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ABSTRACT

This study aims to draw a theoretical discussion on the
features of the Turkish feminist groups and their contributions

to the development of civil society in post-1980 Turkey.

It has been reached to the conclusion that Turkish
feminist groups have created a new set of politics in Turkey
through the success of changing many women’s and men’s
thinking. Through the focus on conciseness raising, on non-
oppressive relations between wman and woman, on creating a
counter-culture and alternative institutions, Turkish feminist

groups have represented a new politics in Turkey.

Turkish feminist groups have incorporated into particular
as well as universal discourses. With respect to their particu-
lar discourses feminist groups serve for the aims of the Turk-
ish state. However, With respect to the common discourses which
they share with their Western counterparts they constitute a
substantial element of civil society in Turkey. These dis-
courses are particular to their own interest as well as differ-
entiate feminist women from the "man-like" generation of the

women who once served for the aims of the Republican Turkey.



OZET
Bu ¢alismanin amaci 1980 sonrasi Tiirkiye'de ortaya ¢ikan
feminist hareketin Tiirk sivil toplum gelisimine katkisi ilizerine
teorik bir tartisma agmaktir. Tiirk feminist gruplarinin ve
sbylemlerinin ayirdedici o6zellikleri ve bunlarin Tiirk siyasi

hayatindaki yeri caligmanin Oziini olusturmaktadir.

Tiirk feministleri, kadin ve erkedin diigiince modiillerini
dedistirmek suretiyle yeni bir politikaya onciilik etmekte-
dirler. Biling yukseltme, kadin erkek arasindaki esitsizligi
giderme ve alternatif kiiltiir ve kurumlar geligtirme yoOniindeki

soylemleri bu politikaya hizmet etmektedir.

Tiurk feministleri hem yerel hem de evrensel soylemler
geligtirmektedirler. Yerel soylemleri baglaminda
dederlendirildiginde Tiirk feminist gruplari, Tirk devletinin
Cagdas medeniyetler diizeyine ulagma yoniindeki amacina hizmet
etmektedirler. Fakat Bati feminizmi 1le paylagtiklari soylemleri
ile sivil toplum geligimine biiyiik bir katkia sadlamaktadirlar.
Bu so6ylemler Tirk tarihinde 1lk defa sadece kadinlara ait
olmakla beraber feminist kadainlari bir zamanlar Cumhuriyet
ideolojisinin oOnciilidini yapan "erkeksi-kadinlar" dan da ayir-

maktadar.
vl
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This study aims to draw a theoretical discussion on the
contribution of the feminist movement to the development of the
civil society in Turkey. Political discourses of the Turkish
feminist groups, which emerged after 1980, are taken as the
substantial focus from the vantage point of the theoretical
discussions on civil society. What is sc particular to the
Turkish feminist groups and discourses and their precise
implications in the Turkish political context of the 1980s is
the essential quest of this study. It is assumed that the
feminist political discourses can successfully be analyzed
only when they are held up together with the analysis of the
paramount characteristics of the political context, against
which feminists are setting up their attack fronts. Therefore,
the development of the feminist movement from the post-1980
will Dbe analyzed together with a thorough analysis of Turkish
politics within the framework of a historical perspective in
the following chapters. For now, in this introductory chapter

the research problem and the research methods will be briefly

illuminated.



1.1. RESEARCH PROBLEM

Starting from 1980 onwards we have begun to hear feminist
voices in Turkey. The feminist way of thinking has gained a
substantial ground in Turkish evervday life through informal
meetings, various demonstrations, and through discussions 1in
the daily newspapers and the weekly, bimonthly and monthly
reviews and magazines. This new issue, in Turkish politics, has
awaken interest not only among the educated intellectuals but

also among the young girls, students and ordinary citizens.

Feminism, in Turkey, has created changes so influential
that they cannot be reversed. It has had a broad and profound
impact on the Turkish society and in the way people think.
Moreover, young women have, 1in the last decades, been
influenced by feminist writings to support themselves, to
enhance their self-respect and to raise the consciousness of
their existence. Moreover, being feminist or thinking in the
feminist mode, nowadays, yields a substantial amount of respect
for many women especlally for women academicians in
universities. The impact of feminism on the Turkish cultural
and intellectual life has been extraordinary. Feminist issues
are dealt with in books, in wagazines, in movies and in such
type of similar activities. Tcday, these issues are not only
being dealt with by those who <c¢laim themselves to be

feminists, but also by those who are not feminists.



This is not the first time that Turkish women have become
involved in politics. They were first involved in politics
during the second half of the nineteenth and the early years of
the twentieth centuries on the basis of a strong challenge to
their traditional status. Moreover, they took an active role in
the struggle for national independence during the years
following the First World War when parts of the country had
been occupied by foreign armies. Women then participated in a
series of activities outside their traditional roles: they
organized public meetings, addressed the masses and fought
actively in the war. Indeed, beginning from the second half of
the nineteenth century until 1935 (the date of the abolishment
of the Union of the Turkish Women) women constituted the main
alternative discourse to the existing authority on the basis of
their 1indigenous problems. Once they gained the right to vote
women gradually began to devote all of their energy to the
Kemalist reforms until 1980. But beginning from 1980 onwards
women aqain pecame engaged in politiacs promoting the issues
and voices supporting their own interest and the values and
rights that are particular only to women in the post-1980
period. Women’s involvement in politics during the Republican
period was 1identical with their self-sacrificing to the
collective goals of the country. It is an interesting point
that in those countries that intend to change in the direction
of the Western institutions, women constitute the main subject
and even the dynamics of social change. It was the case also in
Turkey in the beginning years of the Republican period that

women experienced the excitement of being the pioneers of



1
modernization.

During the earlier years of the Turkish Republic the
essential contribution expected from women was their having as
many children as they could to compensate for the enormous loss
of man during the war. When women then devoted their full
energy to the development of the country it was the state that
tried to approve the legal arrangements in order to enhance
women’s status. Therefcre, the government prepared the most
radical reforms ever attempted in any Muslim society. The Civil
Code adopted in 1926, which was translated from the Swiss Civil
Code replaced Islamic law and aimed to give women an equal
status with men. The previous legal status of women was
actually defined by Islamic law, which was supplemented by the
law of the Sultan. This law assumed that women were naturally
dependent on men thereby meaning that since they were not men’s
equal they needed the protection of men. This law was radically
removed and women gained a new status by means of the state’s

2
hand.

