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Dissertation Abstract

Transforming Citizenship in Turkey:
Learning Active Citizenship in Civil Society Organizations

This research analyzes whether and how participation in civil society organizations (CSO) in
Turkey develops active citizenship practices. Drawing on civil society, citizenship and civic
education literatures, and with a focus on Turkey, the civil society organization is studied as a
potential site for the learning and practice of citizenship. Learning active citizenship in Turkey is
about developing the ability for citizens to engage in a context where citizenship has been
conceived as passive. At the same time the Turkish setting witnesses a burgeoning of CSO activity
and legitimacy, positioning them as potential sites for participation. This thesis develops an
original conceptualization of active citizenship based on three dimensions: civic action, social
cohesion and self-actualization. Civic action is the will and ability to take action and engage in
activities that contribute to the betterment of the community, and of the three dimensions is most
critical to achieving active citizenship. Social cohesion entails development of a sense of solidarity
and commitment to community, but also increased exposure to diversity. Self-actualization is the
development of agency through empowerment and development of self. This research contributes
to citizenship, civil society and civic education literatures as it reveals processes that link CSO
participation to the development of the three dimensions of active citizenship.

The research design is a comparative case study in which 6 CSOs in Turkey are studied in
depth. The analysis is based on a systematic comparison of CSOs that vary on three discursive
and structural attributes which are expected to affect participation. The first attribute distinguishes
CSOs based on their employment of a rights versus obligations based discourse. The second
attribute is a structural distinction between membership and volunteer based CSOs. And finally,
CSOs are distinguished based on the types of activities they utilize to implement their objectives.
The study places participant experiences at the center of the study. Data is collected through semi
structured interviews conducted with 44 CSO members and volunteers in Istanbul.

Findings show that active citizenship practices are more effectively acquired in certain
types of CSOs in Turkey. The analysis of rights based versus obligations based CSOs reveal that
while rights based CSOs achieve all three dimensions of active citizenship, obligations based
CSOs achieve active citizenship through the development of civic action and self-actualization. A
comparison of volunteer and membership based CSOs reveals that enabling decision making
within the CSO, which is more prominently a feature of membership based CSOs, fosters the
development of self-actualization. And establishing regular expectations, which is better achieved
in volunteer based CSOs achieves civic action through sustained participation. And finally,
comparative analysis of types of activities demonstrate that protest and educational activities are
most successful at developing active citizenship among participants, primarily through their ability
to foster civic action.



Tez Ozeti

Turkiye’de Vatandasligin Dontigiimii:
Sivil Toplum Kuruluslarinda Aktif Vatandasligin Ogrenimi

Bu aragtirma Tiirkiye’de sivil toplum kuruluslarina (STK) katilimin aktif vatandaslik pratiklerini
gelistirip gelistirmedigini ve nasil gelistirdigini incelemektedir. Sivil toplum, vatandashik ve
vatandaslik egitimi literatiirlerine dayanan ve Tiirkiye’yi odagina alan bu arastirmada sivil topum
kuruluslarina vatandasligi 6grenmek igin olasi bir mekan olarak odaklanilmaktadir. Bu ¢aligsma,
aktif vatandaslik i¢in 3 boyuta dayanan orijinal bir tanim gelistirmektedir. Bu {i¢ boyut: sivil eylem,
sosyal birliktelik ve 6z gergeklestirmedir. Sivil eylem boyutu toplum yararina olan etkinliklere
katilmay1 ve eyleme ge¢me istegini ve olanagimi kapsamaktadir. Sosyal birliktelik hem bir
topluluga baglilig1 ve birliktelik duygusunun gelisimini hem de toplumdaki farkliliklar konusunda
farkindaligin artmasini kapsamaktadir. Oz gergeklestirme ise bireyin kisisel gelisim ve giiclenmesi
siirecini ve bunun sonucunda eyleme gecebilme ve kendisini ifade edebilmesini kapsamaktadir.

Arastirmanin tasarimi 6 STK’nin ayrintili bir sekilde incelendigi karsilastirmali vaka
analizi tizerine kurulu. Analiz, katilimi etkilemesi beklenen farkli STK 6zelliklerinin
karsilagtirilmasi {izerinden yapilmaktadir. STK’lar1 ayristiran ilk 6zellik hak veya sorumluluk
sOylemlerine verdikleri agirliktir ve STK’lar1 hak eksenli ve sorumluluk eksenli olarak ayirir.
STK’lar1 ayrigtiran ikinci 6zellik, yapisal bir ayirimdir ve STK’lar {iyelik veya goniilliiliik esaslt
olarak ayirmaktadir. Uciincii ve son &zellik ise STK’lar1 hedeflerine ulasmak igin kullandiklari
aktivite tiirlerine gore ayirmaktadir. Calismanin odaginda bireyin deneyimleri vardir. Veriler,
Istanbul’da 44 STK goniillisti ve Uyesi ile yapilan yari yapilandirilmis miilakatlardan elde
edilmistir.

Bulgular baz1 STK tiirlerinde aktif vatandaglik pratiklerinin daha etkin bir sekilde
ogrenildigine isaret etmektedir. Hak eksenli STK’lar aktif vatandaghigin her G¢ boyutunun
ogrenilmesine katkida bulunmaktadirlar. Sorumluluk eksenli STK’lar ise sivil eylem ve 6z
gerceklestirme boyutlart ile aktif vatandashigl gelistirmektedirler. Goniilliiliik ve liyelik esasina
dayali katihm karsilagtirildiginda iiyelikle isleyen STK’larda karar alma mekanizmalarina
katilimin daha etkin oldugu ve bunun da 6z gerceklestirme boyutunun 6grenilmesini gelistirdigini
gostermistir. Goniillikle isleyen STK’larda ise katilimda siireklilik daha etkin bir sekilde
saglanabildiginden katilimcilar arasinda sivil eylem pratikleri 6zellikle gelismektedir. Son olarak
da STK’larin kullandiklar1 farkli aktivite tiirleri karsilastirildiginda protesto ve egitim
aktivitelerinin aktif vatandasligin 6grenilmesine en ¢ok katkida bulunan aktivite tiirleri olduklar
saptanmuistir.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION: CAN THE CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATION

TRANSFORM CITIZENSHIP IN TURKEY?

I Introduction and Motivation for Research
The motivation for this study is rooted in my experience as a volunteer, member and employee at
various CSOs and the development over the years of an academic interest in them. As a volunteer
at the Educational Volunteers Foundation of Turkey (TEGV), a member at the Association for the
Support of Women Candidates (Ka.Der), and having worked for Sabanci1 University’s Education
Reform Initiative (ERI) and the Turkish Industrialists and Businessmen’s Association (TUSIAD)
I have acquired both a particular understanding of CSOs and developed a series of questions
regarding their role and relevance to political and social life in Turkey. | believe that CSOs are
important because they provide a learning environment for their participants. The learning
encompasses knowledge as well as skills, values, and habits. | think participants become more
aware of the political and social issues concerning their surroundings and that becoming more
aware encourages them to work toward ameliorating the grievances that they become aware of. |
think people become aware of differences. Differences in ideas and differences in people. | do
not think they necessarily become more tolerant toward, or accepting of these differences, but
certainly aware. This is evident in many of the CSOs under study in this research. Ka.Der

(Association for Support of Women Candidates), for example, is a CSO which both in its written



materials as well as interviews conducted with members emphasizes the necessity for women to
come together, despite political divisions, in order to enhance the role of women in politics. While
this is a key principle and all members will attest to its importance, at the end of the day, political
divisions are not easily set aside and sharp debates emerge among members in activities and
correspondences. But perhaps even exposure to such difference and a discourse of unity among
difference is a critical first step in achieving understanding and tolerance. And the combination of
these processes make individuals more engaged in their community. In my training to become a
volunteer for TEGV | learned to appreciate how a CSO can provide a deep and valuable
educational opportunity for a child, especially within an educational system | was so critical of.
This complemented much of the work | had conducted in the area of education policy previously.
Also, as a member of Ka.Der, who took part in and then conducted their educational activities, |
became aware of a range of issues concerning women’s rights and gender equality. | witnessed
the enthusiasm of women in their process of becoming more aware and desiring to become a part
of the struggle.

These experiences triggered a series of questions regarding whether other participants have
similar experiences. What motivates them to take part in CSOs? Are they engaged in other
activities in their communities? How aware are they of the sociopolitical issues surrounding their
communities and/or the country? These questions paralleled my academic interest in citizenship
and CSOs in Turkey. Questions such as what are the effects of CSO participation on the individual
and how does this reflect on to their practices as citizens in Turkey? From an academic perspective
this was important for Turkey where civil society is conceptualized as weak and citizenship as
passive. | personally perceived and conceptualized “active citizenship” as those individuals who

take the time to contribute to the betterment of their communities, either through CSO participation



or other civic activities such as protests, campaigns, and projects. More active citizens implies a
more democratic process as it entails the voicing of more opinions, potentially contributing to
decision making processes. So ultimately it was about the potential for consolidating Turkish
democracy through more active citizens.

At the same time the positive experiences | had as a volunteer and the positive
developments to CSOs in Turkey were challenged by serious concerns regarding their ability to
achieve anything significant in Turkey. First, I have been concerned with the lack of participation
in civil society organizations and civic acts in general. The literature on citizenship on Turkey has
emphasized the passive nature of the Turkish citizen in a setting where passive and dutiful
citizenship is the norm (Ustel 2004, Arat 1998). This is rooted in part in Turkey’s strong state
tradition (Heper 1998, Unsal 1998, Heper 1985) which among other attributes can be characterized
by deference to authority and efforts to suppress pluralism. Empirical studies on CSO participation
show that engagement in civic acts is limited in Turkey (TUSEV 2013, i¢duygu et al. 2011). And
in my own experience, while at times the satisfaction of having touched someone's life generated
a sense of achievement, at times the realization of how small the effect was, led to a sense of
despair.

Recent and recurring tragic events also highlight the strength of the barriers that exist in
Turkey. Despite the scale of protests at Gezi, despite the changing political dynamics in the June
7, 2015 elections, the stronghold of the current government and the strong state tradition that
supports it highlights the barriers that persist, and questions what role certain CSOs can play in
significantly transforming citizenship in Turkey. It is with this experience and within this setting
that | seek to identify whether and how CSOs enable their participants to realize a different script

of citizenship practices. Whether this will work to transform citizenship in any significant way,



breaking through some of the majors barriers, is perhaps a larger question, beyond the scope of
this study. But whether the CSO is able to transform its participants, or rather what types of CSOs
transform their participants, will have implications for the potential to change CSOs and
citizenship in Turkey.

The literature on the effect of CSO participation is controversial. A majority of the
literature on CSOs point to a range of positive attributes that contribute to democratic norms and
practices (Putnam 1994, Diamond and Morlino 2004, Diamond 1999, Burnell and Calvert 2004,
O’Donnell and Schmitter 1986). There is also, however, a significant literature that argue for the
need to evaluate the CSO within the contexts in which they function (Altan-Olcay and Icduygu
2012, Encarnaciaon 2006, Langohr 2004, Berman 1997). These studies point to the divergent
effects that CSO participation can have depending on the setting. However, there is insufficient
work that focuses on the participant experience in these divergent settings. My own observations
regarding the divergent effects that CSOs can have on the participant and their effect in general
necessitates differentiating between CSOs. What is lacking in the literature is an analysis of
participant experiences in different types of CSOs. Thus, in order to understand the effect of CSO
participation on generating active citizenship, 1 would need to delve deep into participant
experiences and | would need to look at different CSOs to see if some types developed active
citizenship while others did not. So the questions motivating my research at the onset, and later
refined, were: Can participation in CSOs generate active citizenship in Turkey? Does participation
lead to more action? What skills, values, and habits do CSO participants develop? Are CSO
participants more tolerant? Are they more knowledgeable? Do all CSOs produce the same effect?

Are there particular types of CSOs with certain characteristics that develop active citizenship



practices? Do different types of CSOs lead to divergent experiences and development of different

citizenship practices and values?

Another motivation for this research is rooted in the burgeoning of CSOs, their increasing
visibility and legitimacy in Turkey, and their potential to develop citizens that are better able to act
and/or resist Turkey’s strong state (TUSEV 2013, I¢cduygu et al. 2011, Rumelili 2005). The idea
is embedded in a setting in which the practice of active citizenship is inhibited while CSOs in
number and activity are on the rise. These two subjects, citizenship and civil society, intersect in
an effort to understand whether an ongoing transformation to civil society organizations in Turkey
has or will have an effect on citizenship practices. This is a necessary step to breaking Turkey’s
strong state tradition which keeps citizenship passive and is a barrier to Turkey’s process of
democratization. While one reason for this study is the changing nature of citizenship globally
and how this may reflect onto Turkey there is also a normative motivation which is about the
necessity for a transformation to citizenship in a country which has been unable to break particular
traditions of strong state and passive citizenship. Turkey’s history reflects a citizenry unable to
hold governments accountable and unable to pursue and exercise civic acts without the threat of
the state. This study, thus, also has a policy dimension to it to address how and what types of CSOs
in fact are able to transform citizenship in Turkey and make its participants more active citizens.

