original form by not translating it.

"Several historical research on the migration of 1950-1952 confirms that Turkey seals the Bulgarian border
on the grounds that Bulgaria sends only “gypsies” to Turkey and does not let Turks go. A more in-depth
analysis, however, demonstrates that Bulgaria imposes an obligation on Turkey to accept the migration of
250 thousand of Turks to Turkey within three months. Turkey, being extremely unprepared for such mass
immigration, seals the borders twice, first on October 7, 1950, and the next on November 8, 1951. These
practices are justified through an antiziganist discourse putting forward that there were people without
any visa, people with forged visas, and “gypsies” among migrants (Tinaydin 2015).

When it comes to the involvement of Turks of Bulgaria in the Dardanelles War, the maps of that time
show that Kardzhali was a part of Tsardom of Bulgaria during that period, not of the Ottoman Empire.
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the divinely-ordained, hierarchical dynastic realm. Coming to maturity
at a stage of human history when even the most devout adherents of any
universal religion were inescapably confronted with the living pluralism
of such religions, and the allomorphism between each faith’s ontological
claims and territorial stretch, nations dream of being free, and, in under
God, directly so. The gage and emblem of this freedom is the sovereign
state.

Finally, it is imagined as a community, because, regardless of the ac-
tual inequality and exploitation that may prevail in each, the nation is
always conceived as deep, horizontal comradeship (Anderson 1991, 6-7,
emphasis in original).”

Anderson (1991, 6) intentionally chooses to use the word “imagining” instead of
“inventing”, because the latter might end up with attributing a “genuine” charac-
teristic to other forms of communities by emphasizing the “falsity” of nations. He
suggests that the process of imagining includes imagining being a community, imag-
ining being sovereign, and imagining being limited. However, Gupta and Ferguson
(1997, 39) take a step further and include imagining places where these communities
supposedly belong to. Although they do not specifically focus on nation, but inves-
tigate the concept of culture, they propose a critique of “the idea that ‘a culture’ is
naturally the property of a spatially localized people” (Gupta and Ferguson 1997,
3). “Conceiving ‘peoples’ as properly ‘rooted’ in national soils” manifest itself in
many areas from nationalist discourses to academic writings, from daily language to
the maps (Malkki 1997, 53-56). At this point, how it becomes possible to attribute
a naturalness to the territories of cultures and nations in the cases of transnational
migration might be questioned. Whereas there is a chance that the border-crossing
activities and migrations of people might shake and blur the borders and boundaries
of nation-states, Gupta and Ferguson see and address an irony in times of increased

mobility:

“[T]he irony of these times is that as actual places and localities become
ever more blurred and indeterminate, ideas of culturally and ethnically
distinct places become perhaps even more salient. It is here that it
becomes most visible how imagined communities (Anderson 1983) come
to be attached to imagined places, as displaced peoples cluster around
remembered or imagined homelands, places, or communities in a world
that seems increasingly to deny such firm territorialized anchors in their
actuality (Gupta and Ferguson 1997, 39, emphasis in original).”

In cases of migration, exile, and displacement; a focus on the conceptions of lost
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homelands as a form of “social glue” (Allan 2007, 255) would be beneficial in order
to understand the community formation practices. “Nostalgia”, as a way of narrat-
ing the past, might help to “form and remain a community” (Bryant 2008, 404).
However, narratives of the pre-migration period on which I focus do not include
people “clustering around” through the memory of “lost homelands.” Rather, they
express a longing for vatan which was not encountered yet as it appears in Siimbiil

Hanwm’s narrative.

Stmbiil Hanim is a 57-year-old woman who migrated from Bulgaria to Turkey in
1978 when she was 15. She is from the northern part of Bulgaria and her thick accent
which she apparently still keeps in spite of living in Turkey for approximately four
decades reflects this. Upon her wish, we met for the interview in my mother’s house
in Bursa. In the beginning, she seemed a little hesitant and shy, not because she had
any doubts about me, but since she was feeling a bit nervous about narrating her
life, as I guess. She was willing to help me though since I am from the “muhacir®
community” and striving to achieve something educational. As far as I can tell, she
pushed herself to open up and answered my questions in the best way she could.
Given the emotionally loaded content which she conveyed, her uneasiness lasted

during the whole interview.

“The train journey was exciting. I mean, you are a kid. We came to
the border. Everyone was looking out of windows. Everyone was curious
about Turkey. Turkey, I mean, the vat- [Probably, she was about to
say ‘vatan’, but she did not complete the word.] One looks at it with
longing. How can I tell you this? It was like reuniting with something
you yearn for, something you love so much. I mean, we came willingly,
voluntarily. After then, we stayed in Muhacirhane®. It was probably a
military barrack. We stayed there. Then, we got on a bus. We were
excited. I mean, seeing Istanbul, crossing the Bosphorus Bridge... Our
eyes got opened. I thought to myself: ‘My father was saying poor for this
place. Where is the poverty? Look at this place! How beautiful...” We
had never seen anything like that. We had never seen Bosporus Bridge
or Istanbul. We went through beautiful places and came to Bursa.”

“Reuniting with something you yearn for, something you love so much” is a very
powerful expression of an emotional relationship with a place that kept being unseen

until the moment of reuniting. At this point, the term “imagining” becomes even

8 Muhacir is a Turkish word with an Arabic origin which means migrant. Whereas it actually refers to a
general experience of migration, it is mostly used to address migrants from Bulgaria in Turkey.

9 Muhacirhane is a colloquial expression referring to the guesthouse in Edirne where migrants spent few
nights while their paperwork was being done.
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more fruitful. As it appears in several other interviews, imagining Turkey took
place in the forms of listening to the radios of Turkey, constantly following the
political developments in Turkey, and planning the daily life with the anticipation
that someday it would be possible to go to Turkey. One of the participants mentioned
that she did not start primary school with her agemates because the next year they
would be migrating and her parents thought that it would be meaningless for her
to go to school in Bulgaria just for one year. Another one narrated that he got
married in a hurry after his family’s request to migrate was approved, because you
could migrate with your spouse only if you got married several months before the

migration.