Following the adoption of the Civil Code the government
enfranchised women for local elections in 1930 and in 1934
women were given equal political rights with men for national
elections. This right, in fact, brocught to an end the women’s
movement which was developed mainly con the basis of the demands
for rights concerning their particular status and put women in

an obligatory position under Kemalist principles. The state’s



interference in woman issue in Turkey continued at least until
the 1980s. This interference prevented the emergence of a
feminist movement developing outside the corridor of the state
and also promotion of women’s special rights and 1issues.
Women’s participation in politics between 1934-1980, therefore,
was hardly more than that of "devoted participation" meaning
that women devoted their actions to the collective goals, which

in no way are related to their special conditions.

The years following the 1980s have brought a change for
women from their previous position and have forced women to
stand on their own feet. Women, therefore, have begun to push
for an "interest oriented participation" in politics. Feminist
theories in different versions have gradually been incorporated
into the Turkish political context. On the one hand, these
theories have created substantial grounds for discussion about
women’s problems, and on the other hand have motivated women to
create political issues and practices pertaining to their own
conditions. Feminist groups thereby have been able to grasp the
political initiative on behalf of their. requirements thus
asserting certain interests particular to them and they have
established a significant presence in national policy making.
It is clear that not only in Turkey, but also in almost all of
the countries in the world, feminism has developed along with
various aspects and versions. Feminism is not a unique theory
but the collaboration of different theories and practices. It

is only the political aspect of the feminist movement that



interests us in this study. How the feminist political
discourses produced in the Turkish context can contribute to
the development of civil society in the post-1980 is the

essential question of this study.

The main point underlying the basic assumption of my
thesis 1is that in all varieties of feminist versions (either
being egalitarian, radical, socialist or postmodernist) there
are certain set of discourses and values, each creating a
contribution to the development of the intermediate components
of the civil society. Since feminism is not limited to a
territory it creates discourses on the basis of two levels: the
universal and the 1local levels. The universal creation of
discourses are common to feminists in almost all societies.
Issues such as the gender differentiation of sexes; the
subordination of women; the men’s domination of women in the
various spheres (economical, social, educational and cultural);
and the historical construction of the patriarchy are examples
of this. Whereas, on the local level each feminist version
deals with particular problems such as the problems generating
from sex discrimination under particular cultural impacts, ie.,
the husband as the head of the family, legal provisions against

women, wife battering, and so forth.

I will not view «civil society in the sense that it was
viewed by the political thinkers of the eighteenth and the
nineteenth centuries, such as Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau, Hegel

and Marx. The definition of civil society was formulated by the



hands of almost all on the basis of the separation of the
public realm from the private sphere.3 However, through this
study civil society will be understood as an alternative
milieu to the state.4 The elements of a civil society,
according to that perspective, create and develop challenges
through the alternative discourses emphasizing their own
interests. This definition of the civil society, 1indeed, 1is
more realistic in analyzing a country like Turkey, in which one
always observes a substantial difference on the basis of the
norms and values placed between the state and society.
Therefore, feminism becomes meaningful when it is undertaken as
an element of the civil society in Turkey more so than the

Western societies, which experience a relatively greater

affinity between the state and society.

Since the 1970s the feminist theorists, in general, have
been examining the familiar texts of political theory. Their
readings and interpretations have implications not only for
understanding the political theorists, but also of such central
political categories as citizenship, equality, freedcm,
justice, the public, the private, democracy and the 1like. 1In
collaboration with all of these studies, the task rfor feminists
comes to developing a democratic theory that secures equality
among the sexes as well as develops the democratic 1issues
particular to women. These democratic issues clearly constitute
the elements of a «civil society. These feminist 1issues
contribute to the develcpment of the civil society in three

interrelated and substantial aspects.



First of all, feminism constitutes an element of «civil
society as a social movement. It is obvious that each social
movement proclaims an ideology, that is, a doctrine or a set of
beliefs, which explains the need for change in the society’s
institutions. Through ideology, a social movement encourages
its members to develop a group consciousness and prepares
themselves to mentally challenge the state authority. A set of
predominant values, beliefs, rituals and institutional
procedures comes to existence through the actions of a social
movement and these operate systematically for the benefit of
certain groups. Thus, a social movement, feminism 1in our
analysis, expands its participation and increases its impact on
policy. Through different discourses developed by feminists, an
alternative cultural pattern comes into existence and it stands

5
as not being more than an element of civil society.

Secondly, feminism develops a version of civil society on
the basis of political discourses, which it raises through
arguments on the public-private distinction. The feminist
slogan, '"the personal is political" denies a <social division
between the public and private spheres with different kinds of
institutions, activities and human attributes. Mainly, two
principles follow from this slogan: no social institutions or
practices should be excluded from public discussion and
expression and no person’s action or aspects of a person’s life
should be forced into privacy. The public life is supposed to

allow freedom for sex, ethnicity, age and so on, and all of



this should enter into the public life and allow for its
discussions on identical terms. In wmodern political theory
there 1is a sharp distinction between the public realm of the
state and the private realm of needs and desires. Indeed, the
public realm of the state in modern political theory attains
its generality by the exclusion of particularity and privacy.
Moreover, it establishes its assertions on objectivity common
to all. This understanding of the public in modern political
theory 1is fundamentally reversed by feminist groups. Feminism
has claimed to develop and foster a distinctive women’s
culture, which requires attention in the public to special
needs. Feminism, briefly, attempts to create a public viewpoint
based on difference and particularity and thus constitutes a
distinctive element in the public realm which was taken by the
eighteenth century political thinkers as the total identity of
civil society. Not public but publics are salient to feminism.
The plurality of the public means, in that sense, that a
collaboration of alternatives can exist together, not as a
process eroded by the state, but as a milieu which accommodates
a harbor of alternatives to the state.6

Finally, one can see a contribution to the development of
civil society in the feminists’ right seeking attempts. Modern
democracy holds, as the basic principle, that the rules and
policies of the state ought to be blind to race, gender and
other differences and treat all citizens equally in the same
way. But the feminists argue that with the achievement of

equal rights for all groups, the group inequalities never end.