And finally, certain major events that occurred in Turkey during the period of my research
reinforced the necessity of such a project. News of over 100 deaths at a peace demonstration in
Ankara on October 10, 2015 shook the whole country. At the time, with the November 1% elections
nearing, political tension was at its peak throughout Turkey. | had concluded over four years of
research on whether and how participation in civil society organizations could foster active

citizenship practices in Turkey. Could participation in CSOs develop the skills, values and



practices necessary to engage citizens to benefit matters concerning their communities and
country? Several tragic incidents had occurred over the duration of my research that both
motivated and frustrated my research. The country had begun to experience increasing tension
between state and citizens, rooted in the violence that occurred at the Gezi protests in June 2013.
Police violence became the norm at a range of ensuing protests. And then 102 citizens died in a
suicide bombing in Ankara in October 2015, just after 32 had died in Surug, Sanliurfa in a similar
suicide bombing three months earlier. And in a moment of fear and guilt, as an active participant
in civil society organizations in Turkey, | asked myself whether active citizenship, which in my
research was normatively framed as a necessary and positive form of citizenship for Turkey, was
worth the risk of death? Civic engagement should not be associated with risk, let alone the risk of
death. Participants in CSOs throughout Turkey are well aware of the risks involved in activism
and many choose whether to participate, and the particular CSO to contribute to, based on this risk.
While the risk associated with activism has always existed, the massacre in Ankara had revived
this risk in its most extreme form. Yet, having even asked these questions reinforced something
very wrong about the practice of citizenship in Turkey. The historical legacies that characterize
citizenship in Turkey as passive and dutiful on the one hand, the rise in activity and legitimacy of
CSOs on the other hand, the lack of a focus on the individual in citizenship studies in Turkey and
the political and social dynamics that resulted in the tragic events above are just a few of the

reasons that make Turkey a critical site for the study of the potential for active citizenship.

. Research Design and Methodology
The motivational factors above and the setting within which this study is conducted present the

following research questions:



e How do different types of CSOs engage their participants and how does this effect the types
of citizenship skills, values and practices they develop?

e Does participation in a CSO develop active citizenship skills? If so, how?

e What types of CSOs facilitate the development of active citizenship skills? What attributes
of the CSO fosters the development of active citizenship skills? What types hinder the
development of active citizenship skills?

The research design best fit to answer these questions requires a systematic comparison of different
types of CSOs. It also requires a focus on the participants’ experiences. Thus a comparative case
study research design is developed to study the experiences of a total of 44 participants in 6 CSOs
in Istanbul. The expectation is that different types of CSOs engage their participants in different
ways, leading to the development of different citizenship practices and values. CSOs are
distinguished based on three key characteristics that guide how the CSO engages its participants.
The first characteristic distinguishes between CSOs that employ a rights versus an obligations
based discourse. The second criteria is a structural distinction between membership and volunteer
based CSOs. And finally, the third attribute distinguishes between CSOs based on the types of
activities they utilize to implement their objectives. These three features are systematically
compared in the empirical chapters to identify whether and how they affect the development of
active citizenship. In order to do so data is collected through semi-structured interviews conducted
with 44 CSO participants. With a focus on participant experiences, processes that link CSO

participation to various citizenship practices are identified.

I11.  Relevance of Study and Contribution to Literature

Some of the motivations for this study, discussed above, are closely linked to how this research



contributes to literature on CSOs and citizenship, globally and in Turkey. Theoretical and
empirical debates on citizenship reveal a move beyond understanding citizenship as solely a legal
status within the nation state (Isin and Nielsen 2008, Sassen 2002, Soysal 1998, Linklater 2007,
Kymlicka 1996). And as the definition of citizenship expands so does the space and sites in which
it is learned and practiced (Lelandais 2013, Baban 2014, Rumelili, Keyman and Isyar 2011).
Beyond voting and/or political party participation new spaces emerge for the citizen to participate.
One of these spaces is the civil society organization. This study empirically presents the extent to
which CSOs can act as a site for civic learning. Contemporary studies on education point to novel
learning and teaching methods such as learning by doing and lifelong learning (Park 2007; Cleaver
and Nelson 1998). Beyond learning citizenship through traditional (in school) learning methods,
citizenship is learnt through the practice of carrying out one’s citizenship. Thus, how one
participates in one’s community and what one does as a volunteer and/or member of a CSO will
have implications for the type of citizenship this develops. This contributes to the literature that
emphasizes the practice of citizenship over its legal dimension (Isin and Nielson 2008, Isin 2002,
Delanty 2000). Doing so, particularly in the Turkish context, contributes to a newly emerging
literature on how citizenship is practiced despite how citizenship is defined or despite expectations
of citizenship in Turkey (Rumelili and Keyman 2015, Rumelili, Keyman and Isyar 2011).

An issue | have with the literature on CSOs, which is also supported by my experience as
a volunteer is the overwhelming assumption that participation in CSOs contributes to the
development of civic values and practices, developing a citizenry that increasingly takes part in
participatory democratic governance (Putnam 1994, Tocqueville 1835 (2003), Diamond and
Morlino 2004, Diamond 1999). Much has been written on the effect of participating in a CSO.

How participation takes effect on the participant and society has been a critical question for studies



on civil society and citizenship. From Tocqueville to Putnam, the importance of CSO participation
for the development of civic virtues and democratic practices have been presented and debated.
Studies have identified civic associations as fostering closer networks through communication and
deliberation, thus cultivating greater trust, ultimately leading to increased awareness and
participation in the political democratic community (Putnam 1994). At the same time critical
literature on civil society has contested this perspective by emphasizing the need to evaluate CSO
outcomes based on the settings in which they function (Altan-Olcay and I¢duygu 2012,

Encarnaciaon 2006, Langohr 2004, Berman 1997).

This study contributes to this debate first by distinguishing between CSOs to identify
whether different practices emerge from different types of CSOs. Distinctions regarding CSOs
are frequently limited to areas such as capacity, issue area, and activities. Few studies in general
and in Turkey focus on how CSOs diverge in terms of how they engage their participants. An
understanding of positive or negative skills, values and practices developed in a CSO requires an
understanding of the processes and experiences that lead to these outcomes and ultimately what
attributes of the CSO foster these processes. Thus, distinguishing between CSOs based on
characteristics that affect the participant’s experience is a critical contribution to CSO literature.
The criteria developed for this study (rights versus obligations and volunteer versus membership
based CSOs) also contributes to novel classifications of CSOs in Turkey. Second, this research
design, by delving deeper into the CSO and the participant’s experience reveals the processes that
link participation in particular types of CSOs to the development of different kinds of citizenship
practices. Thus, this research addresses two major gaps in the literature. Taking Turkey as a case
study it reveals the pathways linking participation in CSOs to citizenship practices. Second, it

addresses concerns about the positive assumptions regarding civil society organizations by



distinguishing between CSOs and identifying what CSO attributes develop what citizenship
practices. And in understanding these process and distinctions, the question of whether and how

CSOs contribute to democratic citizenship and democratization becomes clearer.

A fundamental contributions of this study is the development of an original
conceptualization of the term active citizenship. The term is most frequently used to address
concerns regarding a decline in civic participation, particularly in the European setting. Political
science, civic education and policy documents reference active citizenship as something that can
be learned to increase participation in community affairs (Crick Report 1998, Blunkett and Taylor
2010, Hoskins and Mascherini 2009, Mascherini 2010). However, in other settings, it is about the
ability to act in settings where civic activity may be more restrictive (Akar 2014, Abou-Habib
2011). Drawing on these various literatures | define active citizenship based on three dimensions
that most frequently emerge in the various conceptualizations of the term. The first dimension that
defines active citizenship in this study is civic action. Civic action is about increased participation
in activities that target the betterment of the community. It is about both the will and the ability to
engage more in civic acts. The second dimension is social cohesion. Social cohesion is about
developing a sense of solidarity and commitment to community as well as exposure to diversity.
And the third dimension that defines active citizenship is self-actualization, which is the
development of a sense of agency through self-development and empowerment. Civic action is
the most frequently referenced attribute of conceptualizations of active citizenship and comprises
the fundamental dimension in the definition used for this study. Achievement of civic action most
effectively contributes to the development of an ideal type of active citizenship. Social cohesion
and self-actualization are also critical components of active citizenship and their achievement

frequently supports the development of civic action. The extent to which these dimensions are
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fostered in a given CSO determines the extent to which the CSO achieves the development of
active citizenship practices. With no comprehensive definition of active citizenship in the
literature, this conceptualization is a significant contribution to active citizenship literature. Such
a conceptualization will enable further study of the concept in different contexts and create

potential for further comparative work on the topic.

Debates in citizenship literature have distinguished between types of citizenship in efforts
to define the role of the citizen. The traditional distinction between republican and liberal
citizenship sets the stage for whether individual rights and interests precede those of the state.
However, these categories are not clear cut and thus neither is the distinction between active
citizenship and dutiful or passive citizenship. This study enables us to distinguish between CSOs
and between dimensions of active citizenship. This plurality presents a more realistic picture
regarding both the role of CSOs in affecting citizenship as well as the plurality in citizenship

practices.

Much work has been channeled toward understanding the role of the individual, the role of
civil society and the role of civic education in contemporary society. However, what is missing is
a systematic study linking these three concepts. Another contribution of this study is a systematic
analysis of how civil society organizations relate to civic education and citizenship. Studies of
civic education have pointed to how practical experience can teach students how to be citizens
(Park 2007; Cleaver and Nelson 1998). Civic education via formal, in-class teaching methods is
increasingly seen as insufficient and studies of informal civic education have focused on
alternative spaces where civic education occurs (Keser et al. 2011, Ribiero et al. 2012). Voluntary
work and community service have been noted as popular activities to engage students as citizens.

Results of this study reveal processes that enable such positive outcomes.
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This study is particularly relevant to citizenship and CSO literatures in Turkey. It is set
within a case in which citizenship is defined and debated amongst two contradictory forces:
historical legacies that define it and contemporary debates on how to define and transform the
citizen in Turkey (Soner 2005, Ustel 2004, Yegen 2004). Debates continue over the legal definition
of citizenship as part of Turkey’s constitutional reform process. The duality of a
nationalist/ethnicity-based versus a universalist reading and practice of Turkish citizenship persists
(Keyman and Kanci 2011, Keyman 2005, Soner 2005, Yegen 2004). Then there is the duality
between the passive, compliant citizen and the active citizen. Turkey’s history reflects a passive
citizenry in which obligations has been emphasized over rights. On the other hand are the
increasingly active citizenship practices that have been on the rise over the past two decades, partly
through the strengthening of civil society organizations which have organized and provided a site
for the practice of citizenship in Turkey.

The generally established understanding of Turkish citizenship as more dutiful than active
is also challenged by major transformations occurring as a result of significant global and domestic
dynamics (Kadioglu 2005, Keyman and icdugyu 2005). A surge in CSOs and their variety provide
an ideal case to study whether they have an effect on changing citizenship norms in Turkey. This
study explores whether changes to internal social and political dynamics necessitate and make way
for an increasing role for the citizen and whether CSO participation contributes to this. This study
presents a better understanding of what it means to be a citizen in an environment that is seeking
democratic consolidation but is caught in between the opposing forces of barriers to space
available for the active citizen and space opening up gradually for increased participation. CSO
presence as an alternative site where this participation and as a result the practice of citizenship

can be practiced and learned and pursued is critical to environments such as Turkey. This critical
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moment will reveal whether Turkey can achieve an inclusive, universalist, and active citizenship.
It has been established that CSOs in Turkey have risen in number and are alternative spaces for
citizens’ participation but understanding whether and what types of CSOs promote particular types

of participation will link CSOs to changes in citizenship.

From a policy perspective, this study also establishes the potential for CSOs in Turkey to
foster particular citizenship practices. This is achieved on one level through the identification of
various skills, habits, and practices that participation develops, and on another level by revealing
the transformation of relations between the individual and the state. The development of skills
and practices of engaged citizenship implies a potential for the expression of divergent voices and
interests, and the development of politics that is more inclusive, attributes necessary for Turkey’s
democratic consolidation. Acquiring alternative perceptions to Turkey’s strong state legacy and
passive citizenship will contribute to Turkey’s democratization. It breaks an established hierarchy
and enables accountability and the ability to make claims, all relevant to citizenship in Turkey.
CSO participation, in fact, all types of civic acts are political. Understanding the implications of
how participation reorganizes state- citizenship relations, citizenship practices, or the development
of various social dynamics all work to transform the social and political dynamics through which
citizenship is practiced. Thus, findings on how participation in a CSO changes individuals and
their relation to the state is a critical contribution to understanding a way in which Turkey’s
democracy can become stronger. Also, findings that link the role of CSOs in civic education to
types of citizenship learned will encourage both the development of CSOs and their role in civic
education programs. Tracing the causal mechanisms at play will also help to identify CSOs that
more effectively contribute to the development of active citizenship, revealing the necessary

policies for such a transformation.
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This study contributes to both theoretical and empirical literature on active citizenship and
citizenship in Turkey. It provides empirical data on citizenship practices and learning processes
within CSOs. Despite extensive studies on citizenship and CSOs in Turkey, the study goes beyond
analyses of legal and theoretical studies of citizenship to emphasize citizenship practices in
Turkey. It focuses on the participant and how citizens themselves are defining and redefining
citizenship. It also provides an in depth analysis of volunteer/member experiences which goes
beyond analyses of aggregate trends. While the study is on Turkey, the framework established and
the causal mechanisms revealed will enable similar studies in other city and country settings,

enabling an opportunity for cross case comparisons.