My interview with Zilfiye Hanim was quite rich in terms of the examples of planning
the daily life with the anticipation of migration. Ziilfiye Hanim was born in 1966 in
a town in Kardzhali. With her family and her paternal relatives, she migrated to
Turkey in 1978. She mentioned that her family migrated from Kardzhali to Burgas
when she was a child because working conditions and opportunities were better there.
However, after a couple of years, they returned to Kardzhali since it was easier to
follow the migration-related developments in an area that was mainly populated by
Turks. “The purpose of all the Turks here [with reference to Bulgaria] is to migrate
to Turkey one day”, she said. At another point in our interview, she mentioned
that they lived together and had good relationships with Pomaks!?. However, the
interethnic marriages between Pomaks and Turks were not approved, as she stressed
out, because it might have impeded the migration to Turkey. She also highlighted
that her elder sister was graduated from a high school in Bulgaria, but could not
enroll in a university there, because the procedures of enrollment were including
signing a paper stating that she would not migrate. These examples suggest that
the pre-migration period in Bulgaria was like living in limbo, which Ziilfiye Hanim
described as that “People could not properly hold on to the life in Bulgaria since

they lived with the expectation of an upcoming migration.”

In addition to the description of Turkey as “our watan”, several other participants
described it as motherland, our own lands, our own country, and Turkish lands. For
instance, Ziilfiye Hanwym narrated what her father told her, while they were on the

train which brought them from Bulgaria to Edirne, as follows:

10pomaks are Bulgarian speaking Muslims currently living in Bulgaria, Turkey, and Greece. They are
generally defined as Bulgarian people converted to Islam during the Ottoman rule. Since the migration
agreement between Bulgaria and Turkey during 1969-1978 enabled only the migration of Turks who had
relatives in Turkey, interethnic marriages with Pomaks might have been regarded as an impediment for
the migration applications.
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“I saw how enthusiastic and how excited my father was. He was coming
here knowingly and willfully. ‘The best thing I could do for you is to take
you to Turkish lands, to bring you together with the land of Turks. I,
as a father, have the pride of accomplishing it.” Throughout the journey,
he inculcated such things into us. For him, it was very important to be
under the Turkish flag. He had always imposed [the discourses] of our
own race, our own flag, the concept of Turkishness on us. We had always
heard such things from him.”

Zilfiye Hamam’s word choices of “inculcating something into someone” and “im-
posing something on someone” are quite interesting especially because she did not
clarify how she has felt about these inculcations and impositions. The recent pass-
ing away of her father is an important reason for this ambiguity, in my opinion.
However, I leave her relationship with her father aside for the moment since I will
elaborate more on it in the third section of this chapter. For the time being, I focus
on how these narratives put forward that Turkey, among Turks of Bulgaria, was seen
as the ultimate destination to be reached. Most of the narratives which I listened
to rely on the processes of imagining Turkey as the place where Turks should live.
At this point, migration to Turkey takes a form of telos which should be fulfilled by
Turks living in Bulgaria. Although the homeland where any community is supposed
to belong is always an imagined concept since it is neither given nor natural as I
discussed above, Turkey has been thoroughly imagined as the homeland by most of
the migrants because it was not seen before the migration. Such an imagination is
a significant reason for choosing to migrate to Turkey as it appears in the narra-
tives of participants. At this point, it becomes necessary to discuss the processes
which influence and shape these choices and imaginations in detail, which will be

the primary aim of the following sections.

2.2 “Coming Events Cast Their Shadows Before”: The Role of

Anticipation in The Decision of Migration

Sami Bey, the husband of Miizeyyen Hanym whom I mentioned above, is a 66-year-
old man who migrated from Bulgaria to Turkey in 1978 when he was 24,5 years old.
After his migration to Turkey, he worked in many different jobs as a laborer, a steel
bender, an electrician, a lottery ticket seller... He is retired now and describes his

current occupation as “defending the front line” with reference to his intellectual
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endeavors like writing poems and engaging in political and literary discussions. I
had an interview with him in May 2018 as part of one of my final projects and as a
preliminary interview for my upcoming thesis research which was quite tentative at
that point. Maybe because of being the first face-to-face moment in the field, this
interview constituted the most difficult two hours in my whole fieldwork. At that
moment, I had not embraced oral history as my research method yet and I was not
totally familiar with the analysis of a life story. Instead, I had a list of questions
in my mind to directly address the matters which I was interested in and curious
about. He cared nothing for what I was trying to do and what I was questioning.
In the end, what we had was not even close to a dialogue. I posed my questions and
he told a story which he wanted to tell regardless of its relevance to what I asked,
for which I am truly grateful at the moment since his account greatly enriched my

study.

After he introduced himself at the beginning of our interview, I asked him how he
decided to migrate to Turkey. He emphasized that it did not pertain only to him
and his family. Accordingly, it was necessary to evaluate the decision of migration
in a broader sense so that I could “fully understand the reasons and the outcomes.”
Then, he provided a very detailed historical review starting from the moment that
Bulgaria became an autonomous entity in 1878. Until the autonomy, Bulgaria had

"1 and this situation caused the ac-

been “under the Ottoman rule for five centuries
cumulation of anti-Turkish sentiments, he narrated. These accumulated sentiments
had repercussions after the independence of Bulgaria especially on minorities. Fol-
lowing the transition to the socialist regime in 1944, he continued, Georgi Dimitrov
became the first president and organized a secret session in 1949 which ended up with
the decision that all the minority groups in Bulgaria to be assimilated until 1985.
Through his mother’s maternal uncle, who was a “communist partisan” meanwhile,
he told me, he learned about this secret decision. He presented this framework as an
explanation for the decision to migrate. In a more personal manner, he continued

as follows:

“You feel an inferiority complex. At that period, they [with reference to
Bulgarian authorities| started to prevent Turks from being a manager.
There was no Turkish member of the parliament. Although it didn’t co-

11Conside]ri]ng my entire fieldwork, I have reached a conclusion that the phrase of “five centuries under the
Ottoman rule” was a very essential part of the historical narrative of Bulgaria, which engraved in people’s
memories so deeply so that it appeared in many interviews. Sami Bey articulated this phrase in Bulgarian
as “nie byahme pet veka pot Osmansko robstvo” which might be translated as “We had been under the
Ottoman slavery for five centuries.” However, it was not an idea which he shared. Instead, he harshly
criticized by claiming that Bulgarians were not in the position of slaves under the rule of the Ottoman
Empire since they have their own schools, churches, and hospitals.
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incide with our period, they started to fine you with 150 levs if you speak
in Turkish. Beating, violence... And I thought that my children... I
was married when I came here [to Turkey]. I thought that my children
wouldn’t have any chance to get a footing there. Regardless of whether
they are smart or stupid, they wouldn’t have any chance to make their
way. You know what they say: Coming events cast their shadows be-
fore.1? Since it was a closed political system, if you dare to claim your
rights, they would instantly kill you. According to the information that I
reached, 70 thousand of people were killed in Bulgaria. You should have
heard about Belene Island.!® 46 thousand of people were killed only in
Belene Island. We saw that they humiliate us, they destroy our culture.
Once I realized it, I thought that it was impossible there. We would be
assimilated if we stayed. Hence, we took our children and came here.”