The rights and rules that are universally formulated and thus

are blind to race, culture, gender, age or disability
perpetuate rather than undermine oppression. Therefore, some
feminists insist on special rights which generate from their

special conditions. These special conditions of women in the
workplace, pregnancy, birthing, unpaid household labor are all
considered by feminists as "special" rights. Having a claim on

different rights, indeed, brings and opens up another front in
7

civil society.

It 1s a matter of question how feminism can be placed
within the civil societal elements in Turkish politics, which
has a distinct history of its political culture. The history of
the Turkish political culture has a substantial experience of a
strong state tradition. The center of power centered around the
norms and values perpetuated by statesmen. When analyzing the
Ottoman and the Republican Turkish politics therefore it is not
so difficult to find the subsequent contribution of power under
the domination of the state sphere. During the Ottoman Empire
the central power holder was only the Sultan, all of the other
elements, either the religious institutions or the guild
system, or even the millet system were controiled by his power.
The political culture functioned to maintain that structure,
its characteristics being non-individualistic, and being
divided 1into two different cultures: the central and the
peripheral ones. The peripheral culture could never be able to

develop and grasp a power as an alternative to the central
8
culture in the state sphere.

10



However, the center of power holding shifted into the
state elite with the beginning of the Tanzimat (Reform) period
(1839-1876). The students educated in the West constituted a
new phase of the state as soon as they returned to Turkey.
These intellectual elites later led the Republican revolution
in Turkey and guided the nation toward the goals formulated by
their hands. This picture was maintained at least until the
1950s, when the Democratic Party, the true representative of
social groups, came into power. Indeed, during the Ottoman
Empire there was a "particularistic" politics which delivered
the specificity of each group on the basis of their own
identity and culture. Through the millet system each minority
could hold its own particular legal status as well as set up
its own educational institutions. The Ottoman sultanate, 1in
such a structure, allowed the participants especially the women
participants of different minorities to have their own ethnic
dress. Although there was an official language each minority
had the right to be educated in his/her own language. But one
of the essential breaks of the Republican Turkey from the
Ottoman-Empire politics was that the 1latter promoted the
"universality" of citizenship in the sense that it took
everyone to be involved and to participate in the public 1life
and in the democratic process on the basis of equal treatment.
The full inclusion and participation of all in the law and in
the public life was impeded however by the formulation of laws

and rules in universal terms, that is, they are applied to

11



9
all citizens in the same way. This, in fact, resulted 1in a

process by which some social groups came to be smothered;
neither women nor any other social group was able to grasp
power differently. That gap was not closed even during the
multi-party period which emerged after 1950. Although a slight
move was experienced on the part of some social groups, in the
period after the 1950s, the true political conflict was

gradually channeled into a "party centered" political system.

But in the years after 1980, Turkish politics promised a
new chapter 1in , state-society relations. The traditional
vertical relations between the state and society have been,
slightly, <changed to a more horizontal relations not only
between the state and society but also among different groups:
feminists, environmentalists, homosexuals, 1leftist groups,
religious groups, the groups approving issues of human rights
and the 1like. Particularly the feminist case is very
interesting in the sense that it dissociates itself radically
from the norms formulated by the state elites. Turkey has
devoted itself, at 1least from Tanzimat Period onwards, to
reaching the level of "contemporary civilization", a project
for which the greatest political energy of Turkish politicians
has been spent. But the most outstanding bases of the
contemporary civilization such as "reason", "science", "power",
"development", "progress" and "universalism" are suspected and
sometimes strongly criticized by feminists. Especially the
postmodern feminists who aroused a great suspicious to these

institutions since they thought that these institutions created

12



a historical process in which women have come to be dominated

by men in every respect.

It is interesting to place emphasis on Turkish feminism to
see what kind of discourcses it produces and what place these
discourses occupy in Turkish politics. The paramount question
is whether or not Turkish feminism has any particular issues
which are different from the ones developed by other feminist
groups elsewhere and whether the issues of the Turkish feminist
groups constitute a contribution to the development of civil

society in Turkey. Therefore, the 1980s 1is thoroughly

analyzed in this. study.

1.2. METHODOLOGY

1.2.1. The Selection of the Research Topic

In this study the role of women in the Turkish political
system 1is examined from the vantage point of the arguments on
the civil society which emphasizes the essential roles of
interest groups or social movements as components of a civil
society. It is our belief that the emerging groups, in Turkish
politics after the 1980s, under the banner of the feminist
movement, provide a unique example of political mobilization,
social group development and political discourse rising.
Therefore, the examination of the Turkish feminism, as a
particular case, 1is important in the sense that it can only be

seen together by examinating the civil society.

13



Feminist discourses are more radical than the others pro-
duced 1in Turkey after the 1980s. In arguing that all women,
potentially at least, are vulnerable to choices and conditions
regarding them, the feminists take women’s direct interests as
their discursive starting point. A women’s choice, therefore,
has to be final and decisive and cannot not be 1legally
interfered with by medical, institutional or political veto.
The argument of women’s choice constitutes an essential element

of the democratic ideal of liberty.

Moreover, the feminist movement produces and emphasizes
its discourses not by means of attempting to take a place
within the political system nor by means of attempting to hold
power itself, rather by standing outside the system and
challenging the essential bases of the system. When compared
with other movements, i.e., the religious, the leftist or the
ethnic groups, in Turkey we see that it is only the feminist
movement that sets wup, on the basis of civil societal
discourses, a fundamental alternative to the state authority.
The religious groups, which are thought as another element of
civil society, indeed, have not been successful in separating
themselves from the idea which is based on a strong will to
attain and hold power. Taking a part in the state, in general,
is the essential ideal of the religious groups in Turkey. The
environmentalist, 1leftist or ethnic groups, which predominated
the 1980s Turkish politics, are not so far away from the

ideals shared by the religious groups. They also produce
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discourses by holding power within the state sphere. For in-
stance, they respond to democracy with another definition of
democracy. They both have the ideals put forward by the state
as displayed in ‘"reaching to the 1level of contemporary
civilizations". Even some environmentalist groups are on the
fringe of an auxiliary unit of the state.10 Furthermore, the
economic groups in Turkey who place emphasis on special rights,
i.e., only those rights which they illuminate, do not
constitute <challenges to the political system and culture.
Rather the economic groups in Turkey have always been a
component of the state enterprise working within the direction
of the official ideals. Therefore, it iz only *the feminist
movement that takes up challenge from the outside and even
against the state and produces issues which challenge the

dominant principles underlined in the state sphere.