IV.  Dissertation Roadmap
This section presents a brief introduction to each chapter, providing the roadmap to the dissertation.
Chapter 2 is an analytical review of the literature on active citizenship, civil society, and
citizenship. The chapter begins with a review of the theoretical, empirical and policy work in the
field of active citizenship. The review of the concept of active citizenship serves to develop an
analytical definition to be utilized in this study. Conceptualizations and definitions of active
citizenship emphasize the following three attributes: (1) civic action, (2) social cohesion, and (3)
self-actualization. Thus the potential for active citizenship in this study is evaluated based on these
three dimensions. Since civic action is a part of all conceptualizations of active citizenship it is
the fundamental dimension and carries the most weight in determining the development of active
citizenship. Active citizenship is essentially about greater engagement, and with a normative
attribute this becomes civic action. The normative attribute implies that engagement is civic, that

IS, engagement targeting the wellbeing of a community. The second dimension, social cohesion is
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about solidarity and community development, as well as exposure to differences. This dimension
also has a normative attribute which implies social cohesion as encompassing community and
exposure to diversity without resulting in exclusionary behavior. Extreme forms of solidarity risk
exclusion of others. And while exposure to diversity does not imply acceptance of diversity it also
does not imply acts against particular groups. The third dimension, self-actualization is about
citizens being able to realize their agency, that is express themselves, and make claims. The
normative attributes associated with self-actualization in this definition implies that self-
actualization also considers the wellbeing of others. The development of self and empowerment
do not work toward extreme individualism. So an active citizen, ideally, feels empowered
regarding what she is capable of doing, gives importance to her community, is aware of diversities
within it, and most importantly is willing and able to act for a community interest. Thus the first
objective that this chapter achieves is to review the literature on active citizenship and develop a
working definition to be utilized in the analysis.

Following the discussion on active citizenship and establishing its definition for the study,
the chapter continues with a critical analysis of literature on citizenship and civil society
organizations. This section of chapter 2 aims to situate active citizenship and the potential for
civic learning in the CSO within the general citizenship and CSO literatures. It also establishes
the major gaps in these literatures that this research contributes to. There is a vast literature rooted
in the seminal works of Putnam (1994) and Tocqueville (1835 (2003)) that argues that participation
in civil society organizations contributes to democratic and civic traits among their participants
and thus contributes to the development of a more democratic and civic society. This perspective
of CSOs has been contested by works that emphasize the necessity to consider the context in which

CSOs function (Altan-Olcay and Igduygu 2012, Encarnaciaon 2006) as this may have an inhibitive
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effect. A review of this debate on CSOs presents the necessity to differentiate between different

types of CSO, and consider the particular settings in which they are analyzed.

The literature on citizenship is analyzed in order to situate the concept active citizenship
within contemporary citizenship theories. A review of literature points to new conceptualizations
of the citizen and how the citizen is an actor in defining his citizenship (Rumelili, Keyman and
Isyar 2011, Isin and Nielson 2008, Isin 2002). This is an indication of the move away from
conceptualizations of citizenship as solely a legal status and within a nation state (Kadioglu 2007a,
Linklater 2007, Soysal 1998). The changing nature of citizenship necessitates further empirical
analysis of how the practice of citizenship works as a way of learning citizenship. An empirical
analysis of how active citizenship is or can be learned within CSOs will be indicative of the types
of citizenship learned.

Chapter 3 is an analysis of citizenship and civil society organizations in Turkey. This
chapter sets the stage and establishes the scope of the study. The fundamental objective of this
study is to analyze the potential for the development of a more active form of citizenship in a
country where citizenship had been theorized, conceptualized and practiced as passive. Chapter 3
initially provides a historic account of how citizenship has been practiced and perceived in Turkey,
which also works to describe the setting in which CSOs have functioned. The issues are analyzed
around two dynamics at work that shape citizenship and CSOs in Turkey. These dynamics are
structural legacies and processes of change. The structural legacies that persist in Turkey represent
dynamics that support the passive nature of citizenship and an inhibitive setting for CSOs. These
are dynamics such as Turkey’s strong state and patrimonial state tradition and its nationalist and
militarist approach to citizenship (Unsal 1998, Heper 1998). These attributes affect the definition

of citizenship today and debates surrounding how citizenship ought to be defined. The strong state
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tradition has also taken its toll on CSOs, where many lament over state interference (igduygu et
al. 2011). In particular, CSOs that have a critical stance against the state are inhibited, threatened
or prevented from carrying out their activities.

The processes of change, on the other hand, point to opportunities that have emerged for a
change to citizenship perceptions and practices as well as how CSOs function. These encompass
global and domestic factors that have emerged particularly since the 1990s in the form of social
movements, ideological clashes in Turkey as well as global dynamics such as globalization and
Turkey’s process of EU candidacy (Kadioglu 2005, Keyman and Icdugyu 2005). Toward the end
of the 1990s CSOs gained increased legitimacy and visibility following CSO initiatives triggered
by the 1999 earthquake that hit Turkey’s Marmara region. These processes have opened up space
for discussion regarding citizenship, both in terms of its definition as well as citizenship rights,
initiating a process of empowerment of the citizen in face of the state. In terms of CSOs, domestic
initiatives as well as the process of EU candidacy has strengthened CSOs in Turkey both through
financial assistance as well as increasing their legitimacy. Significant reforms have enabled more
CSOs to be founded and function relatively efficiently as of 2000.

More recent domestic developments, however, have led to a downturn in citizens’ ability
to engage in particular types of civic acts without significant risk. Events such as the Gezi protests
reflects both the potential for associational activity as well the state’s intolerance toward them.
Moving between democratization packages and peace processes, and their reversals through
stricter anti-terror legislation, Turkey continues to move two steps forward and two steps back.
Changes to anti-terror laws starting in 2006 and most recently implemented in 2014 expand crimes
that can be filed under terrorism. The number of journalists that have been charged with supporting

a terrorist organization is reported as one of the highest globally (Brookings 2013). 2014 changes
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to anti-terror laws expand state institutions’ (police and courts) ability to take stricter measures in
areas such as surveillance and seizure of assets, and measures such as allowing police searches or
police use of firearms without a court order (Human Rights Watch 2014). Such legislation has
made participating in associational activity, particularly protest activity, a significant risk,
especially for rights groups that have confrontational relations with the state.

In addition to a historical account, this chapter also analyzes the empirical literature on
citizenship and CSOs in Turkey. Empirical studies on CSOs are limited. Many studies provide
significant accounts of CSOs on issues such as CSOs in number, issue areas, strengths and
weaknesses, internal dynamics, effectiveness, capacity, relations with other institutions etc.
(Icduygu et al. 2011, Yegen et al. 2009, Bikmen and Meydanoglu 2006). While these are essential
to understanding CSO dynamics in Turkey, few studies cover participation and how CSO
participation shapes individuals to develop particular values and practices. At the same time
empirical studies on citizenship are also limited. Most of the studies on citizenship in Turkey focus
on legal, historical, theoretical discussion of citizenship, with studies on the practice of citizenship
emerging more recently. This study contributes to this significant gap by examining the practice
of citizenship and civic learning processes.

Chapter 4 presents the research design and methodology developed for this research. The
research design is based on a comparative case study and utilizes a purposive case selection
process. Similar to Gerring’s (2008) “diverse case study” design, cases are chosen to reflect a
range of combinations of the criteria selected. The comparative case study design is particularly
relevant to studies that aim to develop novel concepts, reveal processes, and for hypothesis and
theory building (Buroway 2009, Snow et al. 2008, Mahoney 2007). This research is a comparison

of six CSOs. CSOs were selected systematically to reflect divergence on attributes expected to
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result in variation in participation. CSOs were selected based on the following criteria: (1) CSOs
that employ a rights based versus an obligations based discourse; (2) structural differences between
volunteer based versus membership based CSOs; (3) Types of Activities utilized by CSOs to
implement objectives; and (4) Issue area. Initially, 18 CSOs were selected randomly, and through
a purposive selection process, based on the criteria established, they were narrowed down to the
six selected for this research. Below is a 1-2 sentence description of these six CSOs, all obtained
from their websites, and which are detailed further in chapter 4.

(1) Ka.Der (Association for Support of Women Candidates): Ka.Der aims for equal representation
for women in all areas of life, particularly equal representation in elected/appointed decision
making positions.

(2) TEGV (Educational Volunteers Foundation of Turkey): TEGV provides after school education
for children aged 7-16. It conducts activities using interactive teaching methods aimed to develop
self-confidence, ability to critically think, creativity, and non-discrimination.

(3) Habitat (Habitat Center for Development and Governance): Habitat aims to develop the
capacity of youth to support their participation in local and national decision making processes.
Other activities also target disadvantaged groups such as women, children and the disabled.

(4) IHD (Human Rights Association): IHD’s objective is to conduct work on human rights and
freedoms.

(5) TTB (Turkish Medical Association): TTB defends the rights of physicians in various platforms
and contributes to decisions taken in the area of medical education. TTB also acts as a watchdog
over physicians to ensure that vocational practices are being conducted legally and ethically, thus
ensuring patient rights.

(6) TOD (Turkish Hearths Association). TOD aims for the development of national culture and
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intellect, the strengthening of national unity and societal build/make-up, and the glorification of
Turkishness.

These six CSOs were selected since they show variation on the three criteria developed to
distinguish how participants are engaged. It was also important that for each criteria more than
one, ideally 2-3, CSOs could be compared for each indicator. The table below reflects this
distribution. The empirical chapters compare these CSO based on these attributes to identify how

each type of CSO contributes to the development of active citizenship practices.

Table 1: CSO Classification Based on Selection Criteria

TEGV Habitat Ka.Der TOD TTB (ITO) IHD
Volunteerism/
Membership v v M MV M M
Rights/ Obligations @) R/O R O R R
Activity 1 Educational | Educational | Educational | Educational Res_ear_ch/ Res_earc_h/
Publications | Publications
Activity 2 Social Lobbying Lobbying Social Protest Protest

Data was compiled through semi-structured in-depth interviews conducted with CSO
volunteers and members. A total of 44 interviews were conducted, transcribed and analyzed using
Atlas.ti, a qualitative data analysis program. Atlas.ti was utilized primarily to organize the data
derived from interviews. Interviews were coded based on the three dimensions of active
citizenship as well as the attributes that define the different types of CSOs compared. The

interview consists of 29 questions regarding three main areas aiming to identify how participants

are engaged in the CSO (see appendix 1). One set of questions aim to answer the question of
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whether and how CSO participation changes the participant. It does so directly by asking
participants to list any ways in which they feel they have changed, and indirectly though questions
that reveal different ways through which the participant is engaged. The second set of questions
focuses on structural attributes of the CSO as well as their employment of different discourses on
issues relevant to participation. Questions inquire about, for example, the types of activities
utilized, perceived effectiveness of the CSO, or how participants would identify the CSO around
concepts such as “rights” and “obligations.” The final set of questions ask participants to voice
their opinions on a range of concepts or issues such as citizenship, active citizenship and civil
society participation in Turkey. The questions aim to reveal participant perceptions a range of
issues significant to citizenship and civil society in Turkey.

Chapter 5 compares the CSOs based on their discourse regarding rights and obligations.
It is based on an analysis of CSO objectives and values as expressed in written materials and
interviews to determine whether and how the pursuit of rights or fulfillment of obligations affects
how the individual is engaged. This distinction is developed for this study as it is expected that
the employment of a rights versus obligations discourse will develop divergent values and
practices, in particular regarding the relationship between the citizen and the state. Similar
typologies distinguish between, for example, advocacy and service oriented CSOs (Yaziji and Doh
2009). Rights based CSOs, in their pursuit of rights, place the responsibility for change on the
state. Obligations based CSOs on the other hand, take it upon themselves to ameliorate or change
whatever issue drives their activities. Thus, for example, while IHD criticizes the state and
demands it to ensure and protect particular rights, TEGV, while it may identify gaps in the
education system, addresses them by providing after school activities for children.

Engagement associated with rights pursuit versus fulfillment of obligation or service is
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expected to change how the citizen views the state. This expectation became evident as a result of
analysis of both the written literature of CSOs as well as preliminary interviews. Yet, the relevance
of state-citizen relations is rooted in citizenship literature that defines citizenship based on citizen-
state relations. How this relationship is organized is what distinguishes various theories of
citizenship, such as republican versus liberal citizenship theories. Liberal citizenship theories
place a greater importance on the state guaranteeing rights of citizens, while civic republican
citizenship emphasizes the obligations of the citizen to community (Oldfield 1998, Oldfield 1990).