It is possible to read Sami Bey’s account on the decision to migrate by focusing
on several points, one of which inevitably is how he provided a very wide temporal
frame which started from five centuries before Bulgaria’s independence and went
beyond the moment of migration by including Bulgarian government’s assimilation
policies against Turkish minority between 1984-1989. Sokefeld (2006, 269-270), with
reference to Erving Goffman (1974), defines “frames” as “specific ideas that fashion
a shared understanding [...] by rendering events and conditions meaningful and
enable a common framework of interpretation and representation.” Additionally,
they are discussed as “guides” to the “conditions of appearance or of understanding”
by “shaping interpretations of reality” (Kleist and Jansen 2016, 374). In this sense,
the frame is a very convenient conceptualization to analyze “all the ideas from
which an imagination of community is composed” (Sokefeld 2006, 270). At this
point, it is possible to read Sami Bey’s historical review, as a response to a question
related to his decision to migrate, as a frame surrounding this decision and enabling
me to “fully understand the reasons and the outcomes” of migration. Hence, it
does not matter for my analysis whether Georgi Dimitrov organized such a secret
meeting which ended up with a decision of assimilation of all minorities until 1985.

Regardless of its factual or fictional characteristics, this narrative is a frame that

121y Turkish, there is an idiom of “ Persembenin gelisi carsambadan bellidir” which can be literally translated
as that the coming of Thursday becomes obvious on Wednesday. This expression means that what happens
on Wednesday should be regarded as an indicator of what will happen on Thursday. Throughout this
chapter, I will refer to this expression through another idiom, namely that “Coming events cast their
shadows before.”

13Belene Island, or also known as Persin Island, is located in the Danube River as part of Bulgarian lands.
After the transition to the socialist regime in 1944, Bulgarian Communist Party constructed a labor camp
on the island in 1949, which later started to be mentioned as Belene Labor Camp or Belene Concentration
Camp. Between 1949-1959, the political opponents of the regime were deported to this area. Although
the camp was closed in 1959, it was activated one more time during the assimilation campaign, namely
“Revival Process”, conducted against Turks in Bulgaria between 1985-1989. Turks opposing the forced
change of names were sent to the camp (Baeva and Troebst 2007, 77).
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contains plenty of implications regarding the “imagination of community”!'* which

includes the forms of imagining Turkey as vatan.

Within the frame provided by Sami Bey, there are several points that should be un-
derlined. First and foremost, it is necessary to have a close look at the discriminatory
policies of the Bulgarian government against minority groups. After the transition
to the socialist regime in 1944, Bulgaria embraced an “ideology of ethno-nationalist
unity based on proletariat brotherhood” in the discursive level (Parla 2006, 545).
At a practical level, this corresponded to the policies of “spreading education, en-
suring healthcare, and encouraging cultural activities and publications in Turkish”
in the 1950s, which aimed to “override ethnic isolationism” by creating a “socialist
consciousness” (Parla 2006, 545). The initial education-related legal regulations of
the People’s Republic of Bulgaria recognized that “national minorities have a right
to be educated in their vernacular and to develop their national cultures, while the
study of Bulgarian is mandatory” (Eminov 1983, 136). However, the Bulgarian
Constitution of 1971 replaced this article with a more limited one which put forth
that “citizens who are not of Bulgarian origin have a right to learn their national
language” with no reference to the right to be educated in their native languages
(Eminov 1983, 136). This situation addresses a change in the legal approach to the
Turkish language in 1971. Also, it is possible to mention a wide range of different

experiences starting from the 1960s.

Considering that the first-generation migrant participants of this research are from
different areas of Bulgaria and went to school in different periods, it is not very pos-
sible to trace changes in practical conditions regarding the Turkish language through
their narratives. Also, given that memory has a slippery nature, it does not seem
very possible to reach a conclusion about what kind of practical changes took place
in exactly which year and in which part of Bulgaria. However, I find it important
to mention that several policies regarding the Turkish minority were, directly or
indirectly, addressed as the elements of the frames of decisions to migrate by most
of the participants, including Sami Bey. Accordingly, education in Turkish was
transformed into Turkish courses. Subsequently, as some participants mentioned,
Turkish courses became possible only when several teachers of Turkish origin took

the initiative to teach it secretly during the painting class or else. Turkish mag-

4y intentionally choose to keep using the concept of “community” which is invoked in Sokefeld’s (2006)
description of “frame”. However, I do not discuss Sami Bey’s account as an example which is valid and
applicable in all other experiences and narratives of deciding to migrate within 1969-1978. This would be
problematic because, first, it would imply a given and tangible group of people whose understanding of
the world (including migration) is shaped in the same way. Second, it would be making a very overarching
generalization which I specifically try to avoid by embracing a subjectivity-based analysis. However, it is
useful to make reference to the “imagination of community” in the sense that these decisions to migrate
and these frames to make sense of migration are, although subjective, not individualistic.
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azines and newspapers were banned. Wearing shalvar'® in public was prohibited.
Pomaks’ names started to be switched into Bulgarian ones. Accordingly, although
Bulgaria’s assimilation policies against Turks had reached its peak point only after
1985, the discourse of “proletariat brotherhood” was paralleled to discriminatory
policies long before. At this point, I argue that these practices of the government of
Bulgaria were very influential in the formation of the decision to migrate. Although
this decision was mostly narrated as a form of telos relying on the necessity that
Turks should be in Turkey, this imagination has been accompanied by very practical
processes which the participants experienced in their everyday life and which have

been closely related with who should be where.