One can also see the distinctive characteristics of the
feminist movement in terms of its being the provocative of a
particular interest group. While almost all the other groups
produce more general and total issues, the feminists produce
issues pertaining only to their own conditions. Whereas all of
the religious, economic, leftist, ethnic and even the
environmentalist groups are proclaiming then total issues to

produce whole scale projects for the rest of the country.

One last point underlying the distinctive feature of the
feminist movement from the others is that of having multidimen-
sional 1issues. It poses critical points of views to both the

existing political system and dominant sccial institutions and
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emphasizes special rights in different aspects.The Feminist
groups’ 1insistence on postmodern issues is important in that
respect. A set of substantial challenges and strong critiques
to the dominant institutions of "Enlightenment" are developed
through the discourses of these groups. "Science", the notion
of "self", of "progress" and the notion of "universalism" all
have come under a strong attack. Indeed, from the eighteenth
century onwards these notions have constructed the main ideals
for almost all the states in the world. The Turkish state too
has indicated from then on a vigorous effort on these goals.
Beside these critiques, feminists desire some rights which
are seen under the guise of free choice for women on issues
related to their body, sexual freedom, abortion, special rights
particular to women, etc. In short, all these characteristics

of the feminist movement make it important for this study.

Through this study mainly four interrelated questions are

analyzed:

(1) How feminist discourses constitute elements of a civil

society in general.

(2) What was so particular to civil society and women in

Turkish politics before 1980.

(3) What is so particular to the discourses undertaken by

Turkish feminist groups in the post-1980.

(4) What are the general impacts and implications of the

feminist groups on Turkish politics.

All these questions are viewed within the framework of a
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historical perspective. In drawing a historical perspective the
previous developments must be conducted in relation to both
the Turkish civil society and Turkish women before 1980. By

doing this +the developments in the post-1980 period are

understood better.

1.2.2. Data Collection

The range of studies stressing woman issue in Turkey can
be divided mainly into two: the non-feminists and the femi-
nists. Indeed, there have been a great number of non-feminist
wonen’s studies beginning 1in the Republican period and
continuing through the post-1980 period. These have been
committed to protecting their present legal and social rights,
the main basis of which was underlined by the Kemalist reforms.
Also these non-feminist women have had a variety of
organizations with certain revenues, membership, meeting places

and even receiving official state funds. A variety of

associations can be counted as non-feminist, such as "the
Association of the Turkish Mothers'", "the Foundation For
Elevating the Turkish Woman", "the Association of University
Women", etc. Moreover, one can also say that some of the

religious women’s groups are non-feminist. After the 1980s a
wide range of their activities has been witnessed 1i.e.,
demanding political and social rights to attend the
universities with their traditional dress. However, in this
study only those women who proclaim themselves as being

feminists are included.

It is too difficult to gather all the feminist groups
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under one banner because we have different version of
feminism in Turkey. Some feminists articulate for woman’s
rights as individual and woman’s opportunities in the work-
force. Others insist on the radical implications of a woman’s
experience in society as a whole while arguing that women have
a different way of thinking than men and would order the world
more humanely than men. Still, others point out and criticize
the various kinds of universal institutions such as science,
power and history as the basis of patriarchal power, which has
given opportunity for men to gain domination over women. A
study projected on feminist groups, should necessarily include
all branches of that movement in the study. Therefore, the data

collected then has been drawn from different versions of the

feminist movement in Turkey.

The data through this study has been collected mainly from
publications. political actions, associations and interviews.
The publications which include feminist writings either in the
form of a book or an article, and specific feminist magazines
constitute the essential sources of my data. The feminist
discourses of the post-1980 period have been analyzed on the
basis of the writings of three magazines in particular:

Kadinca, Feminist and Sosyalist Feminist Kaktus. All the series

of the monthly Kadinca in the period between 1978 (the date
of its initial publication) up to 1992 constitutes the specific
data for analyzing the discourses of the Turkish 1liberal
feminists. Moreover, the writings in irregularly published

magazines Feminist and Sosyalist Feminist Kaktus (both

18



published between 1987-1990) constitute the bases of the data
for analyzing the discourses of radical and socialist
feminists. 1In addition to these magazines all collections of
the monthly magazines committed to feminist issues like Kim and

Cagdas Kadin have been thoroughly analyzed to reach a true

analysis of feminist discourses. Moreover, I have placed
emphasis on demonstrations and campaigns enacted by feminist
groups. The issues proclaimed and the slogans raised throughout
these campaigns are designed to capture the kind of discourses
feminist groups produce in Turkey. Finally, the institutions
which have come 1into existence under the heavy impact of
feminist groups 1is of concern in order to analyze the

feminists’ specific implications in Turkish politics.

The information that has been extracted from these
resources is mainly related to issues which seem to be an
ingredient of the civil society, such as discussions on women’s
rights in the public-private distinctions and critiques to the
modern dominant institutions. How these issues have contributed
to the development of civil society are analyzed, in detail, in
the following chapter. The question, relevant here, is to what
degree Turkish feminist groups produce specific arguments on
these issues and what are their implications on Turkish

politics.