The analysis confirms that in particular the dynamics of rights claims can change one’s
perception of the state and thus perception and practice of self as a citizen. Rights pursuit is
frequently a challenge against status quo. It is evident both in written materials and the state’s
reactions to particular CSO activities that the struggle for change frequently creates a controversial
relation between the CSO and the state. Findings reveal that both rights and obligations based
CSOs achieve the development of active citizenship among their participants but through different
processes. Rights based CSO achieve active citizenship through the development of all three
dimensions of active citizenship and through processes such as knowledge dissemination, shifting
citizen-state relations, and convergence of diverse groups for a common cause. Obligations based
CSOs primarily achieve civic action and self-actualization mainly through processes that enable
the development of a sense of satisfaction, a sense of privilege in society, and increased
responsibility. There was little indication of the development of social cohesion in obligations
based CSOs.

Chapter 6 compares CSOs based on whether they are membership based or volunteer
based. This structural attribute of CSOs is expected to guide the extent and form of participation

within the CSO. This structural distinction is based on two features that vary in these CSOs. While
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the literature on CSOs rarely makes such a distinction, analysis of written materials of a range of
CSOs pointed to these two distinctions which are expected to affect participation. First,
membership based and volunteer based CSOs have different expectations regarding participation.
In general, volunteerism requires a commitment of time or the completion of a particular task
within a given time period. And in general, membership based CSOs do not require direct
involvement or a commitment of time from members. Expectations are generally limited to the
payment of membership dues. The second attribute on which they diverge is the extent to which
membership and volunteer based CSOs engage their participants in the CSO’s decision making
structures. Volunteer based CSOs tend to limit the involvement of volunteers in decision making,
whereas (well-functioning) membership based CSOs frequently have decision making structures
in place for members. The level and form of participation regulated by expectations is expected
to have an effect on developing particular skills through a consistent, long term learning
environment. Decision making, on the other hand, is an important element of democratic
citizenship and gaining practical experience in decision making has the potential to develop skills
such as expression of opinions, debate, and decision making itself, all of which can contribute to
the different dimensions of active citizenship. ldentifying whether, how, and through what
mechanisms these distinctions affect active citizenship is the underlying objective if chapter 6.
Chapter 7 compares the different types of activities that CSOs utilize to implement their
projects. Type of Activities has been utilized in the literature to distinguish between CSOs (Yegen
etal. 2009, Vakil 1997). The purpose of this distinction for this research is to identify how different
types of activities engage CSO participants. What values and skills does participation in a protest
activity develop versus participation at a conference, for example? And most importantly what is

it about these activities that foster particular practices? What are the processes that link activity to
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citizenship practices? While CSOs utilize a vast array of activities to implement their projects, for
each of the six CSOs under study the two most prominent activities were selected for analysis,
based on an exploration of their written materials and preliminary review of interviews. Types of
activities that were analyzed are educational, research and publications, protest, conferences, social
and lobbying activities. Analysis of each type of activity reveals divergent processes that
contribute to the development of (or lack of development) any of the three dimensions of active
citizenship.

Chapter 8 begins with an overview of findings. This is followed by a brief evaluation of
how each of the six CSOs fares in terms of achieving active citizenship practices among its
participants. It then presents the contribution of these findings to citizenship and CSO literatures.
This also includes a discussion of how the findings are relevant to citizenship and CSOs in Turkey.
Next is a section on the policy implications of the findings. The chapter is concluded with a
discussion of limitations to the study and future research propositions. Findings reveal first that
CSOs do in fact provide a learning environment for civic education. Findings also confirm that
different types of CSOs foster the development of different citizenship practices and thus have
divergent effects on the development of active citizenship. All types of CSOs studied contributed
to at least one dimension of active citizenship. The analysis of rights based versus obligations
based CSOs reveal that rights based CSOs are better at achieving the development of active
citizenship primarily through their ability to foster civic action and shift perceptions regarding
citizen-state relations. A comparison of volunteer and membership based CSOs reveals that
enabling decision making within the CSO, which is more prominently a feature of membership
based CSOs, fosters the development of self-actualization. And establishing regular expectations,

which is better achieved in volunteer based CSOs better achieves civic action through sustained
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participation. And finally, comparative analysis of types of activities demonstrate that protest and
educational activities are most successful at developing active citizenship among participants,
primarily through their ability to foster civic action.

Some of the processes through which active citizenship is achieved are knowledge
attainment, development of a sense of solidarity, development of a sense of responsibility,
developing self-confidence and realizing agency. This study aims to fill important gaps in the
literatures on citizenship and CSOs and is motivated by a desire to enhance a novel understanding
and practice of citizenship in Turkey. The findings of this study do not point to an immediate
transformation to citizenship in Turkey. It does, however, establish a potential for change to how

CSOs function in Turkey, which can in turn affect the development of active citizenship in Turkey.
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CHAPTER 2

ACTIVE CITIZENSHIP, CIVIL SOCIETY & CITIZENSHIP

I Introduction

This chapter outlines the relevant theoretical debates on civil society, citizenship and active
citizenship to establish the conceptual framework through which active citizenship is studied in
this research. The next chapter then sets the stage for this study with a discussion of civil society
and citizenship in Turkey. The concept active citizenship is studied in various literatures to address
concerns regarding either the decline of, or barriers to, democratic participation. Active citizenship
merges with the concepts civil society and citizenship, in this research, in an effort to understand
how the site of civil society organizations influence citizenship practices. Civil society
organizations have long been recognized as significant, if not necessary features of strong
democracies (Putnam 1994, Diamond and Morlino 2004, Diamond 1999, Dahl 1971). They have
also been attributed a role in the democratic transition of many countries (Burnell and Calvert
2004, Bernhard 1993, O’Donnell and Schmitter 1986). Citizenship literature has debated how to
organize political life and delineate the roles of the citizen and the state (Oldfield, 1998).
Demarcating and ensuring citizen rights has been the basis of a range of theories of citizenship.
These three concepts merge to understand how participation in civil society organizations enable
or shape the practice of citizenship and particularly whether they enable active citizenship
practices.

Active citizenship is juxtaposed to passive and/or dutiful forms of citizenship. Depending
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on the political and cultural context in which it is analyzed, active citizenship is either about
reversing a decline in participation or promoting opportunities for participation. Passive
citizenship refers to a lack of will or interest in participation in community activities. In such
contexts active citizenship is about encouraging citizens to take more responsibility and engage in
their communities. Dutiful citizenship, on the other hand, is a guided form of participation which
diminishes the citizen’s agency. Such forms of citizenship are prominent in contexts where a
strong state tradition inhibits agency, where citizen duties are defined around traditional forms of
participation such as voting, and in which cases, active citizenship is about enabling citizens to
participate. The role of the state is more visible, for example through interference in CSO activity,
limitations to community activities and in more extreme cases state controlled CSOs. For example,
associational activity in many communist regimes was common (Howard 2003), though few were
based on autonomous participation or self-determined values and interest. Such organizations had
the general aim of transferring and sustaining a particular ideology and/or controlling populations.
And, even today, despite significant transformations to post-communist societies, skepticism
remains regarding CSOs due to previous experiences with associations (Howard 2003). Similarly,
Wiktorowicz (2000) argues how civil society organizations in Jordan are so tightly controlled by
the state that it is more of a mechanism to control groups than to encourage pursuit of autonomous
objectives.

As will be detailed in chapter 3, scholars of Turkish citizenship have argued that citizenship
in Turkey, particularly in its early republican years and to a certain extent today, reflects duty
toward the state over rights (Kanci 2009, Ustel 2004, Yegen 2004). This type of citizenship, along
with limited CSO space, mutually reinforces the presence of dutiful citizenship in Turkey. This

dutiful attribute of citizenship hinders the development of participatory institutions. Cases where
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CSOs are either strictly controlled, or where they are limited such as in the Middle East, may
reinforce dutiful forms of citizenship (Butenschon et al. 2000). It is within this context, where
dutiful citizenship is prevalent, that the potential for active citizenship is evaluated.

What constitutes active citizenship varies in different contexts of state-society relations.
Defining the relationship between the individual and the state is a critical component of citizenship.
And, essentially, how involved the citizen is in defining this relationship, delineates the roles of
the state and the citizen. In today’s societies the citizen is far from Aristotle’s ideal of a citizen
who both makes the laws and obeys them (Ignatieff 1995, 55). Depending on the role attributed
to the citizen and the state, active citizenship may entail developing skills and values that enable
the individual to resist state pressure, more autonomously practice citizenship, and pursue interests.
In other environments, this relationship may necessitate an active citizenship that is about
encouraging citizens to take part in community affairs, where participation is possible but not
practiced. This latter case exemplifies experiences in European countries with welfare traditions
in which the state desires a citizenry more involved in community affairs, in order to diminish the
responsibility placed on the state (Blunkett and Taylor 2010, Crick Report 1998). Cases such as
Turkey, on the other hand, where the state is strong and frequently involved in community affairs,
participation is about reducing the role of state so that that participation can be realized. This
relationship between the state and the citizen defines various theories of citizenship. The necessity
for an active type of citizenship, which entails either the will or the ability to become more
engaged, emerges in various settings and is becoming increasingly relevant to understanding
citizenship today.

Below, initially, is an analytical review of the concept active citizenship. | reference the

definitions of active citizenship that emerges in various literatures to develop a definition for this
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research. The review of the literature develops a conceptual framework which defines active
citizenship around three dimensions. As will be evident below, there is no single definition for the
concept active citizenship. This chapter establishes a comprehensive definition of the concept
based on the different attributes that are referenced as constituting active citizenship in the various
literatures. This review is accompanied by an analytical review of the literature on citizenship and

civil society to establish the role and relevance of active citizenship in these fields.

1. Active Citizenship
The concept active citizenship emerges in a range of literatures including citizenship, civil society,
sociology, and education, primarily to address contemporary concerns regarding the decline of
citizen participation in democratic societies. A decline in citizen engagement has revived
discussions regarding the role of civic education as well as CSOs in enabling and encouraging
citizenship participation (Putnam 2000, Crick Report 1998). The discussion surrounding active
citizenship encompasses both an exploration of the waning of participation as well as how civic
participation skills can be learned (Crick and Lockyer 2010, Crick Report 1998, Park 2007,
Cleaver and Nelson 1998). Active citizenship is also a major policy area for several European
countries and emerges in significant policy papers in the UK and the EU (Bee and Pachi 2014,
Crick Report 1998, Blunkett and Taylor 2010). These documents aim to guide policy makers on
how citizens can become more involved in community affairs, mainly through the development of
a civic education program. For example, the UK, in a major policy change, integrated civic
education into the national education system in 2001 with the objective of encouraging active
citizenship (Crick Report 1998, Munn 2010). The Crick Report, which evaluates and guides this

initiative, is an important document that assesses active citizenship in the case of the UK. Active
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citizenship policy has also been utilized to as a policy tool to develop a European public sphere,
particularly in the context of the European Union’s efforts to promote democratic participation
(Bee and Guerrina 2014).

The context in which active citizenship is assessed has implications for how active
citizenship is defined and what it entails. Most of the empirical work conducted on active
citizenship is presented in the context of European countries. Studies evaluate active citizenship
levels as well as how active citizenship can be developed (Hoskins and Mascherini 2009,
Mascherini 2010). In countries where civic participation is on the decline, active citizenship is
about encouraging greater participation (Crick Report 1998). It implies an effort to engage citizens
in community and public affairs. This perspective on active citizenship applies mainly to countries
where, in the view of the state, the welfare tradition or an extreme liberal citizenship has hindered
the development of more republican and communitarian citizenship practices.

For example, in the UK, concerns regarding extreme individualism triggered a need to
develop a civic education curriculum that would teach individuals the importance of national and
community engagement. The objective was to encourage individuals to take greater responsibility
in their communities, and in doing so, relieve the state of some of its responsibilities. The
implementation of citizenship education as part of the national education curriculum, while long
integrated into the national education of countries like Turkey, is relatively novel in the UK (Crick
Report 1998, Birzea et al. 2004). Civics classes to teach youth about concepts and values of
democratic citizenship was initiated in 2002 with the objective to “develop political literacy,
community involvement and social and moral responsibility in young people” (Blunkett and Taylor
2010, Munn 2010). The Crick Report describes active citizenship as encouraging engagement

with the local community, local and national voluntary organizations, and active engagement in
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decisions concerning schools. It also encompasses the contribution of community members, such
as MPs, voluntary organizations and community agencies, such as police and faith groups, in the
citizenship learning processes (Crick Report 1998, 25). This definition emphasizes engagement
with community as well as opportunity to take part in decision making.

In other contexts, where participation is low because it is inhibited or controlled, active
citizenship is about enabling a more autonomous type of civic engagement. Empirical studies
conducted on other regions such as the Middle East define active citizenship as agency and as
access to and pursuit of rights (Abou-Habib 2011,Akar 2014 ). In this context, active citizenship
is about empowerment of citizens to claim rights and services. Abou-Habib, in a study of active
citizenship in Egypt, Lebanon and Palestine, defines active citizenship as “a means to expanding
human opportunity and achieving social justice and gender equality; it denotes equality between
citizens, and promotes collective action as a means of securing that equality” (Abou-Habib 2011,
442).