Secondly, Sami Bey’s narrative implies that the decision to migrate was related to
not only present circumstances but also expectations and anticipations regarding
the future. Appadurai (2004) argues that there has been a division between the
disciplines of anthropology and economics in terms of their temporal focus. Whereas
culture, as the primary focus of anthropology, has been mostly associated with
the past; the future, which might be articulated in terms of “plans, hopes, goals,
targets”, was pushed towards the field of economics (Appadurai 2004, 60). Although
the past has occupied a very pivotal place in anthropological studies for many years,
the future started to be invited as a main subject only recently. Increasing interest
in the concept of hope with the embracement of an affect-based analysis (Kleist
and Jansen 2016) and the rising unpredictability due to the global financial and
environmental crises (Bryant and Knight 2019) brought the matter of future to
the table. Accordingly, by not neglecting the importance of past as a category of
analysis, “historicity” was defined as “the manner in which persons operating under
the conditions of social ideologies make sense of the past, while anticipating the
future” (Hirsch and Stewart 2005, cited in Kleist and Jansen 2016, 380). In other

words, the future became a cultural category in addition to the past.

Sami Bey, in his narrative about his decision to migrate to Turkey, emphasized that
being a Turk in Bulgaria would pose an impediment for his children in their en-
deavors to achieve their goals. What he observed in terms of discrimination against
Turks in Bulgaria rendered such a prediction meaningful for him. He articulated this
relationship between what was observed in the past and what is expected to happen
in the future as that “coming events cast their shadows before.” It goes without
saying that the imagination of the future shapes the present actions and decisions.
However, the concept of the future might get involved in people’s orientation in the

present through different ways, which Bryant and Knight (2019) categorize as antic-

15 Shalvar is a form of clothing, which seems like trousers, but tighter in the ankle and looser in the upper
part. Wearing shalvar is generally associated with being traditional or rural.
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ipation, expectation, speculation, potentiality, hope, and destiny. I find anticipation
and expectation very relevant to Sami Bey’s narrative which I have been analyzing.

Their difference might be described as follows:

“While expectation and anticipation are closely related, we draw a
heuristic distinction between them here in order to think about the dif-
ferent thicknesses of the present, and therefore relationships to the past,
that are contained in each. These differing thicknesses, we suggest, give
us insights into distinct teleologies of action. One may, for instance,
expect rain and take an umbrella when going out ‘just in case’ The
expectation of rain is, in this instance, still on the horizon and is tem-
pered by, for example, weather reports that have failed in the past. [...]
[E]xpectation may be viewed as a conservative teleology, one that gives
thickness to the present through its reliance on the past. To anticipate
rain, however, is to feel and smell it in the air, to close one’s windows
and cover lawn furniture while imagining the future in the present. An-
ticipation slims the present, often breaking entirely with the past as it
draws present and future into the same activity timespace (Bryant and
Knight 2019, 22).”

“Anticipation [...] is more than simply expecting something to happen;
it is the act of looking forward that also pulls me in the direction of
the future and prepares the groundwork for that future to occur. Unlike
expectation, anticipation specifically contains the sense of thrusting or
pressing forward, where the past is called upon in this movement toward
the future (Bryant and Knight 2019, 28).”

Accordingly, the distinction between expectation and anticipation addresses two
main points. Firstly, they differ in terms of the distance between the past, present,
and future. In the case of expectation, the present acquires a more solid charac-
teristic by including an evaluation of the past experiences and future possibilities.
When it comes to anticipation, on the other hand, the future melts into the present.
Secondly, but not irrelevantly, expectation refers to foreseeing that something might
happen in the future. Anticipation, however, includes waiting for something to hap-
pen. Expectation and anticipation become a part of orientation in the present in
different ways. If the names of Pomaks are being changed into Bulgarian ones, a
Turk living in Bulgaria might ezpect her /his name to be changed too in the future.
In such a case, he/she might anticipate his/her application for migration to be ap-
proved. Sami Bey’s long historical review appears to be an example of expectation
because it includes a calculation based on the past. Examples, which I mentioned in
the first section, of getting married in a hurry before the migration, of postponing

the enrollment to the primary school, of living in the areas mainly populated by
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Turks in order to follow the migration-related developments appear to be the forms

of anticipation in which the future starts to be lived in the present.

Finally, I intend to focus on one more dimension of Sami Bey’s narrative. His nar-
rativization does not only include a very long temporal period which goes back to
approximately five centuries before his decision of migration but also encompasses
several incidents that took place in Bulgaria after his migration to Turkey in 1978.
The “coming events” which “cast their shadows before” manifest themselves as the
deportation of Turks who opposed the assimilation policies starting from 1985 to
the Belene Island, the forceful change of Turkish names into Bulgarian ones, fining
people who speak Turkish in public, and mass deportations to Turkey in this narra-
tive. At this point, I find it significant to keep in mind that although the decision to
migrate to Turkey includes its own forms of imagination, anticipation, and expecta-
tion; the narratives of that decision-making processes inescapably bear the traces of
following events. Therefore, the question to be asked is not which factors motivated
migrants to decide to migrate from Bulgaria to Turkey, but how and in what ways
the decision of migration is narrated by the participants who have lived in Turkey
for more than 40 years and who are frequently visiting Bulgaria within the scope
of citizenship applications. Therefore, in the final section of this chapter, I aim to
focus on the making of subjectivities within an interplay of different discourses in

different lands and different periods.

2.3 “I am 52 Years Old and I Didn’t Forget Vasil Levski’s Death
Anniversary: February 9”: The Making of Subjectivities through

the Involvement of Contradictory Influences

In the final section, I intend to maintain my discussion on “frames”, which I men-
tioned in the previous section as a term coined by Goffman (1974) and developed by
Sokefeld, and subjects who are shaped in relation to these frames. Although I have
focused on the forms of imaginations as well as policies and practices constituted
by nationalism, the definition of frame does not necessarily make a reference to the
entity of state or to power relations as very active factors in the constitution of
subjectivities. Therefore, at this point, I appeal to the concept of ideology which is
described by Louis Althusser (1994, 123) as “the imaginary relationship of individu-
als to their real conditions of existence”. Plenty of approaches would be implemented

in order to comprehend and explain how people relate to themselves and to their
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environments. For instance, Gramsci’s conceptualization of hegemony as “material
and meaningful framework for living through, talking about, and acting upon social
orders characterized by domination” (Roseberry 1994, cited in Smith 2004, 222) or
Bourdieu’s conceptualization of doxa as “the naturalization of ideas” as if they have
always been and always will be an intrinsic part of daily activities and relationships
(Bourdieu and Eagleton 1994, 268) would be helpful to analyze the making of sub-
jects in the case of migration. However, I find Althusser’s approach more helpful
and illuminating since his conceptualizations of “Ideological State Apparatuses” and

“interpellation” are very convenient for my discussion.