1.2.3. The Design of the Study

This study includes four further chapters, each dealing
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with different but interrelated questions pertaining to the
study. The following chapter draws a theoretical discussion on
the civil society, feminism, and the feminist contributions
to the development of a civil =ociety. In the third chapter the
condition of the Turkish civil society and of women beginning
from the Ottoman period until the 1980s is high-ligated within
its historical perspective. Four main stages are enumerated
here: the '"sultan centered" politics, the '"state elite
centered" politics, the "political party centered" politics and
relatively the recent "social group centered" politics. The
changing status of women and women’s struggle for the adoption
of new rights, parallel with the Ottoman-Turkish modernization,
is analyzed in detail in that chapter. In the fourth chapter
the development of the Turkish feminism is considered with a
brief analysis of the civil society in the post-1980. In that
chapter the emergence of feminism in the post-1980 period, the
feminist discourses, actions, and implications on Turkish
politics are thoroughly analyzed. Finally, the fifth chapter
draws a theoretical discussion on the specificity of the

Turkish feminism and its distinctive politics. in Turkey.
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CHAPTER II
CIVIL SOCIETY AND FEMINISM

This chapter aims to analyze how the arguments on the
civil society <came into being during the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries through the theoretical framework of the
contract theories and the theories formulating the separation
of the «civil society from the state. It then discusses how
feminist politics contribute to the development of a civil
society in a version different from the one formulated by well-
known political thinkers i.e., Thomas Hobbes, John Locke,
Jean Jacques Rousseau, Frederick Hegel and Karl Marx. It pays
attention to the writings of feminist thinkers on issues such
as theory and politics; equality and difference; and public
and private and tries to bring to light how discussions on
these issues put women at the center of the <civil society.
Women have always been ignored in the theoretical studies of
the masters of civil society and are formulated as being
suitable only to the private sphere, that is, the actions done
within the family. However, some feminists have attempted to
reverse this definition of civil society through developing one
which puts women at its center. All of these are the central

argument of this chapter.
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2.1. CIVIL SOCIETY

The separation of the civil scciety from the state was an
intellectual effort of the eighteenth century thinkers. Until
the middle of the eighteenth century European political
thinkers wused the term "civil society" to describe a type of
political institution which placed its members under the
influence of its laws and thereby ensured a peaceful order and
good government. This term formed a part of an old European

tradition traceable from modern natural law back to the

classical political philosophy, above all, to Aristotle, for
whom civil society (koinoOnia politiké) was that society, the
polis, which contains and dominates all others. In this old

European tradition civil society and the state were
interchangeable terms. To be a member of a civil society was
to be a citizen, a member of the state and thus obliged to
act 1in accordance with its laws and without engaging in acts
harmful to other citizens.1 But the term civil society gained
a new meaning in the hands of the political thinkers during the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The following two parts

look at how civil society was formulated during the eighteenth

century and how a place was assigned to women in it.

2.1.1. Civil Society in Contract Theorists

Civil society 1is, in its very general sense, identified,

by contract theorists, to what is called ‘'"public", which
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operates on a basis of rules different from that of the

private domestic life. This distinction, therefore, comes as
civil society and domestic private life. The family or
domestic life, 1in particular for Hobbes and Locke, was based

on natural ties of sentiment and blood line while the public
life was governed by wuniversal, impersonal and the
conventional criteria of achievements, rights, equality and
property. The most striking assumption about Hobbes’ theory is
that the growth of individualism requires a centralized
authority, one 1in which individuals must sacrifice their
sovereignty when entering society in order to enjoy the
benefits of peace. However, for Locke, who saw individualism

as grounded in labor, the sovereignty resided in the individual

and his property, from which even the government derived its
authority. Rousseau, urged a further different hypothesis:
once individuals accept an agreement they lose their

individuality and should be obliged to obey the rules of the
common Wwill. As Elizabeth F. Genouese emphasizes that they
all together assumed that the individual was male and thereby

they then discussed the relationship of the female to that
2

male.

Hobbes’ theory is then generally based on the necessity of
the organization of a society and the establishment of the com-
monwealth so that peace and civilization can be attained. In
the state of nature there is a war among individuals who seek
self- preservation and attainment. Naturally man exists in

this state of war and has passion and reason. It is, thus,
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man’s passions which bring about the state of war. But at the

same time fear of death, the desire of such things as are

necessary to '"commodious" living and the hope of obtaining

these things by industry are passions which incline man to seek
3

peace. Man seeks self-preservation and security, but he is

unable to attain this goal in the natural condition of war.
The 1laws of nature are unable to achieve the desired end by
themselves alone unless there is a coercive power capable of
enforcing their observance by sanctions.4 This means that a
plurality of individuals should confer all their power and

strength wupon one man or upon one assembly of man that may

reduce all their wills by a plurality of voices unto one

will. This transfer of rights takes place 1in Hobbes’ as
follows:
...by covenant of every man with every man, in
such manner, as if every man should say to every

man, I authorize and give up my Right of Governing

myselfe, to this Man, or to this Assembly of man,

on this condition, that thou give up thy Right to

him, and Authorize all his Actions in like manner.

This done, the Multitude so united in one Person,
is called a COMMON-WEALTH...This is the Generation
of that great LEVIATHAN, or rather (to speak more
reverently), of that Mortal God, to which wee owe

5
under the Immortal God, our peace and defence.

The theory of the covenant of man enables Hobbes to make
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the transition from the condition of atomic individualism to

organized scciety. Self-interest, according to him, 1lies at
the basis of organized society, in which the self-destructive
attempts are checked by the fear of the sovereign’s pcwer. As

is understood from these one can <clearly see that civil
society, as stated by Hobbes, allows individuals to seek self-
preservation on the principles of their particular interests.
This essential unit 1is, on the contrary, the state or the
public wuniting warring individuals. If men are naturally
egoistic and always remain so then the only factor which can
hold them together effectively 1s a centralized power vested

in the sovereign.

Now, the question arises as to how women are formulated
by Hobbes in civil society. Hobbes began from the premise
that there is no natural dominion of men over women. In the
state of nature female individuals are as free as, and equal
to, male individuals. Both marriage and family, for Hobbes,
are artificial political institutions rather than natural
forms. The roles given to the members of the family are gained
in civil society. For Hobbes, "A father with his sons and
servants, grown into a civil person by virtue of his paternal
jurisdiction 1is czalled a family".6 His families are ruled by
men not as fathers but as masters. Masters of families rule by
virtue c¢f <contract not by their paternal, procreative
capacity. Men as masters enter into the coriginal contract that

constitutes civil society. Women, now in subjection, no

longer have the necessary standing to take part in creating a



7
new civil society. Thus, for Hobbes, conjugal rights are

not natural, rather are created through the original contract

and so are political right. The rights are therefore,
deliberately, created by men who brought civil society into
being. Hobbes states that in civil society the husband has

dominion "because for the most part the commonwealths have been

8
created by the fathers not by the mothers of families."