Whether or not it is coined active citizenship in the literature, scholarship on citizenship
points to a shift in citizenship norms from “duty based” to “engaged” citizenship (Dalton 2006),
emphasizing citizenship as an active form of engagement. “Citizen duty” refers to norms of social
order such as obeying the law, whereas “engaged citizenship” includes measures of solidarity and
participation, mainly activity in civil society groups and general political activity (Dalton 2006).
According to Dalton, younger generations are less likely to engage in the more traditional forms
of participation such as political party membership and voting. He states that “their participation
repertoire includes more direct and individualized forms of action. The cognitively mobilized,
engaged citizen is more active on referendums than elections, and direct action over campaign

work, and volunteering is preferred to party activity” (Dalton 2006, 10). The characteristics of
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engaged citizenship described here encompass direct forms of engagement, are individualized but
also place value on solidarity. The “duty based” citizenship referenced, on the other hand, is about
engagement in traditional mediums, such as political parties, and traditional forms such as voting,
both motivated by obligation toward “social order” as Dalton puts it. The emphasis on
participation is reiterated in an evaluation of active citizenship in the context of community
development. Clarke and Missingham (2009) define active citizenship primarily as “participation,
especially bottom-up participation in the domain of civil society (Clarke and Missingham 2009,
955). They observe that community development projects that have an impact have achieved high
levels of participation. In addition to participation, Clarke and Missingham define active
citizenship with the two features “rights based development” and “good governance” both features
pointing to organizing the relationship between the citizen and state to ensure rights of the
marginalized and accountability (Clarke and Missingham 2009, 996). Active citizenship as
defined here emphasizes both participation and active citizenship as pursuit of rights.

In another study, novel sites for youth engagement is explored. Bennett et al. (2009)
emphasize contemporary forms of media as a new forum for youth to learn and practice their
citizenship, enhancing the space for citizenship practice for those less inclined to participate
through traditional mediums such as voting (Bennett et al. 2009, 105). In analyzing this trend,
Bennett et al. distinguish between “dutiful citizenship” and “self-actualizing citizenship.” A “self-
actualizing citizen”, as defined by Bennett et al., “1) has a weak sense of duty to participate in
government, 2) focuses on lifestyle politics: political consumerism, volunteering, social activism,
3) mistrusts media and politicians, and 4) joins loose networks for social action” (Bennett et al.
2009, 107). This definition emphasizes self-expression, development of social networks and a

sense of autonomy from the state and other more formal institutions in defining a novel form of
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engagement for youth. Adecline in participation in traditional mediums of citizenship encourages
participation through alternative mediums.

Empirical studies conducted on active citizenship emphasize the importance of
participation and community to active citizenship. Hoskins and Mascherini develop a composite
indicator, the Active Citizenship Composite Indicator (ACCI) to assess active citizenship levels in
19 countries in Europe. The ACCI encompasses four dimensions, Protest and Social Change,
Community Life, Democratic Values, and Representative Democracy based on 61 indicators
derived from the 2002 European Social Survey (Hoskins and Mascherini 2009, 459). They define
active citizenship as “Participation in civil society, community and/or political life, characterized
by mutual respect and non-violence and in accordance with human rights and democracy”
(Hoskins and Mascherini 2009, 462). In a comparison of 19 European countries, regional variety
was observed in levels of active citizenship. While Nordic countries received the highest score for
active citizenship Eastern European countries and Greece were at the lower end of the indicator.
For Hoskins and Mascherini, active citizenship is about strengthening participatory and
representative democracy and giving the citizen a greater role in the process of governing (Hoskins
and Mascherini 2009). This definition encompasses participation intended to enable participants
to voice opinions as well as to develop a sense of belonging in a community (Hoskins and
Macherini 2009). Mascherini (2010) defines active citizenship in the context of Europe as a
“particular form of participation which should be promoted within Europe in order to ensure the
continuation of participatory and representative democracy, to enhance social cohesion and to
reduce the gap between citizens and governing institutions” (Mascherini 2010, 8). This definition,
in addition to participation and social cohesion emphasizes developing channels between citizens

and governing institutions to enable citizens’ voices. This is about organizing relatively more
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equal relations between the state and the individual. Thus, Mascherini and Hoskins emphasize
participation, the ability to voice opinions and social cohesion in their definition of active
citizenship.
Blunkett and Taylor in their analysis of active citizenship in the UK state that active
citizenship
embodies core values such as empowering men and women to be able to make decisions
for themselves. It is vital that individuals are able to contribute, even in small measure, to
their own well- being as well as their inclusion in broader society, both at neighbourhood
and at civic level. Active citizenship embodies the reciprocity and responsibility which

any civilised society requires for its survival. (Blunkett and Taylor 2010, 26)

This depiction of active citizenship emphasizes the development of a sense of responsibility toward
community, a critical objective of encouraging participation in the UK. It is about ensuring their
own well-being while contributing to the well-being of their communities (Blunkett and Taylor
2010, 28). In this perspective citizenship is about complementing the state as it “provides a
dynamic from the bottom up which complements action necessarily taken by government. Active
participation is a way of mobilizing, motivating and utilizing the talent of the populace” (Blunkett
and Taylor 2010, 28).

Debates surrounding democratic citizenship for today’s societies also frequently address
the multicultural nature of today’s societies and this feature is visible in discussions on active
citizenship (Bee and Pachi 2014, Hoskins and Crick 2010; Janmaat and Piattoeva 2007).
Achieving active citizenship also becomes about achieving the ability of diverse communities

within a nation state to live together and about engaging minority groups. In post conflict settings
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this social cohesion may be about reconciliation and in communities with sharp religious or ethnic
divides social cohesion is about the ability to live together. Janmaat and Piattoeva, in a comparison
of citizenship education in Russia and Ukraine, refer to the emphasis that the Council of Europe’s
policy on Education for Democratic Citizenship placed on multiculturalism to facilitate the
development of multiculturalism in transforming European populations. Efforts for democratic
citizenship encompasses the knowledge, skills and values needed in order to achieve understanding
of differences in cultures. This is particularly relevant as it points to an egalitarian and inclusive
approach to participation (Mayo and Annette 2010; Hoskins and Crick 2010). Understanding of
and exposure to difference becomes a tool to encouraging participation of more individuals
particularly marginalized groups.

In the context of the UK, Kiwan (2010), critical of the lack of issues regarding ethnic or
religious identities in the Crick Report, emphasizes the importance of identity in ensuring

participation. Citizenship cannot be analyzed separately from diverse identities.

... in order to be motivated to participate, one must be able to identify or relate one’s own
personal identity/ies with those reflected in the larger community. . . identity, including a
historically contextualized understanding of national identity is crucially important to
developing both the knowledge and skills for a participative and inclusive citizenship.

(Kiwan 2010, 105)

In 2007 citizenship education in the UK added “Identities and diversity: living together in the UK”
as one of the four major concepts of the citizenship education curriculum (Kiwan 2010, 106). The

objective in integrating this strand of citizenship is that an
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explicit focus on ethnic and religious identities in the context of a participatory conception
of citizenship will achieve a wider, more inclusive participation amongst those from a wide

range of different ethnic and religious backgrounds (Kiwan 2010, 106).

This reflects the relevance of social cohesion for participation. Encouraging exposure to or
acceptance of diversities is one aspect of achieving social cohesion to both encourage and enable
participation by citizens. The necessity to develop understanding toward difference and in doing
so enabling equality among difference is a theme in discussions on active citizenship.

Another feature that is emphasized in discussions around developing a more active
citizenry is equipping individuals with the skills and habits necessary to develop agency, that is,
the will and ability to act. While agency contributes to active citizenship, developing active
citizenship in return develops agency (Janmaat and Piattoeva 2007). Green, (2008) in a report on
development work conducted by Oxfam, states Oxfam’s definition of active citizenship as having
two dimensions. The first dimension complements conceptualizations that emphasize a more

inclusive form of participation.

By active citizenship we mean that combination of rights and obligations that link
individuals to the state ... active citizen use those rights to improve the quality of political
or civic life through involvement in the formal economy or formal politics, or through the
sort of collective action that historically has allowed poor and excluded groups to make

their voices heard. (Green 2008, 12)
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The second dimension in Green’s definition is about the effect of active citizenship on the

individual.

At an individual level, active citizenship means developing self-confidence and
overcoming the insidious way in which the condition of being relatively powerless can
become internalised. In relation to other people, it means developing the ability to negotiate
and influence decisions. And when empowered individuals work together, it means
involvement in collective action, be it at the neighbourhood level, or more broadly.
Ultimately, active citizenship means engaging with the political system to build an effective

state, and assuming some degree of responsibility for the public domain. (Green 2008, 19)

This definition encompasses the various dimensions of active citizenship that emerge in various
literatures. It makes reference to increased participation, social cohesion and the development of
agency by empowering the individual. Bennett et al.’s “self-actualizing citizen” and Dalton’s
“engaged citizen,” discussed above, also make reference to autonomous individuals, engaged more
directly, and able to self-express. Thus, achieving a better sense of self, developing skills that
generate greater agency and autonomy, and learning to express one’s self, all work toward
individual empowerment and are indicators of active citizenship.

What emerges from the literature above is a range of features that are part of the various
conceptualizations of active citizenship. In developing a comprehensive definition for my
analysis, | group these features under three dimensions: civic action, social cohesion and self-
actualization. What is also evident from the literature is that civic action emerges as the

fundamental feature of active citizenship. Active citizenship is ultimately the will and ability to
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participate in civic activities, that is, activities that target the benefit of the community. Civic
action emerges as the primary feature of active citizenship since all references to active
citizenship entail participation. The other two dimensions, social cohesion and self-
actualization, are secondary features of the conceptualization used for this study, since they
emerge in most, but not all, definitions of active citizenship. Social cohesion is about solidarity,
commitment to community, and exposure to diversity. Self-actualization is primarily about
development of agency, and increased self-awareness, self-confidence and self-expression. The
relevance of these two dimensions is undeniable, particularly when one considers their
interaction with civic action. Both social cohesion and self-actualization emerge as features that
can also contribute to the development of civic action. For example, attainment of self-
actualization skills and values facilitates autonomy, self-awareness, and the ability and
willingness to take action, thus enabling civic action. Also, their relevance reaches beyond this
trait, since the presence of social cohesion and self-actualization is also particularly important to
the Turkish case. As will be detailed below, a dutiful and nationalistic sense of citizenship, both
characteristic of citizenship in Turkey, requires transformation that can be achieved through the

development of practices such as social cohesion and self-actualization.

The dynamic relationship between the three dimensions is important since attributes such
as social cohesion and self-actualization, independent of particular normative features, can
trigger negative outcomes, inhibiting the achievement of active citizenship. Self-actualization
without the normative attribute of civic engagement, for example, could imply an extreme form
of liberal citizenship. Liberal citizenship’s emphasis on individual rights, in its extreme
conceptualizations, undermines the community. This kind of focus on the individual is in fact

what active citizenship aims to prevent in many contexts. The third dimension, social cohesion,
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which is about the development of solidarity and exposure to diversity, is also about access to
and equality in opportunities to participate. Social cohesion, without the normative attribute of
acceptance of difference, can also develop exclusionary outcomes. Thus, how self-actualization
and social cohesion interact with civic action will be indicative of whether and how active
citizenship is achieved. Following an analytical review of citizenship and CSO literatures below,

section VI details how each of these three dimensions are defined for the empirical analyses.

I11.  The Citizen and the State: From Citizenship to Active Citizenship

This section begins with a brief survey of citizenship literature which highlights that the medium,
forms, understandings and practices of citizenship have become much more complex and
multilayered, moving citizenship away from being solely a legal status within a delineated nation
state. The political culture, institutions and practices, including the extent of the presence of the
state in community and individuals’ affairs, is fundamental to how citizenship is achieved. How
the relationship between the state and individual is organized is a fundamental aspect of citizenship
as it defines the citizen’s and the state’s roles and delineates the forms and mediums for
participation. Whether civic action is encouraged and citizens are enabled to participate has to do
with this relationship. Thus, understanding state-citizen relations is critical to understanding the
necessity and potential for active citizenship in any given context. Notions of citizenship are
developed around dynamics of autonomy from state, activity despite state, or participation for
society along with state. This is particularly relevant for cases such as Turkey in which the state
IS @ major actor in shaping these roles. The ability for citizens in Turkey to distance themselves
from the state will be critical to their ability to develop active citizenship skills.

The significance of participation to a healthy citizenry and a strong democracy is a key
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concern for literature on citizenship. Participation is a central concern for political theorists that
emphasize the importance of civic participation for the wellbeing of societies (Aristotle 1993,
Machiavelli 1997 (1532), Arendt 1958, Dewey 2012(1927)). Participation and forms of
participation make up the foundation of republican citizenship theories of Aristotle as well as
contemporary political theories where citizenship is about governing and taking part in politics
(Aristotle 1993, Arendt 1958). Theories of citizenship attribute various rights and responsibilities
to citizens. Liberal citizenship places value on the individual, where the political community exists
to ensure that individual interests are most effectively attained (Locke 1690, Mill 1859).
Republican citizenship values community over individual and places a greater role on individuals
to act toward a common good (Aristotle 1993, Machiavelli 1997 (1532), Rousseau 1762, Arendt
1958). Communitarian citizenship also values community over individual, the focus being on a
cultural rather than civic community. In communitarian theories of citizenship (Delanty, 2002)
community comes before individual, but the wellbeing of the community is dependent on the
participation of its members. Participation itself, however, can take a variety of forms, and the
boundaries set regarding who is eligible to participate will have implications for the extent of
participation in any given polity. This is where modern theories of citizenship emerge to redefine
the conditions of citizenship and establish not only who is a citizen but what the practice of
citizenship entails. Thus the boundaries set, and the rights, responsibilities and priorities
established between state and individual are all determinate in the potential for active citizenship.