Althusser (1994, 113), as a devoted Marxist, approaches to the concept of ideology
with an aim to explain the ways through which “the reproduction of the relations
of production” is ensured in the capitalist mode of production. He, as [ mentioned
above, does not approach to the concept of ideology as an imaginary way of compre-
hending the reality, but as “the imaginary relationship of individuals to the relations
of production” (Althusser 1994, 125). This imaginary representation of the relation-
ship to the material reality becomes possible through the processes of interpellation.
In this sense, subjectivity refers to being subjected to the ruling ideology. In other
words, an individual can be considered as a subject as long as he/she is interpellated
or hailed within the relationalities constructed ideologically (Althusser 1994, 130).
Whereas ideology in general exists to the extent that “subjects”; in Althusser’s term,
answer to this hailing, subjects also exist only when they answer to this interpella-
tion. This reciprocal process of constituting each other creates a situation that there
is no possible subjectivity outside the ideology and there is no ideology without its

subjects.

These processes of interpellation become possible through Ideological State Appara-
tuses. The permanence of the relations of production is guaranteed not only through
repression and violence (which appears in the forms of police and army), but also
through Ideological State Apparatuses (ISAs) which operate in line with the ruling
ideology and include a very wide range of institutions from religious to educational,
from familial to political (Althusser 1994, 110).

“If the ISAs ‘function” massively and predominantly by ideology, what
unifies their diversity is precisely this functioning, in so far as the ideology
by which they function is always in fact unified, despite its diversity and
its contradictions, beneath the ruling ideology, which is the ideology of
‘the ruling class’ (Althusser 1994, 112, emphasis added).”
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Althusser addresses both a unity and a diversity in his conceptualization of ISAs.
However, he leaves, albeit small, a room for contradictions on which I aim to focus.
Before I go on with this discussion, one final point I want to address is how Al-
thusser approaches the institutions of education as the dominant Ideological State
Apparatus. By dominant, Althusser addresses the effectiveness of this apparatus in
interpellating individuals as the subjects of the ruling ideology. Schools serve not
only to the production of “diversely skilled labor power”, but also to “the reproduc-
tion of submission to the rules of established order” (Althusser 1994, 103-104). It
becomes very influential in the sense that it functions through the obligatory im-
position of this system on infant age children (Althusser 1994, 118). Additionally,
since it is counted as “a neutral environment” (Althusser 1994, 119), it consolidates

the natural, given, and eternal characteristics of ideology in general.

Since I explore the decision to migrate from Bulgaria to Turkey in this chapter,
investigating the pre-migration period in Bulgaria through Althusser’s theses on the
capitalist mode of production might seem problematic especially because Bulgaria
appears to be a socialist country at that time. However, although Althusser specif-
ically argues how people have an imaginary relationship with the relations of the
capitalist mode of production, the specific elements in his theory, namely interpel-
lation and ISAs, speak well to the case of making of subjects in Bulgaria. The
Bulgarian government, despite attempts to create and consolidate a socialist mode
of production, strives to form its own subjects with a socialist consciousness mostly

through spreading education as I mentioned in the previous section.

The participants who had started to go to school in Bulgaria mostly spoke of these
experiences very positively in our interviews. Mandatory pre-school education was
appreciated. The technological facilities of the schools were praised. Simultaneous
attention to literacy, physical education, and vocational capabilities was cherished.
One of the participants articulated these positive feelings about being educated in

Bulgaria as follows:

“The most important contribution of the migrancy to my life is the
discipline we obtained in Bulgaria. I shall say it clearly. The discipline
that the Bulgarian government taught to us has always been a guide for
me in my whole life.”

Whereas many participants narrated Turkish migrants from Bulgaria as a commu-
nity composed of hardworking and honest people, the existence of a direct relation

between these characteristics and being educated in Bulgaria has been a widely
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shared idea. Therefore, I argue that education might be evaluated as an Ideological
State Apparatus which interpellates individuals into certain forms of subjectivities
even though we do not talk about a capitalist mode of production in Bulgaria at
that time. The way how subjects should relate to the concept of work in a socialist
mode of production is constituted through educational approaches and institutions.
This idea appears to be so ingrained so that people, after decades and plenty of
different encounters, still have been talking about their certain characteristics with

reference to those school years.

However, what is strived to be constituted at schools is not only a socialist con-
sciousness but also a concept of Bulgarian nationhood, especially through history
courses starting from primary school. Zilfiye Hanim narrated her experience of

history courses in Bulgaria as follows:

“We had a very well-disciplined history teacher. I remember that she
was knitting her brows and speaking with hatred while she was talking
about Turks. And then, she was turning to us and saying that ‘I am
not talking about you, but about Ottomans. Especially while she was
telling about their [with reference to Bulgarians| struggle for liberation,
she was reflecting her hatred towards Turks on us. In our school, each
class had a name given after one of the heroes. The hero of our class was
Vasil Levski'®, for example. He had been hanged by Turks on February
9. I don’t remember the year. But I exactly know that February 9 is
the date when he was hanged. After his loss, a lament was written for
Vasil Levski. We were reading it on his memorial day, it was taught to
us. I remember how I cried my heart out. [...] Now, I am 52 years
old and I didn’t forget Vasil Levski’s death anniversary: February 9.
For, there were plenty of ceremonies for each hero. The anniversaries
of Bulgaria’s liberation from Ottoman hegemony were commemorated
enthusiastically, there were special ceremonies. And you find yourself
sharing their hatred with a child’s mind as if there were no Turks among
the crowd.”

This narrative suggests that educational ISA accomplished its purpose of function
to an extent that she still remembers February 9. Ziilfiye Hanim, in this example,
is interpellated into getting emotional about the death of Vasil Levski in addition
to learning about it. She did form an emotional relationship to the incidence and
“cried her heart out” while she sang the lament written for Vasil Levski. She still

chooses her words delicately and prefers to say “the loss of Vasil Levski” instead of

16Vasil Levski is one of the Bulgarian national heroes, who lived between 1837 and 1873. He played a leading
role in the Bulgarian struggle against Ottoman rule. After he was captured in December 1872, he was
sentenced to death by hanging in Sofia.
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Vasil Levski’s death. However, the frame of the moment of narrativization was also
involved and she spoke critically of her experience. Additionally, after she mentioned
that she still carries the traces of her experience of starting the education in Bulgaria,

she suddenly jumped how her father told her who Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk!” was:

“My father was born in 1933. He knows the times when Atatiirk died.
He clearly remembers from his childhood years how the dominance of Ot-
tomans gradually ceased. There was something distinguishing my family
from everyone else. 1 got to know about Atatiirk at a very young age in
my pre-school period. In Bulgaria in the past, postcards were very fa-
mous. My father — I don’t know how he procured from his acquaintances
here [with reference to Turkey] — had the postcards of Atatiirk. Maybe,
in order to teach my elder brother and sister... My father taught us
Atatiirk by saying that ‘Look, this is Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, our biggest
forefather.”