Matrimonial law takes a patriarchal form because men have
made the original contract. Through the civil institution of
marriage, men can lawfully obtain the familiar "helpmate" and
gain the sexual and domestic services of a wife, whose
permanent servitude is now guaranteed by the law and sword of
Leviathan.9 Shortly, in Hobbes’s political theory all
individuals including women have self-protection rights in the
state of nature. But in the civil society women as wives who
have given up their right in favor of the '"protection" of their
husband or husbands, are now protected by the sword of
Leviathan. The civil society thus comes into being as a

contractual agreement among men on behalf of the representation

of men and on behalf of the subjection of women.

Locke also extended this definition of civil society. He,
accordingly, began with the state of nature and resulted with a
society established by the consent among free individuals. In
his view all men are naturally in the state of nature and
remain so until, by their own consent, they make themselves
members of some political society. Unlike Hobbes, he argues

that the state of nature is the state of liberty and it has a
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law of nature to govern it, which obliges everyone to be equal

and independent, no one ought to harm another in his 1life,
10

liberty or possessions. To him, God put men under strong

obligations of necessity, convenience and inclination to force

him into society. The family as a part of society is natural
to men and civil society is natural in the sense that it
fulfills human needs. Although, in the state of nature, alil
men erijoy equal rights and are morally bound to vespect the
rights of others, it does not necessarily follow that all men
actually respect the rights of others. It 1s 1in men’s
interest, therefore, to form an organized society for the more

effectual preservation of their lives, 1liberties and estates

which he calls property.

The civil society thereby, came to be closely identical
with the political society. "where-ever...any number of Men are
so united into one Society, as to quit every one his Executive
Power of the law of Nature and to resign it to +the publick,

11
there and there only is a Political, or Civil society." A

civil society comes into being for Locke M"...wher-ever any

number o¢f Men, in the state of Nature, enter into Society to

make one People, one Body Politick, under one Supreme

Governnment, or else when anyone Jjoyns himself to and
12

incorporates with any Government already made" Men being,

by nature, all free, equal and independent no one can be

subjected to the political power of another without his own
consent. Even though civil society, as an historic event,

grew out of +the family and tribe it is the fact that the

)
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rational foundation of civil society and government is consent.
Civil society and government are created on the basis of two
covenants. By the first compact a man becomes a member of a
definite civil or political society and obliges himself to
accept the decisions of the majority, while in the second
compact the majority of the members of the newly-formed society
agree either to carry on the government themselves or to set up

13
an oligarchy or a monarchy, hereditary or elective.

In short, Locke treats civil society as the sum of inde-
pendent moral beings whose rational choices place them in the
Commonwealth. 1In other words, it is a voluntary organization
of individuals set up as the result of the social contract and
centered around moral purposes, to Yhich they desire to give a
political dimension in public life.*4 Unlike Hobbes, Locke
considers individuals and groups as those whose moral convic-
tions give them a strong feeling of autonomy, and independence
from the official system. The common features of the civil
society, then, should be understood as such newly arisen
norms and values by which the members of these groups and
movements want to replace the official ones.15 It is
interesting that while Locke placed individuals and groups at

the center of his civil society he excluded women from that

arena and indicated the family as the most suitable place for

then.

Locke, analyzed the relationship of man and woman, in

civil society, on the basis of conjugal and political rela-
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tionships. Beoth were grounded in consent and existed for the
preservation of property. Yet conjugal society was not a
political society because it conferred no power over the 1life
and death of its members. Men and women, in the state of
nature, were free to determine the terms of the conjugal
contract. But, in the civil society, these terms could be
limited or created by the Customs or Laws of the country.16 He
analyzed several nonpolitical relationships including those of
master-servant, master-slave, parent-child, and husband-
wife. Each of these forms of associations 1is distinguished
from the political relationship of ruler-subject. The status
of women in Lockean theory was formulated in nonpolitical
relationships.17 Thus the coniugal society is a natural unit
which 1is based on a veoluntary compact between man and woman.

Although the conjugal relationship began for the sake of

procreation it continued for the sake of property.

[(Men’s power] leaves the wife in the full and free
possessions of what by Contract is her Peculiar
Right and gives the Husband no more power over her
Life, than she has over his. The bower of the Hus

band being so far from that of an absolute monarch
that the Wife has, 1in many cases, a Liberty to
separate from him; where natural Right or their
Contract allows it, whether that Contract be made
by themselves in the state of Nature or by the
Customs or Laws of the Country they live in; and

the Children upon such Separation fall to the



Father or Mother’s 1lot, as such contract does
18
dztermine.

Locke distinguished also between the property rights of

husband and wife. All property in conjugal society was not

automatically under the husband’s control. Because of certain
inconveniences, men quit the state of nature to form civil
society through an act of consent. In short, Locke’s

insistence on the relationship between men and women was based
on that 1in the state of nature whereby man dominated woman
since he was naturally the abler and stronger. However, in
civil society man dominated woman not because he was stronger
rather on the basis of consent of the two to preserve women’s
right. Thus, Locke, like Hobbes, stated that the civil
society is an agreement amonyg free men who at the same time,

represent women whose roles are as the home-maker in the civil

society.

Rousseau, in relation to the condition of women,

developed the same definition of civil society with Hobbes

and Locke. He also began with the natural state of man.
Natural man, for Rousseau, was somehow a  tabula rasa an
awareness of nothing, not a culture gainer and therefore, 1in

peace with his environment. Since natural men think that
coming together enables them to overcome natural disaster and
to have a more fruitful life, they come together to form
society. But, once society comes into being there starts a

19
conflict, a war and a struggle among men. Therefore, they
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see a need for a government in order to protect their property

on the principle of peace. Civil society, thus, for
Rousseau, came into being on the basis of man’s needs and
desires. In that way a social contract enables man to 1leave
his particular will into the common will. By submitting his

particular will tc¢ the Common Will he loses little but gains,
in return, the assurance that he will be protected by the full
force of society against the enrichment of individuals and
groups. He is now a member of a new society of equals in which
he has gained a new form of equality on a higher level than the
one he enjoyed in the state of nature.20

Rousseau insisted that the inequality of power and wealth
transformed the expression of the drive for self-preservation
into rational egoism. Since all develop different concerns,
different interests are necessarily in constant opposition. It
is, therefore, apparent that Rousseau’s views on women create
a response to feminist arguments today and he was a severe
critic of particularistic and individualistic thought.21 For
Rousseau the supreme being as denounced as the "Common Will"

was the essential unit and woman could take her save under

such a general will.