Contemporary definitions of citizenship most commonly refer to the rights and obligations
one has as a member of a state. Classifications of citizenship rights frequently reference T.H.
Marshall’s tripartite model of civil, political, and social citizenship introduced in his seminal 1950

essay (Marshall 1950). This definition, however, fails to account for recent formulations of
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citizenship that move citizenship beyond a legal status granted by the state. Novel theories of
citizenship posit different ways to be a citizen and multiple layers of citizenship such as
subnational, post-national, and international citizenship (Kadioglu 2007a, Linklater 2007, Sassen
2002, Soysal 1998). Isin and Nielson’s work which has articulated citizenship as practice, defines
citizenship as acts and practices to claim rights (Isin and Nielson 2008). And Kadioglu emphasizes
a shift from citizenship as membership in a nation state to citizenship as “a series of rights”
(Kadioglu 2008). Based on the understanding that citizenship is also a “lived experience”
citizenship encompasses the ability and space to practice, participate, act, and make claims,
moving its definition beyond the provision of rights and responsibilities.

Supranational and local challenges to the nation state as well as globalization provoke
ongoing debates on how membership in a community is defined and how membership translates
into the practice of citizenship. With global developments and post-national formulations,
citizenship debates have been expanded to include issues of post-national citizenship (Kadioglu
2007a, Soysal 1998), cosmopolitan citizenship (Linklater 2007), and multicultural citizenship
(Kymlicka 1996), among others. They have encouraged the evaluation of novel spaces and forms
for its expression (Lelandais 2013, Baban 2014), including, for example, enacting citizenship
through European institutions (Rumelili, Keyman and Isyar 2011), each establishing different
expectations regarding citizenship rights, obligations, and practices. Soysal (1997), for example,
asks how associational activities of Islamic groups support the practice of citizenship and
integration in Europe. Citizenship is conceptualized here as claims-making, an act that encourages

associational activity.

As well as defining certain rights and duties, citizenship denotes participatory practices and
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contestations in the public sphere. Through their collective associational and relational
activities (formal or informal) in the public sphere, individual citizens mobilize and
advance claims. In that sense, a shared public space, within which social actors interact and

mobilize, is essential for the exercise of citizenship. (Soysal 1997, 510)

Results from this study on active citizenship contributes to this web of theories that
question the practice of citizenship as well as sites in which it is realized. The practice of
citizenship is a relation between state and individual that is determined not only by the expectations
established by the polity but the experiences that lead individuals to realize different scripts for
themselves as they define themselves as citizens. While these theories show that individuals are
able to emerge as citizens through these different scripts, this study will reveal some of the
mechanisms that shape participants’ citizenship practices.

As detailed in the seminal work of AlImond and Verba (1963), it must be acknowledged that
the political culture within which citizenship practices are developed are critical to understanding
the relationship between the state and the individual. Both traditional relations as well as
contestations of citizenship occur within a given political and cultural setting. This determines
what the established notion of citizenship is, what the desired notion of citizenship may be and
what in fact is being practiced. The Turkish context is critical to understanding the relationship
between CSOs and the state, citizens and the state, participant perspectives on citizenship as well
as their practices. The Turkish context shapes how individuals are engaged in the CSO, impacting
the potential for transformation. Chapter 3 will detail these dynamics and set the stage for the

study.
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IV.  Active Citizenship in the CSO

Active citizenship, as established above, is about increased participation, increased agency and
when possible increased solidarity. There are a multitude of sites and methods through which
skills and values developing these attributes can be learned. One site that is expected to provide a
civic learning environment for its participants is the civil society organization®. Various forms of
participation such as political participation, participation in community life and civil society,
participation in the work place and participation in the home have been studied (Hoskins and
Mascherini 2009, 462). Studies on active citizenship have explored various sites including the
classroom, after school activities, and the work place (Keser et al. 2011, Munn 2010, Benn 2000).
Keser et al. find, for example, in a case study of a high school in Turkey, that participating in
extracurricular activities contributes to the development of active citizenship in six areas:
awareness of human rights and democracy, perceptions of active citizenship; social accountability;
intercultural awareness; thinking and research skills; and interaction and intrapersonal skills (Keser
etal. 2011, 822). Asurvey conducted with adult education participants on where certain attributes
of active citizenship are acquired finds that the workplace is the most effective site of learning
active citizenship skills and the school is less effective (Benn 2000). Such studies emphasize that
formal school curriculums are not effective and that learning citizenship requires the practice of
citizenship.

There are two significant gaps in the literature regarding the effect that participation has on

1 The term civil society organization is used to encompass a wide range of associational institutions, which
encompass other terms such as non-governmental organizations (NGOs), community groups, faith based
organizations, labor unions, professional associations and foundations (UNDP 2013). As the case of the Turkish
Medical Association studied here makes clear, the experience within the CSO is evaluated independent of whether
the CSO has a relationship with the government, which in other definitions may prevent its inclusion as a NGO.
Since the focus is on the experience of the participant, while the relation of the association with the state may
affect participation, it does not preclude it from being considered for analysis.
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the participant. First, there are limited empirical studies that establish the processes revealing how
participation in CSOs develop various citizenship skills. Putnam (1994) reveals significant
mechanisms such as the formation of social networks which increase trust and cooperation, which
in turn, contribute to participation and democracy. However, critical literature in the field, detailed
below, reveals that these social networks do not necessarily accompany democratic values.
Second, is the lack in distinguishing between CSOs to differentiate their potentially varied effect
on individuals. While some types of CSOs may encourage civic democratic participation others
may trigger “uncivil” acts, hindering or harming democratic politics. Therefore different qualities
of a CSO may enable particular practices through different mechanisms to determine how
participants are engaged. This study on active citizenship addresses these gaps, first by
distinguishing between different types of CSOs, and secondly by identifying the mechanisms that
link participation to various citizenship outcomes.
Much literature on civil society ascribes CSOs with the ability to develop civic

engagement skills and democratic values. Alexis De Tocqueville, in Democracy in America,
evaluates the strength of democracy in America in the mid nineteenth century and attributes a

great share of its strength to non-political, public associations.

the most democratic country on the world is that in which men have in our time perfected
the art of pursuing in concert the aim of the common desires and have applied this new

technique to the greatest number of objectives. (De Tocqueville 2003, 598)
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De Tocqueville argues no political power could play the role that citizens play via so many small
associations daily (De Tocqueville 2003, 598). In the Tocquevillean tradition, Putnam’s
development of the concept social capital reemphasizes the significance of civic engagement on
the formation of social networks which create higher levels of trust and cooperation, leading to
better functioning democracies (Putnam 1994). Foley and Edwards distinguish between two
types of civil society, one with the function of encouraging acts of civility among members and
the second as a space in which individuals can resist the state (Foley and Edwards 1996). CSOs
have also been cited as a space through which marginalized groups can voice themselves,
especially in dominant party systems with weak opposition parties (Carothers 2002). Democracy
literature evaluates how “good” a democracy is in part on the level and form of participation that
it enables its citizens (Diamond and Morlino 2004, 23). These attributes point to the potential for

CSOs to develop the various dimensions of active citizenship.

The literature relating associational activity to the development of democratic values and
citizenship skills is vast. Walzer argues that “the civility that makes democratic politics possible
can only be learned in the associational networks” of civil society (Walzer 1998, 305). Walzer’s
theory of “critical associationalism” asserts the necessity and thus possibility that civil society may
also change according to principles of citizenship (Walzer 1998, 306). This highlights the
reciprocal relation between citizenship and civil society. The types of CSOs and how they engage
their citizens will have consequences for the citizenship practices developed. According to
Kymlicka and Norman, what distinguishes civil society theorists is their belief that rather than the
market or political participation it is the voluntary associations where *“virtues of moral obligation”
are learnt (Kymlicka and Norman 1995, 294). Kymlicka and Norman highlight how associational

activity is critical to shaping citizenship. Participation in an association strengthens the incentive
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to act responsibly over any form of legal threat and that “one of the first obligations of citizenship
is to participate in civil society” (Kymlicka and Norman 1995, 295). These studies that highlight
the contribution of associational activity to the development of citizenship skills and values lay the
foundation for an exploration of how associational activity and what types of engagement develop
these attributes.

There is also, however, a vast literature that is critical of the positive role attributed to civil
society organizations. Research suggests that CSOs can just as easily lead to the development of
uncivil acts, hindering democratization (Berman 1997). Other studies dismiss their effect on
politics and democracy, emphasizing the relevance of other institutions such as political parties
(Langohr 2004). Further research cautions against generalizing the effects of CSOs independent
of the context, particularly the political structures and institutions, in which they function (Altan-
Olcay and I¢cduygu 2012, Encarnaciaon 2006). Altan-Olcay and Icduygu (2012), in a comparative
study of CSOs in Egypt, Lebanon, and Turkey, highlight that CSOs conduct their activities within
distinct political settings and that national and international dynamics shape the way in which
CSOs function. These settings determine, and frequently hinder, CSOs’ ability to realize the
expectation of creating a democratic and liberal transformation. Other works emphasize the CSO’s
role in reinforcing the status quo or its use as a tool by state agencies. A study on civil society in
Jordan exemplifies that in some settings state control on the CSO shapes its activities and in turn
CSOs legitimate these state institutions (Wiktorowicz 2000). Others take it further to emphasize
that the networks of associationalism can lead to the strengthening and mobilization of individuals
on illiberal, undemocratic issues. Sheri Berman presents the case of Weimar Germany as an
example of where civil society was strong but political institutions weak, enabling the

associationalism that led to the rise of Hitler (Berman 1997).
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Empirical studies also point to the decline in civil society activity in countries that
transitioned to democracy, also contrary to expectations regarding the flourishing of civic activity
as democracy spreads (Encarnacion 2006, Howard 2003). Howard’s work on post-communist
Europe presents how the legacy of communist regimes, mainly widespread obligatory
participation, triggered a reaction against participation in CSOs. In addition, disillusionment with
the post-communist regime and strong private friendship networks discouraged participation
(Howard 2003). This reinforces the argument that CSOs need to be evaluated within their political
context, and cultural and political legacies. The failure of CSOs to foster democratic values may
also result from undemocratic values and practices within the CSO and an inability to act in a
democratic setting, triggered once again by the context in which individuals associate (Armony
2004).

One of the main objectives of this research is to identify the impact that CSO participation
has on the participant. Several empirical studies have examined the effect of CSO participation
on the individual (Houtzager and Acharya 2011; Ribeiro et al. 2012). Participation in associations
has been found to empower individuals to take part in politics, thus increasing civic engagement
(Ribiero et al. 2012; Houtzager and Acharya 2011). Houtzager and Acharya (2011) state how
active citizenship results from the empowerment of the individual “to negotiate with state agents
for access to goods and services such as healthcare.” This points to the ability of CSOs to engage
their participants to voice and pursue their rights to goods and services and is indicative of the
potential for the development of self-actualization. Studies on active citizenship also reference the
CSO as developing active citizenship based on their ability to create an environment encouraging
participatory democracy (Hoskins and Mascherini 2009).

A study on NGO perceptions of civic education reveals that NGOs feel that while schools
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focus too much on providing knowledge on citizenship, they do little to enable its practice (Ribiero
etal. 2012, 41). Consequently NGO representatives feel that in order for individuals to participate
in the acts of citizenship they need to develop skills that empower them to take part and create
networks that enable them to act (Ribiero et al. 2012, 42). Other studies present limits to the ability
of CSOs to develop active citizenship skills. One study on active citizenship among women in
Egypt, Lebanon and Palestine finds that CSOs do not positively contribute to the development of
active citizenship among women (Abou-Habib 2011). In the cases presented, the political and
religious dynamics at play in fact create barriers to women becoming active citizens in these
settings since discriminatory mechanisms are in place against women. Women feel that
opportunities to engage are limited and they expect services from the state. Abou-Habib does,
however, point to the necessity for more research to identify enabling factors of active citizenship
to promote them in these communities.

The second gap in the literature on CSOs that this study aims to fill is the lack of
differentiation between types of CSOs in analyses of their effect on participants. CSOs have been
classified based on various characteristics including type of activity, their legal status, financial
capacity, and more recently more qualitative characteristics such as function and motivation
(icduygu et al. 2011, Carkoglu and Cenker 2011, Yegen et al. 2009). Studies have also focused on
the effect of CSOs on target groups and their own members and volunteers. These have been
conducted primarily through monitoring and evaluation studies and have presented important
findings regarding how certain skills, attitudes and knowledge have been attained by their
participants (example: TEGV 2009, 2010). However, these classifications do not include
distinctions based on how CSOs engage the participant. In failing to distinguish between types of

CSOs, studies frequently generalize outcomes and are unable to illustrate the processes that lead
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to these outcomes.