At this point, I believe that Vasil Levski and Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk were presented
in a way to highlight the influences of the making of subjectivities in the middle
of different and sometimes conflicting historical discourses. At this point, I find
it important to visit Bryant’s distinction of official and hegemonic. Accordingly,
official historical narratives do not necessarily embrace a hegemonic characteristic
since hegemonic could be described as something “so habituated, so deeply inscribed
in everyday routine, that they may no longer be seen as forms of control” (Comaroff
and Comaroff 1991, cited in Bryant 2008, 402). Hence, Bryant criticizes the idea
that “unofficial” or “repressed” historical accounts categorically carry a “counter-
hegemonic and therefore liberatory” feature and emphasizes that “official” discourses
may fail to gain a hegemonic characteristic as well as that “unofficial” narratives
may not be examples of counter-hegemonic struggles (Bryant 2008, 402). When it

comes to life narratives, Bryant summarizes her approach as follows:

“[I]n narrating their own lives, individuals’ narratives are not only often
a mixture of the ‘official” and the ‘unofficial’, but they also often contain
elements of hegemonic narratives that are interwoven in complex ways
with their own. I play off the ‘official’ against the hegemonic, arguing
that the easy confusion between ‘official’ and hegemonic, or ‘unofficial’
and counter-hegemonic, leads to a less-than-sophisticated understanding
of what people’s stories do, both for themselves and others, when they

I"Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk is a Turkish historical figure who lived between 1881 and 1938 and who is recog-
nized as the founder of the Republic of Turkey. He also became the first president of the country starting
from 1923 until his death in 1938.
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tell them (Bryant 2008, 403).”

Whereas Althusser mentions contradictions as a part of a unified ideology, as I
pointed out above, Bryant’s approach gives a wider room for differences and di-
versities by conducting a discussion on the ways that different (official, unofficial,
and hegemonic) discourses shape personal narratives and subjectivities. In Ziilfiye
Hanam’s narrative, it becomes possible to see the traces of these different discourses
becoming hegemonic in the making of subjectivity. Whereas her narrative on the
days of commemoration of Vasil Levski’s death keeps embodying internal contra-
dictions in the sense of how she feels about it, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk becomes
intertwined with the process of subject-making in a close relation to her relation-
ship with her father. As I mentioned in the previous section, while she was narrating
how her father talked about Turkishness, she articulated very loaded words such as
“inculcation” and “imposition”, which do not have very positive connotations and
refer to an external indoctrination. However, she did not explicate her own posi-
tion. In another part of the interview, she described herself as “the daughter of her
father”. As far as I can tell, she knitted her narratives on Turkishness, Turkey, and
migration to Turkey in close relation to her father’s point of view. Subsequently,
she articulated in our second interview that her father is the second person who she
has seen as a model after Atatiirk. In other words, what her father taught to her,
namely the doctrines of Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, became even more important in
comparison to her father. Since she had lost her father a few years before we had
the interviews, I believe, she left her own position ambiguous regarding the “incul-
cations” and “impositions” implemented by her father. Her respect towards these
authority figures, namely her father and Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, in my opinion,

made her justify these indoctrinations to a certain extent.

In the end, in my opinion, Vasil Levski has symbolically represented the influence of
experiences, practices, and ideologies in Bulgaria on Miizeyyen Hanim in a deeply
contradictory way. This contradiction, to some extent, has derived from the “unoffi-
cial” involvement of Turkish historical discourses to the picture. Since this involve-
ment took place through her father, as she narrated, the narrative itself and Ziilfiye

Hanim’s word choices appear to be revealing these contradictions.

In the end, it is necessary to discuss people’s decision to migrate from Bulgaria to

Turkey by paying attention to the processes of making of subjectivities as well as

the contradictions, gaps, interstices, and inconsistencies which appear during the

interpellations as I mentioned in the introduction of this chapter. The ways that

decisions to migrate were made and narrated are quite rich to catch these interstices

which manifest themselves in the practices of imagining lands, imagining potential
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future events, and imagining the relation of self to the world. In other words, the
imaginations regarding space, time, and subjectivity become three important pillars

of this analysis.

Although these narratives have been shaped through a very long temporal period, my
glance at these practices becomes possible only at the moment of narrativization.
Hence, encounters and experiences of approximately four decades, including the
ones which the participants went through in Turkey after the migration and the
ones which have taken place during the applications for Bulgarian citizenship, have
gotten involved in the memories and the stories of the past. Such a perspective, I
should emphasize, has been guiding not only this chapter, but the whole thesis in

general.
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3. HOMEMAKING AND HOUSEBUILDING IN TURKEY

“Two muhacirs run into each other in the marketplace after they mi-
grated to Turkey. The first one says, ‘It has been two years since we
came to Turkey, and we built a five-storey house. The other one gets
surprised, ‘How come?’ he asks, ‘We came two years ago, too, and have
been eating only bread and salt. We could build only a three-storey
house. The first one laughs and replies, ‘You need to cut out salt.””

As it is usually the case with the ethnicity-based comedy, the above-quoted joke
has a homogenizing effect in terms of community. It reproduces certain stereotypes
of being obsessed with housebuilding and being stingy, regarding the Turks who

had migrated from Bulgaria to Turkey throughout the 20"

century. It creates a
unidimensional perspective by making a superficial generalization. However, when
it is told with a thick muhacir accent in Turkish, it attracts an audience. Referring
to a somehow shared migration experience, it conveys a certain sense of humor
and might create a smile. Although I do not embrace an approach which discusses
the concept of community as a homogeneous entity and I aim to develop a more
nuanced and multi-layered understanding of the reality, I argue that the stereotypes,
including the ones existing in this joke, reveal several clues about the formation of
subjectivities and social relations. Especially considering the act of migrating from
Bulgaria to Turkey was very loaded with expectations, as I have discussed in the
previous chapter, the narratives of housebuilding in the first years in Turkey become
particularly significant in terms of how people relate to themselves and to the world

around them.