The Supreme Being wanted to do honor to the human
species 1in everything. While giving man incli
nations without 1limit, He gives him at the same time
the law which regulates them, in order that he may

be free and in command cf himself. While abandoning
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man to immoderate passions, He Joins reason to
these passions in order to govern them. While
abandoning women to unlimited desires, He joins
modesty to these desires in order to constrain
them.22
The timidity and weakness of the woman, according to
Rousseau, inspired her to be pleasing to a man. If this is

the case there will be less

To act, to please man,

derivable from her nature.

was stronger and dependent

whereas woman depended on

habit of 1living together

paternal love.

became more sedentary and

and the

children,
23

subsistence.

"Natural" man and "natural" woman implied quite

things for Rousseau.

original state of nature;

fellows,

Natural woman, however,

the golden age of the patriarchal family:

nate and

modesty which
24

husband.

while

Natural man,

devoid of selfishness,

was defined according to her role

naturally imbued with those qualities of

served to make her sexually

likeliness for a man to be violent.

is a quality of woman directly

Within the civil scciety the man

on the woman only through desire,

man through desire and need. The

gave rise to man’s conjugal and

Within the family, as the little society, women

grew accustomed to tending the hut

the men sought their common

different

for him, was a man in the

one of total independence of his

and equal to everyone else.

in
dependent, subordi-
shame and

appealing to her
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The virtues of women in the civil society were
characterized as closer to "nature" than man. The man could be
transformed and denatured in a good society. As such, women
could form a necessary lggk between the supreme artifice of the

good society and nature. Otherwise, 1f women attempt to act

in a society according to their particular interest they will

be oppressed by the nen. In civil society "particular
interest" of women is disastrous, for Rousseau. He proposed
for women & sphere of their true competence; childcare,
household tasks and recreation for men. In a good society,

women should contribute to the development of a patriot notion,
thereby against one’s self interest for the civil state. The
love of the self, therefore, should ke in turn for the love
of the nation, in other words, for the common will. 1In short,
like Hobbes and Locke, Rousseau formulated a family in which
women were dependent on men in a way that they were devoid from

26
any particular interests and rational egoism.

In conclusion, according to contractarian theorists’
the civil society is identical, 1in the last analysis, with
the public life of the state coming into being on the basis of
the agreement among individuals, who are assumed to be men.
The chief principles of the civil society functioned under the
rule of the male individual. Women, treated as being close to
nature, were represented in the civil society through their
husbands, who were recognized in their roles of being masters.

In a sense women were hidden or were accounted as being absent
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in the civil society.

2.1.2. The Separation of Civil Society From the State

In fact, the distinction between the state and the civil

society was first made by Hegel in his Philosophy of Right,

published in 1821. The civil society (burgerliche

gesellscraft) in Hegel’s philosophy represented a '"stage" in

the dialectical development from the family to the state which
contradicted the type of ethical life found in the human micro-
community 1in order to be itself contradicted and overcome by
the macro-community of the politically independent, sovereign
nation. While social 1life typical of <civil society was
different from the ethical world of the family and different
from the public life of the state it formed a necessary element
within the totality of a rationally structured modern political
community.27 In Hegel, <civil society is conceived not as a
natural condition of freedom but as a historically produced

sphere of ethical life "positioned" between the simple world of

the household and the universal state. It includes the market

economy, social classes, corporations and institutions
concerned with the administration of "welfare" (polizei) and

civil law. Civil society was a mosaic of private individuals,
classes, groups and institutions whose transactions are
regulated by «c¢ivil law and, as such, are not directly
dependent upon the political state itself.28

For Hegel civil society was an aspect of the modern state

which emerged in Western Europe in the eighteenth century and
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became strikingly apparent after the French revolution of 1789.
It was a specialized and highly complex network of rules,
institutions, agencies, groups, practices and attitudes
evolved within the legal and political framework of the nation-
state to satisfy individual needs and safeguard individual

29
rights. In the Philosophy of Right Hegel subdivides the

sphere of ethical 1life into family, civil society and the
state. They are "moments" of the ethical order and are the
ethical powers which regulate the life of individual. In the

family as in the Greek polis the individuality of its members

is submerged 1in a transcendent unity. Ethical duties are
determined by one’s place in the family, which ultimately
depends on the natural factors of sex and birth. Love,

altruism and concern for the whole are the dominant features of
ethical dispositions in the family community. In civil society
this type of "natural" ethical unity disintegrates. Men are
primarily concerned with the satisfaction of their private,
individual needs by werking, producing and exchanging the
product of their labor in the market. This creates bonds of a
new kind. While individuals behave selfishly and
instrumentally towards each other they can not help satisfying
other men’s needs furthering their iggerests and entering into

various social relations with them. Hegel points out the

transition of individual from family to civil society in the

following way:

Originally the family is the substantive whole

whose function is to provide for the individual on



his particular side by giving them either the means
and the skill necessary to enable him to earn his
living out of the resources of society, or else
subsistence and maintenance in the event of his suf-
fering a disability. But civil society tears the
individual from his family ties, ‘estranges the mem

bers of the family from one another, and recognizes

them as self- subsistent persons. Further, for
the paternal so0il and the external inorganic
resources of nature from which the individual
formerly derived his 1livelihood, it substitutes

its own soil and subjects the permanent existence
of even the entire family to dependence on itself
and to contingency. Thus the individual becomes a
son of civil society which has as many claims upon

31
his as he has rights against it.

Hegel identifies the system of needs as a distinct 1level

of experience within civil society. "The concrete person who
is himself an object of his particular aims, is a totality of
wants and mixture of caprice and physical necessity, one
principle of «civil society."32 The system of needs is the

complex of reciprocal relationships which promotes the
satisfaction of individual interests; men become dependent
upon one another for mutual satisfaction. The satisfaction of
personal interests 3%nvolves using others as a means and

competing with then. Thus, for Hegel civil society enables

man to become fully an individual by acting primarily on his
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personal, subjective opinions and by promoting his private
34

happiness.