While studies on CSOs place importance on how the participant is affected, few studies
frame their analysis based on distinctions of CSOs in terms of how they engage their participant.
This is in part what prevents the exposure of processes of how particular skills are acquired. While
a wide range of distinctions may have an effect on how the participant is engaged, an analysis
based on classifications that affect how particular practices are acquired will more directly reveal
these processes. Based on this gap, this research develops novel classifications that are expected
to demonstrate how different CSOs may foster the development of different citizenship practices.
The classifications are based on both structural and discursive attributes.

The first feature that distinguishes between CSOs is whether they are right based or
obligations based in their discourse. Rights versus obligations based discourse is expected to affect
how the participant perceives the state and the relationship they develop with the state. This
relation with the state is fundamental to the citizenship practices that emerge. This is particularly
relevant to the Turkish case where the state has a significant role in defining state-citizen relations.
The second difference developed is a structural attribute which distinguishes between CSOs that
are membership based versus those that are volunteer based. These structural differences are based
on a divergence in 1) the expectations that the CSO has from participants regarding participation
and 2) the decision making structures in place for participants. The extent and form of participation
as well as whether and how participants are engaged in decision making is expected to take effect
on the skills and values the participant develops. These features address issues relevant
particularly to Turkey since low CSO participation emerges as a concern in many studies. At the
same time skills and practices that engage the citizen in decision making are limited in the dutiful

conceptualization of citizenship in Turkey, making this attribute relevant to the potential for
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transformation to citizenship in Turkey. Finally, the third distinction is a classification that is
present in the literature, types of activities. This distinction aims to identify how the types of
activities utilized by CSOs may engage their participants in different ways, affecting the
development of divergent citizenship practices. The details of these three classifications are
detailed in chapter 4, in the discussion of case selection, as well as the empirical chapters. By
differentiating between CSOs based on attributes expected to affect participation, this study
contributes to CSO literature both through novel classifications of CSOs that focuses on the
participant, as well as an understanding of the processes that link CSO participation to acquiring

different citizenship practices.

V. Learning Active Citizenship

Literature on citizenship has expanded to stress the pragmatic dimensions of civic education. John
Dewey believed that education created the regeneration of democracy and democratic action. He
studied alternative, progressive forms of education and promoted schooling that encourages free
personalities, judgment over knowledge and the ability to understand and sympathize with others
(Dewey 1916). The literature on ‘lifetime learning’ and ‘learning by doing’ reiterates the
importance of practice in education. Learning to be a citizen occurs by being a citizen, so “how
people practice their citizenship shapes what they learn: There is a hidden curriculum in society at
large, as well as in the school” (Brookes and Holford 2009, 97). Learning citizenship is also
dependent on the culture, institutions and practices through which citizenship is practiced. Thus
learning to be an active citizen requires practicing citizenship that encourages participation, agency
and solidarity and other features such as those that Dewey highlights as encouraging democracy.

Our effort to study the civil society organization as a site in which citizenship skills can be
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learned is also motivated by the literature that emphasizes ‘learning by doing’ and the importance
of moving civic education out of the classroom (Park 2007; Cleaver and Nelson 1998). Several
studies have addressed the issue of how civil society organizations may play a role in providing
civic education. This may include increased experiential learning at school, taking part in after
school extracurricular activities, or involvement in community activities (Keser et al. 2011;
Cleaver and Nelson 1998). Ribiero et al. (2012) study how NGOs contribute to citizenship
education by developing materials for schools but are also “‘contexts for citizenship education,
throughout their everyday activity’ (Ribiero et al. 2012, 34). Farouk and Husin (2011) find that
civic education by an NGO aiming to promote social responsibility is found to be successful in
developing civic respect (Farouk and Husin 2011, 7). Park (2007) conducts a comparative study
of NGOs in the UK and South Korea to identify how they reinforce formal civic education
programs through their various activities. Park finds that CSOs play an important role in
connecting formal and less formal civic education programs (Park 2007). Thus the link between
concepts and values learned through civics classes at school and learning through experience is
established (Park 2007; Cleaver and Nelson 1998).

Much scholarship on active citizenship posits that skills related to the practice of citizenship
can be acquired (Benn 2000) which makes active citizenship particularly relevant to civic
education as a form of learning. Active citizenship thus encompasses both the content learned and
how it is learned. Civic education in the context of active citizenship emphasizes learning that
occurs through the practice of active citizenship. Active citizenship is a complementary form of
learning to formal, in-school civics education (Brooks and Holfold 2009). It goes beyond learning
of concepts presented in traditional civic education classes and requires learning of knowledge,

skills and particular habits, making it a way of living (Naval, Print and Veldhius 2002). Through
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novel and active forms of learning, active citizenship is seen as both a result of and as fostering
lifelong education (Hoskins and Crick 2010).

Learning outcomes are a culmination of formal, informal and non-formal learning methods.
Hoskins et al. (2008) study the effect of formal education on active citizenship and find that formal
education, particularly tertiary education has a positive effect on active citizenship. In another
example, Keser et al.’s study, mentioned above, reveals the positive effect of extracurricular
activities on developing active citizenship in Turkey (Keser et al. 2011). Munn’s study on civic
education in the UK, based on limited data, since civics classes has only recently been

implemented, finds the following methods have a positive effect

...one aspect of education for citizenship, active participation in decision making, can make
pupils feel more highly valued by their teachers and peers, can increase a sense of
belonging, and can have a positive impact on motivation and achievement. (Munn 2010,

96)

Settings in which a deliberative democratic approach, which asserts more direct
engagement, can be practiced are expected to take effect in enabling skills of direct engagement
(Mayo and Annette 2010). This is why CSO participation becomes relevant as a method of
learning through practice. The practice of active citizenship itself becomes a learning process as
‘learning by doing’ methods are highlighted as the most effective way to achieving active
citizenship (Mayo and Annette 2010). There is an emphasis on pragmatic and affective learning
in addition to the more traditional cognitive learning. The focus has been on complementing

formal civic education in the classroom with such techniques.
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Formal and informal civic education is constituted by the institutions, culture and norms
through which it evolves. So not only is civic education constitutive of the type of citizenship that
emerges, along with other traditions and cultures, but is also, in turn, shaped by them (Dimitrov
and Boyadjieva 2009, 154). Dimitrov and Boyadjieva argue for the development of institutional
premises that enable ‘active citizenship’ (Dimitrov and Boyadijieva 2009, 154). Similarly,
Delanty, in his analysis of learning processes and their relation to citizenship, points to the
governmentalization of citizenship: “there has been a certain discursive coding of citizenship as a
cognitive competence. In this discourse, citizenship is constructed by codes, categories and modes
of classification that reflect a governmental strategy into which the individual as citizen is inserted”
(Delanty 2003, 599). In his distinction between cultural citizenship and disciplinary citizenship
he emphasizes that the tradition of disciplinary citizenship which has been a tool for this
governmentalization needs to make way for cultural citizenship which has a process of learning
that is more developmental. He defines learning as “cognitive processes that allow information to
be combined in different ways to provide a subject—individual, a group, a society—to have a
capacity for action” (Delanty 2003, 601). The critical point here is the agency attributed to the
individual in his/her learning process which transforms the cognitive process of learning into

action. Delanty identifies cultural citizenship as a learning process which

shifts the focus of citizenship away from the fact of membership of a polity onto common
experiences, cognitive processes, forms of cultural translation and discourses of
empowerment. . . It is a learning process in that it is articulated in perceptions of the self
as an active agency and a social actor shaped by relations with others. In this view,

citizenship concerns identity and action; it entails both personal and cognitive dimensions
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that extend beyond the personal to the wider cultural level of society. It is possible to
relate this understanding of citizenship to ‘life-long learning’, as citizenship is an on-

going process that is conducted in communicative links (Delanty 2003,602).

As citizenship becomes increasingly multilayered, and moves away from being defined in
relation to the state, civic education too encompasses the various sites in which citizenship is

learned.

VI.  Active Citizenship Indicators
The literature above led to the formulation of a definition for active citizenship to be utilized in
this study. This definition is comprised of the three dimensions civic action, social cohesion and
self-actualization. This section briefly describes how these three dimensions are identified in the
empirical analyses. The civic action dimension is the fundamental dimension in this
conceptualization of active citizenship since it is a part of all discussions on active citizenship.
Civic action encompasses features that point to increased and inclusive participation in activities
that benefit or aim to benefit a particular community. Moro defines civic action as “a form of
citizenship practice consisting in mainly collective initiatives aimed at implementing rights,
taking care of common goods or empowering citizens” (Moro 2010, 145). These activities
include, among others, protests, lobbying/campaigning, volunteering in community activities,
and participation in civil society organizations. In defining civic engagement Son and Lin
(2008) refer to the definition used by Pew Charitable Trust which they assert encompasses the

diversity of definitions provided:
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individual and collective actions designed to identify and address issues of public
concern. Civic engagement can take many forms, from individual volunteerism to
organizational involvement to electoral participation. It can include efforts to directly
address an issue, work with others in a community to solve a problem or interact with
institutions of representative democracy. (Pew Charitable Trust cited in Son and Lin

2008, 331)

In studies on active citizenship aimed at increasing civic engagement in Europe, civic acts
entail values of democracy and human rights (Hoskins and Mascherini 2009, 462). This normative
qualification, also a part of the definition of civic action in this study, implies that active citizenship
is not about any type of action but action which enhances democratic and community based values.
Civic acts that result in exclusionary, discriminatory objectives, for example, are not considered
civic acts in this study. The normative feature ascribed to the definition of civic acts ensures that
the objective encompasses a concern for the larger community, excluding the pursuit of strictly
individual interests. This should not be mistaken for being against the pursuit of individual rights
and liberalism in general. On the contrary, the ability of the individual to exercise agency and self-
expression are a part of the self-actualization dimension. Civic acts include both more political
acts that aim to influence public policy such as engaging in lobbying or protest activities as well
as more community service oriented acts that aim to support communities. Participation can be
proactive and oppositional (to state) or it can be service oriented and in support of status quo and
government (Onyx et al. 2011). It can be motivated by the pursuit of rights by the individual or it
can express the state’s desire for greater citizen responsibility. Indication of how the individual in

a CSO relates or positions oneself in relation to state will thus also be indicative of the civic action
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occurring.

Civic action is not just about increasing participation but also about increasing the spectrum
of who is able to participate, particularly targeting marginalized and/or disadvantaged groups.
Participation is about equality. While access to rights may exist, this does not ensure that all
individuals have equal resources to participate (Diamond and Morlino 2004, 24). Thus a trait of
civic action is whether participation in the CSO enables the participation of diverse and/or
disadvantaged groups. This is also an indicator of social cohesion. CSOs that expose diversity
and enable participation of divers groups contribute both to social cohesion and civic action. Thus,
achieving a learning environment for the development of civic action is about ensuring sustained
participation in a range of activities that aim for community development and developing
opportunities for diverse groups to participate in these activities.

Achievement of social cohesion, the second dimension of active citizenship, encompasses
acquiring a sense of belonging to a community and/or a greater understanding of or exposure to
diversity. Faced with increased diversity in the ethnic and religious composition of many societies,
social cohesion addresses issues of reconciling societal clashes. As such, various governments
have been compelled to develop policies to deal with such conflicts. Such policies have been
integrated into citizenship education programs aimed to foster commitment to a common
community. Efforts to reconcile diversity also entails equal access to participation in a democratic
context, by diverse, marginalized, and disadvantaged groups (Ribeiro et al. 2012; Mayo and
Annette 2010; Ross 2007). Thus, indicators of social cohesion are first, the development of
citizenship practices that bring together diverse groups, and work toward the inclusion of
marginalized groups, and second, the development of a sense of belonging to a particular

community.
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Communitarian citizenship theories value community over individual. The focus is on a
cultural rather than civic community. Community in this study does not refer necessarily to a
geographic area but any social group. It may be the community comprising the target group of the
CSO such as women, youth or nationalists. It may be a diverse group of individuals who share the
common grievance of rights violations or a group of volunteers providing training to children.
Community can also refer to the national or local community. The Council of Europe defines

social cohesion as

a concept that includes values and principles which aim to ensure that all citizens, without
discrimination and on an equal footing, have access to fundamental social and economic
rights. Social cohesion is a flagship concept which constantly reminds us of the need to be
collectively attentive to, and aware of, any kind of discrimination, inequality, marginality

or exclusion (Council of Europe 2001 cited in Jenson 2010).

Several caveats need to be acknowledged here since social cohesion is a concept that is used in
various contexts to encompass a range of different definitions. First, social cohesion does not
imply that social trust is necessarily achieved nor does exposure to diversity necessarily imply
acceptance or tolerance of this diversity. Social cohesion, in the context of active citizenship,
occurs through awareness of differences and even of not fully integrated, ability to coexist within
a democratic frame (Jenson 2010). The sense of community achieved toward the CSO or larger
community may or may not include the development of a sense of social trust, which social
cohesion is frequently related with. Also it should be acknowledged that social cohesion as

solidarity may risk exclusion of other groups. Encouragement of solidarity between individuals
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that come together around a particular cause or ideology may risk developing exclusionary acts
toward other groups. Thus the normative attribute of an inclusive cohesion is important.