The humor based on the intense desire to build a house as soon as possible and
on the willingness to make sacrifices like giving up not only luxurious, but also
essential things such as salt offers the possibility of catching various implications.
First and foremost, it demonstrates that there is an umbrella narrative about the
initial period following the migration from Bulgaria to Turkey, which highlights the

importance of having a house/home in these new lands (also occasionally referred
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to as the motherland) right away. Secondly, it addresses the financial difficulties
the migrants encountered. However, this unfavorable situation does not create an
obstacle; it is only a challenge. Finally, it describes the community as composed of
determined and hardworking people who take up this challenge and overcome it. In
the end, this joke and its implications provide a framework and reference point for

the accounts I discuss in this chapter.

As it is mentioned in the Introduction, this thesis study relies on interviews with
people who went through the migration from Bulgaria to Turkey in different ages
ranging from toddlerhood to young adulthood. The elements shaping migration
experiences vary depending on the migrants’ positions within the family in terms
of age and gender. What recurrently appears and constructs an insisting pattern,
on the other hand, is the centrality of the housebuilding process within their life

course.

In this chapter, I set out to discuss the implications of the narratives about house-
building in Turkey in relation to the conception(s) of home. Because housebuilding
processes appear to be critical milestones in the constitution of subjectivities, special
attention on the matter seems to be called for and necessary. Therefore, to have
a deeper understanding of the relationship between homemaking and housebuild-
ing as well as between the concept of home and migrant subjectivities, I ask the
following questions: What do the narratives of devotedly striving to build a house
mean? How do certain structural and material elements of a house relate to the
community-based comparisons? Where does a house stand in relation to the idea of
home and the sense of belonging in a migration context? What kind of temporal and
spatial features surround the processes of homemaking/housebuilding? What does
a house/home imply about the perception and the presentation of the self? In this
chapter, I intend to address these questions. In the first section, I aim to focus on
the conceptualizations of home in binary thinking with the house. I briefly mention
the understandings that differentiate these concepts with a motivation to grasp the
elements of home that exceed the physical structures of house. In the second sec-
tion, I propose a critique of this strict distinction between materiality, on the other
hand, and meanings and emotions generating around it, on the other, by visiting
material culture studies. By embracing an approach that discusses meaning-making
processes in line with material surroundings, I aim to discuss why the concepts of
home and house need to be evaluated together. In the third section, my intention
is to focus on how housebuilding processes in the first years in Turkey influence the
formation of subjectivities and the life course of my participants by bringing age
and gender-based differences into question throughout these processes. Whereas

being part of a family that ceaselessly strives to build a house after the migration
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is narrated as a shared experience of people who migrated during that period, I
investigate whether each and every person goes through this process in a similar
manner. Finally, in the fifth section, I take a look at the literature which discusses
the concept of homemaking as a process under the term of “homing” (Ahmed et al.
2003; Boccagni 2017) in the contexts of migration. These perspectives enable me to
make a temporal analysis by taking into account the imaginary aspects as well as

actual forms of the concept of home.

3.1 Home as an Idea versus House as a Physical Structure

Heller (1995, 1-2) addresses a shared tendency among human beings to “privilege
one, or certain, places against all the other” and describes “home” as “one of the few
constants of human condition.” Home assumes a very pivotal role in comprehending
how humans relate to each other, the world, and their selves. In response to this
central position of the concept of home — in its ideal or actual form, in its presence
or absence — in human life, there exists a rich, yet sometimes disconnected literature
across various disciplines ranging from geography to psychology, from architecture
to anthropology and sociology. Endeavors to provide an interdisciplinary approach
(Després 1991; Somerville 1997), studies to present a comprehensive review of the
literature (Boccagni 2017; Mallett 2004), and the efforts to discuss the concept of
home in relation to migration studies (Ahmed et al. 2003; Al-Ali and Koser 2002;
Boccagni 2017; Frost and Selwyn 2018) form a strong basis for this rapidly-growing

area of study.

The positions of the concepts of house and home in respect to each other constitute
one of the main points of discussion within the literature on home. Various studies
highlight the difference between the two terms and suggest that home cannot be
confined to the structural features of physical dwellings alone. The necessity to
emphasize that these are not synonymous terms derives from their interchangeable
use in media and the sector of real estate as it appears in “home ownership” (Dovey
1985; Mallett 2004). Although the concept of house appears to correspond to the
physical building and the concept of home usually means more than that, invoking
the latter as in “home ownership” for the sake of sales corresponds to a promise of
acquiring not only a mere building, but rather what the idea of home proposes as a

package.
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Lawrence (1987) describes house as the “physical unit that defines and delimits space
for the members of a household,” which implies shelter and protection as well as a
distinguisher “between public and private domains.” Although the terms of home
and house should not be conflated because house corresponds to only one dimension
of the home, he approaches the physical structure as a prerequisite to conceptualize
home. In contrast, Douglas (1991) acknowledges that the idea of home might be
possible in the absence of “bricks and mortar.” Unfixed spaces such as “a wagon, a
caravan, a boat, or a tent” might incite this idea. However, she adds that “[home] is
always a localizable idea,” which needs to be “located in a space” because the idea
of home itself “starts by bringing some space under control.” Saunders and Williams
(1988) also suggest that the concept of home embraces a spatiality. Accordingly,
the home might be described as “a place invested with special social meaning and
significance where particular kinds of social relations and activities are composed,
accomplished and contextualized.” What is noteworthy here is that home is discussed
with reference to a place, but also as a surrounding context for certain social relations

and activities.

Simultaneous attention to spatiality and sociality implied by home is a widely ac-
knowledged stance. Home might be described “as a special kind of relationship with
a place” (Boccagni 2017, 4), or, in more detail, it might be discussed as “an emotion-
ally based and meaningful relationship between dwellers and their dwelling places”
in particular and “between people and their environment” in general (Dovey 1985,
34). Any building constructed with the purpose of dwelling does not constitute a
home, but certain places are marked as homes through emotional meanings attached
to them by their dwellers. However, in a contradictory account, the house requires
to be defined with all its material features such as “brick and timber, mortar and
trowels, carpentry and masonry, foundations and topping off” (Rykwert 1991, 54).
Home, on the other hand, might be possible in the absence of a building and can
be enabled through “a little tinder, even some waste paper, a few matches, or a
cigarette lighter” (Rykwert 1991, 54).

The way Rykwert broadens the conceptualization of home serves well to encompass
different homely experiences that are not necessarily bound up with a specific build-
ing. Especially when the transnational mobility and migration are at stake, such
an extensive definition might help to understand the different ways of homemaking
in the absence of an enduring relationship to a physical place like a house. How-
ever, what I find problematic in his approach is the very sharp distinction between
the material realities and the symbolic meanings. Before I move on with partici-
pants’ narratives regarding their experiences of homemaking and housebuilding, I

will visit material turn in social sciences since it provides an inspiration to analyze
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the co-constitution between the physical structures and the meanings surrounding
them.

3.2 A Material-Cultural Perspective on House-Home Binary

Material culture is an area of study that originated in, but not confined to, the
disciplines of archaeology and anthropology. It finds contributors in the disciplines
varying from geography to history, from cultural studies to sociology. This wide
range of academic interests on material culture makes it rather an “undisciplined”
and “anarchic” field of study (Tilley et al. 2006). The very first “Editorial” (1996)
of Journal of Material Culture also acknowledges and cherishes the interdisciplinary
character of the studies focusing on material culture and describes its forthcoming

journey as an attempt to gather various works belonging to different fields.

Although it is not very likely to provide a structured review of the literature be-
cause of this dispersed characteristic of the material culture studies, it is possible
to address the main understanding, which forms the basis for the development of
various works within this area. Accordingly, “[t|his field of study centers on the
idea that materiality is an integral dimension of culture, and that there are dimen-
sions of social existence that cannot be fully understood without it” (Tilley et al.
2006, 1). In other words, diverse studies on material culture from various disciplines
mainly focus on “how persons make things and things make person” (Tilley et al.
2006, 2). The emphasis on this two-sided interaction between objects and subjects,
things and people, material and culture leads me to include material turn in my
thesis study since I aim to discuss the relation between houses and their builders
and/or dwellers. Since dwelling in space is addressed as a common characteristic of
human materiality (Editorial 1996), it becomes meaningful to focus on the recipro-
cal relationship between material culture and social actions through a discussion on

house-home binary.

Dan Hicks (2010) reviews the developments in the fields of archaeology and anthro-
pology starting from the moment that “material culture” was coined as a term in
the first half of the 204, century. Accordingly, in anthropology, with an increasing
interest in fieldwork-based ethnographies at the beginning of the 1900s, material
culture was defined as the study of artifacts and then abandoned because the main
focus of attention became the social structure (Hicks 2010, 43). In the 1960s, with

47



the rise of a structuralist approach and the emergence of the semiotic turn in so-
cial sciences, objects became a matter of interest, especially in Lévi-Strauss’s work,
which discusses material things as a part of the general structure. Structural Marx-
ist anthropologists of the 1970s maintained this attention on objects by arguing that
“distinctions between the material and the ideational could be overcome through a
focus on social relations” (Hicks 2010, 46). This was one of the initial attempts to
discuss what is material and what is social/cultural together. Meanwhile, a branch
in British archaeology started to focus on the contemporary world and theorize
about the relation between people and things. The cross-disciplinary influence of
structuralism and semiotics have blurred the boundaries between archaeology and
anthropology of the day. In the 1990s, material culture study was named as an area
of study within which both anthropologists and archaeologists started to publish
journals and book editions. Instead of meta-theories intending to explain the gen-
eral relation between material and social world, case-based approaches have been
mostly embraced. In this period, the material matter at hand varied in a wide
range from clothing to foods, interior design objects to supermarkets, cars to art-
works. The main focus shifted from production to mass consumption. The studies
conducted in this era, named as “Material-Cultural Turn” by Hicks, have criticized
the tendencies to discuss socio-cultural and material in separation, and invite us
“to transcend subject-object dualities” by focusing on “relational” processes (Hicks
2010, 69).

Material culture studies, with an emphasis on the relationality between material
and socio-cultural, are directly relevant to the discussions on the concepts of house
and home, which are mentioned in the previous section. Although various authors
acknowledge the spatiality of home, the binary approach to house and home pushes
the very material components of a dwelling unit such as bricks, windows, doors and
so on into the realm of house and away from the formation of home as an idea. This
tendency to make an analytical distinction between two terms creates an illusion
that materiality exists as a separate phenomenon that does not interact with the
meanings and emotions attributed to the concept of home. My intention, in contrast,
is to go beyond this division between house and home as separate concepts and
to focus on “the coconstitutive relationship between the formal features of actual
dwellings and the social life that inhabits them” (Jacobs and Smith 2008, 515).
Such an approach requires paying specific attention to “what the home does with
us” as well as “what we do with homes” (Miller 2001). In other words, the material
components of a house can acquire a constitutive role in the formation of identities
and the senses of belonging. As I will discuss in more detail below, making a home

out of Bursa might be possible mainly through the construction of these buildings.
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The existence of a looser differentiation regarding the concepts of house and home in
daily Turkish language assists me well in my argument that the analytical distinction
between these terms might obscure the interaction between materiality and sociality.
In Turkish language, konut or mesken are the equivalents of the concept of house,
while the concept of home is referred as ev or yuva. However, konut and mesken
are actually technical terms which are rarely articulated in colloquial language, but
frequently used in legal texts and real estate projects. Yuwva appears to be a more
emotionally loaded way of referring to home. Fv, on the other hand, is a word that
is interchangeably used to describe the dwelling units as well as homely feelings.
The experience and the discourse insist on eliminating the idea that these concepts

belong to separate realms.

However, my objection to differentiating the realms of house and home does not
mean that the concept of home can appear in a person’s life only through the
existence of a house owned and dwelled. Petridou (2001, 87) addresses the risk of
identifying “the home with the bounded, physically defined space that we normally
call ‘house’” that such an approach might overlook “the dynamic way in which
everyday practice makes the home meaningful to those who inhabit it.” In order to
bring an approach embracing this dynamism, she suggests not to reduce material
culture solely to the physical structure of a house. Instead, she focuses on food
packages sent from Greece to Greek students studying in the United Kingdom. By
taking this warning seriously and keeping in mind that sedentary relation with a
building is not a universal experience, I do not propose equating homeliness with
house ownership. Rather, I argue t