The third dimension of active citizenship includes qualities which are parallel to the
concept used by Bennett (2009): self-actualization. This dimension refers to individual level
changes to identity, values, skills and habits which affect the individual’s agency (Bennett, Wells
and Rank 2009; Janmaat and Piattoeva 2007). Self-actualization refers to developing skills, values
and habits that enable the individual to voice ideas, pursue preferences, take part in decision
making, and exercise agency. Self-actualizing actions are based less on a sense of duty toward
formal politics and institutions, and more on issues related to the expression of the self, one’s
identity, agency and activism. Agency is achieved through particular skills and values that
empower the individual. This includes the development of characteristics such as self-confidence
which make the individual eager and able to act.

One caveat to consider here is that an extreme focus on individualism contradicts the
normative expectation of civic engagement. Thus self-actualization, in the context of active
citizenship, is about empowerment and agency of individual with the motivation of civic
engagement. Fowler (2010) defines civic agency as a “predisposition toward, and a capability for,
leading life together with others and being concerned for the whole” (Fowler 2010, 151). While
agency is defined one way as “the decision process and capability to pursue individual or collective
action” what makes it civic is the degree to which others are considered in the outcome (Fowler
2010, 152). The element of civility establishes a normative conceptualization of agency in defining

self-actualization.
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VIl. Interaction between Active Citizenship Dimensions

This section addresses the interaction between the three dimensions of active citizenship and how
achieving different combinations of these dimensions affect the development of active citizenship
in general. The three dimensions of active citizenship frequently interact and effect the
development of one another. Many definitions of active citizenship include all three or at least
more than one dimension as the dimensions are frequently related and/or dependent on one
another. For example the development of social cohesion and self-actualization practices can both
contribute to the development of civic action. Self-actualization can generate or strengthen civic
action since self-actualization is about enabling the individual to develop skills or habits that lead
them to act. The development of skills that enable agency may be the defining feature that enables
civic action, particularly in settings where agency and civic action are restricted. Similarly, social
cohesion, both in the sense of acceptance of diversity and development of a sense of community,
is a characteristic that can facilitate action, since it is partly about enabling marginalized groups to
act.

At the same time since a difference in weight is ascribed to the dimensions, they have
divergent effects on the development of active citizenship in general. The development of active
citizenship is thus dependent on particular combinations of the three dimensions. As has been
established, civic action is ascribed the most weight in its ability to foster active citizenship since
active citizenship is, in the least, the ability to and the will to increasingly take part in civic acts.
The process of learning active citizenship, in its ideal form, would include the development of
skills and values that reflect all three dimensions. The development of civic action (as normatively
defined here) is a necessary feature of active citizenship but not sufficient as social cohesion and/

or self-actualization are also necessary to achieve it. However, developing only self-actualization
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or social cohesion are insufficient to claim that active citizenship has been achieved without the
development of civic action. If a CSO is unable to foster civic action then it is found to have
limited effect on active citizenship. A CSO that only fosters social cohesion and/or self-
actualization, which are also significant citizenship practices, are not sufficient to identify the
outcome as active citizenship. While achieving skills and values such as agency or sense of
community are important to citizenship, they are insufficient to claim the development of active
citizenship.

The analysis of active citizenship is thus based on tracing participants’ experiences to
identify which of these dimensions are at play in the various CSOs. The extent to which these
dimensions are achieved through participant experiences will determine the form and intensity of
active citizenship development. Analysis may reveal that CSO participation particularly enhances
one dimension of active citizenship over another. Or different types of CSOs may develop
different dimensions of active citizenship. There is no set expectation that all three dimensions of
active citizenship must be equally influential in creating the active citizen, however the presence

of all three dimensions can be considered an ideal type of active citizenship.

VIIl. Conclusion
The literature above presents the transformation to studies on citizenship and civil society
organizations, parallel to dynamics regarding citizen participation. The emergence of the concept
*active citizenship,” with no single definition, has been conceptualized as a way to encourage or
enable participation in various contexts. This chapter has analytically reviewed conceptualizations
of active citizenship to provide a comprehensive definition that will be utilized in this study of

CSO participation. The development of active citizenship has the potential to redefine the
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relationship between the individual and the state. And the above analysis has set the stage for an
analysis of whether and how civil society participation in Turkey can achieve this. The table below

is a summary of the features of each of the three dimensions of active citizenship developed for

this study.

Table 2. Active Citizenship Dimensions

CIVICACTION

SOCIAL COHESION

SELFACTUALIZATION

- Participation in CSOs,
community activities,
political participation

- Civic acts (protest,
campaigning)

- Inclusive participation

- Sense of belonging

- Sense of community

- Solidarity

- Diversity (exposure &
understanding)

- Equality

- Agency

- Empowerment, Self-
confidence

- Expression of interests
- Decision making

- Identity formation

Cultivating the different dimensions of active citizenship will have varying effects on the
development of active citizenship in general. Achieving all three dimensions presents the ideal
process to the practice of active citizenship among CSO participants. The empirical analyses will
establish how different CSOs develop these practices. The Venn diagram below reflects the
different combinations that can be achieved between the three dimensions. What is evident from
the diagram is that there are different skills and values that can potentially be developed in a CSO.
The development of civic action is the necessary dimension to active citizenship. Social cohesion
and self-actualization work toward the development of a more comprehensive and ideal form of
active citizenship and frequently also strengthen the development of civic action. Achievement of
all three dimensions of active citizenship represents the ideal form of active citizenship. Achieving

civic action and social cohesion or civic action and self-actualization also indicate the achievement
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of active citizenship but with normative gaps. Achieving solely social cohesion and/or self-
actualization are insufficient to fostering the development of active citizenship.  Thus, the
processes that lead to the learning of these various skills and values will be indicative of the extent

and form of active citizenship achieved in the three different types of CSOs examined.

Figure 1. Interaction between Dimensions of Active Citizenship

Active

Citizenship
(AC) ideal

Social Cohesion
Insufficient
for AC

This conceptualization of active citizenship featuring three dimensions, particular normative
attributes, and relevant hierarchies between dimensions presents a novel and comprehensive
definition for active citizenship. This definition develops the potential for comparative work on
active citizenship in different contexts. The following chapter is an analysis of the literature on

citizenship and civil society in Turkey to establish the context in which the CSOs are evaluated. A
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discussion of how citizenship has been promoted, perceived, and practiced historically, as well as
the features that shape citizenship today, will set the stage for the environment in which CSO

participation occurs.
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CHAPTER 3
STRUCTURAL LEGACIES AND PROCESSES OF CHANGE:

CITIZENSHIPAND CIVILSOCIETY IN TURKEY

l. Introduction
This chapter presents the dynamics that shape citizenship and civil society organizations in Turkey.
Following the analysis of the literature on active citizenship, citizenship and CSOs in chapter 2,
this chapter is a focus on how citizenship and CSOs in Turkey is situated in the larger picture. It
is an analysis of why the study of active citizenship is relevant for Turkey and what factors affect
the potential for change toward active citizenship. It discusses the legal, social, political and global
structures that determine how citizens practice their citizenship and how CSOs function in Turkey.
In doing so the chapter sets the stage for the analysis of how CSO participation affects citizenship
practices in Turkey. The discussion is conducted around two dimensions that describe the
dynamics that shape citizenship and CSOs in Turkey: structural legacies and processes of change.
These two dimensions aim to represent a duality in Turkey between dynamics that reinforce
Turkey’s passive/dutiful citizenship tradition and dynamics that reflect a change, or potential for
change toward a more active understanding of citizenship in Turkey. This analysis of the
theoretical and empirical literature establishes the gaps in the literature which this study addresses.
The following section, Section 1l addresses why Turkey is relevant for a study of active citizenship.
Section 11 is the main review of literature which looks initially at the structural legacies, then

processes of change that have shaped citizenship, followed by a parallel analysis of CSOs in
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Turkey. It highlights the major approaches to studies in these two areas and traces citizenship and
CSOs from historical to contemporary conceptualizations. This is followed, in section 1V, by a
discussion of the relevance of active citizenship dimensions for the Turkish context. Section V
concludes the chapter with a summary of the context in which active citizenship is researched and

reiterates the relevance of this research to these two literatures.

. Why Turkey?
Several factors make Turkey an important site for a study of active citizenship. As will be detailed
below, Turkey has a history of strong state influence which has generated a more passive
citizenship, with an emphasis on citizenship duties overs rights (Unsal 1998). Parallel to this,
contemporary research on civil society organizations shows that state influence continues to inhibit
their functioning and effectiveness (Karaman and Aras 2000, Bikmen and Meydanoglu 2006).
Legislative hurdles continue to limit the foundation of, participation in, and level of activity of
CSOs. Tense relationships develops between the state and those CSOs that are critical of the state,
resulting in their becoming a target of state pressure. As will be evident in the analysis below,
these are mainly organizations such as rights based CSOs that are critical of the state/government
for rights violations or its inability to prevent them. At the same time, more recently, this tension
is multiplied by CSO and citizen activity that is critical of the government’s authoritarian
tendencies and increased societal polarization. At the same time, within the context of this strong
state tradition reforms have been implemented to boost CSO activity and provide them with
increased legitimacy. CSOs have burgeoned over the past 2 decades. This implies a quick rise in
number of organizations and number of participants (Igduygu et al. 2011). This provides an

opportunity to study the CSO as a site in which citizenship can be learned and practiced.
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Turkey continues to struggle with its process of democratic consolidation. A history of
periodic military coups, a centralized strong state, and patrimonial politics necessitated and
generated a dutiful citizenry. Today many of these characteristics persist, yet greater awareness of
their presence and the necessity and potential for alternative spaces of participation challenge
Turkey’s traditional politics. This study identifies the types of CSOs that contribute to this process
of democratic consolidation and what types of citizenship practices are emerging from them. The
structural factors that define the transition and potential for transition which Turkey is going
through directly concerns the role attributed to its citizens. One factor which is elaborated on
below is the effect that the European Union has had on Turkey. Accession negotiations have
created a more liberal environment in which issues that have been controversial have surfaced.
Issues such as rights of minorities, demands of Turkey’s Kurdish population, and rights to organize
have achieved space for discussion and development. In addition, the European Union’s particular
concern with the development of civil society organizations in Turkey has strengthened their
presence in number and in effectiveness. The EU has made an effort to work with CSOs which
has enabled them to increasingly pressure the state and/or act as a watchdog. With less EU support
today, however, the responsibility remains for many CSOs to maintain these roles. This study is
thus relevant for Turkey as the role of the CSO becomes increasingly important as EU involvement
and support decreases. And as CSOs continue to pursue their objectives, the role of the participant,
and their skills and values become increasingly important.

The changing nature of politics since AKP’s entry into politics, as the single party in rule,
has also affected the role of the citizen in Turkey. The active citizen is also necessitated by a
seemingly stagnant political activism in Turkey. With AKP governing, as a single party, since

2002, some have argued that Turkey has entered a dominant single party period and that the AKP
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has no real and strong opposition (Keyman 2009). With weak opposition parties, there is less of a
political channel to voice and represent grievances. This places a greater role on alternative
institutions and active citizens to play a role in shaping political and social outcomes.

Citizenship education has been important to the national education curriculum since the
founding of the Republic. Parallel to citizenship conceptualizations in Turkey, citizenship
education also teaches a dutiful, passive, nationalist, and obligations-based type of citizenship in
Turkey (Cayir 2009, Cayir and Giirkaynak 2008, Ustel 2004). Contemporary studies on civic
education point to the necessity of novel approaches to teaching and learning citizenship,
particularly through methods of active learning and learning by doing, such as participating in
extracurricular activities or community projects. In light of this approach, the role of CSOs in
creating a space for the learning of citizenship becomes critical as a way to teaching civic education
in Turkey. This study provides critical empirical data on what types of CSOs achieve this. This
will have implications for a potential transformation to how civic education is executed in Turkey.

Thus an increase in concerns regarding individual liberties, the lack of a strong external
watchdog such as the EU, a dominant party period in Turkish politics, and new approaches to
learning citizenship, all point to the increasing significance of studying the citizen in Turkey and
the potential for CSOs to act as a site for civic education and the learning of active citizenship. It
should be noted that the dynamics at play are specific to the case of Turkey. One caveat is that
given that cultural and institutional features vary in other country settings, this will limit the
generalizability of this research. However, findings will be significant to similar cases on two
levels. First, cases which have similar dynamics in terms of citizenship practices, that is a dutiful
citizenship tradition, and similar state —citizens relations will also benefit from an understanding

of how and what kinds of CSOs can potentially transform citizenship. On a second level, the
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revelation of the processes that link CSO participation to citizenship practice outcomes can be
evaluated in similar settings for more generalizable claims. These processes will reveal important
information regarding how particular features of a CSO can shape citizenship, making findings

more generalizable to settings in which there are CSOs with similar features.

I11.  Structural Legacies versus Processes of Change
In this section, citizenship and civil society organizations are analyzed around two forces that
shape them: structural legacies and processes of change. Structural legacies are those features,
rooted in Turkey’s Ottoman 