Hegel cannot be fairly analyzed without paying enough
attention to his concern on the "state". The state becomes for
Hegel as the final actualization of civil society by which
individuals realize their subjectivity. The state 1is the
concrete human embodiment of the ethical Idea, of mind "Geist"

developing from a stage of immediate, undifferentiated unity

(the family), through that of explicit difference and
particularity (civil society), to the concrete wunity and
synthesis of the particular in the state. "The universal state

conceived by Hegel must be regarded as a secular deity whose
claims upon its male citizens and female and other subjects are
always for their benefit and ultimately unquestionable and
irresistible."35 Hegel conceives the state as a new moment
which contains, preserves and synthesizes the conflicting
elements of the civil society into a higher ethical entity.
The state represents society in its unity.36 Hegel insists
that "it is within the state that the family is first developed
into c¢ivil society and it is the Idea of the state itself
which disrupts itself into these two momenﬁs. Through the
development of civil society, the substance of ethical 1life
acquires its infinite form, which contains in itself these two

37
moments."

Hegel, thus, puts the state over civil society. The
relationships between the state and society are based not on a

"contract" but naturally on the individuals’ obligation to
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accept state authority. The important thing is to realize the

"reason", which is actualized only through the accomplishment
of the state. Since «civil society cannot realize its
emancipation due to the contradiction it bears in its

institutions, it must depend on the state. Thus, with joining
to the state civil society loses its autonomy.38 The freedom
of members of civil society can be guaranteed and synthesized
with the state’s articulation and defence of the universal
defence. As a concluding remark one can easily say that in

Hegel’s hands the term civil society assumes a 1less positive

meaning; it is viewed as a self-crippling entity in constant

need of state supervision and control.

Hegel’s political philosophy developed the concept of the
public realm of the state as expressing impartiality and
universality as against partiality and substance of desire.
For Hegel, as a member of civil society, the individual
pursues private ends for himself and his family. Conceived as
a member of the state, on the other hand, the person is not a
locus of particular desire, but the bearer of universally
articulated rights and responsibilities. The point of view of

the state and 1law transcends all particular interests to

express the universal and national spirit of humanity. State
laws and action express the general will, the interests of the
whole society.39 It is this particular desire, that Hegel,
like contract theorists puts woman at its center. Hegel’s

analysis of woman is restricted with the particular world,

while he puts only male citizens at the center of universal
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spirit of humanity, or state. woemarn ; in short, is
forrulated, in Hegel’'s political philosophy as the guardian of

the privaite realm of need, desire and affectivity.

Women in Hegel are viewed as representing the principles
of particuvlarity, naturalness arnd substantiality, while men
stand for universality, freedom and subjectivity. Hegel
formulates the nuclear family of Europe as the only one set of
family relations and one particular division of labor between
the sexes as rational and normatively right. It is a family
type in which the women is confined to the private sphere and

the man to the public. He invokes the superiority of man to
40
woman.

... o©one sex 1is mind 1its self- dirempticn into
explicit self-subsistence and the knowledge and
volition of free universality, i.e. the self-
consciousness of conceptual thought and the volition
of the objective tind end. The other sex 1is mind
maintaining itself in unity as knowledge and
volition in the form of concrete individuality and
feeling. In relation to externality, the former is
powerful and active, the latter passive and
subjective. It follows that non has his actual
substantive life in the state, in learning, and so
forth, as well as in labor and struggle with the
external world and with himself so that it is

only out of his diremption that he fights his way to
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self-subsistent unity with himself. In the family
he has a tranquil intuition of this wunity, and
there he 1lives a subjective ethical 1life on the
plane of feeling. Woman, on the other hand, has
her substantive destiny in the family, and to be

imbued with family piety is her ethical frame of
41

mind.

To Hegel men’s 1lives are concerned with the state,

science, and work in the external world. Women’s lives, by
contrast, are in the family and in the unity of the private
sphere. They are incapable of the spiritual struggle which
characterizes the 1lives of men. The man, individuates his

desires and since "he possesses, as a citizen, the self-
conscious power ¢f universality, he thereby acquires the
rights of desire and, at the same time, preserves his freedom
in regard to it".42

Geist, in Hegel, as a transindividual principle that
unfolds in history and whose goal is to make externality into
its action, externalizes itself in history to make it embody
its own objectivity, that 1is, reason and freedomn. The
process through which nature is humanized and history is
constituted is the activity followed by externalization, that
is, the objectification of human purposes and institutions.

Since women cannot overcome unity and emerge out of the life of

the family, they are excluded from history - constituting
activity. Their activities 1in the private sphere such as
reproduction, the rearing of children, and the satisfaction
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of the emotional and sexual needs of men, place them outside
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the world of work. This, briefly, means that women can not
create a history.
Another intellectual separating civil society from the
state was Marx, for whom, <civil society was just the reverse

of what Hegel conceived. Marx rejected the view that the state
was an all-inclusive political community with a distinct
ethical character and denied 1its primacy in social and
historical life. He reversed the Hegelian relation of the two

and made civil society the ground of political life and the

source of political change.44 For Marx, the economy as a
context of man’s primary interaction with nature, is a
paradigm of all social life and human activity. Religion,
family, state, law, morality, science, etc. all are only
particular modes of production and fall under its general
laws.45 Marx explains the civil society as the following:
Civil society ([burgerliche gesellschraft] comprises
the entire material interaction among individuals at
a particular evolutionary stage of the productive
forces...The term ‘civil society’ emerged in the
eighteenth century when property relations had
already evolved from the community of antiquity and
medieval times. Civil society as such only develops
with bourgeoisie.46
The state, in Marxian thought, is taken as an
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institution of the dominant class, instead of being the
expressicn of a universal and national need. It is both the
repetition and reinforcement of particularistic interests.
Unlike Hegel, he views the state not as the transcendence of
civil society but merely as its reflection: as civil society
is, so is the stata. The state incorporates civil society not
in order to transform it into something else but to keep it as
it is. The civil society, which is historically determined,

does not disappear into the state but reappears in the state in

all 1its concrete manifestations.4/ For Marx civil society
embraced "...the whole commercial and industrial 1life of a
given stage and, hence, transcends the state and the
nation.,."48 Marx strongly insisted on that legal relationship

as well as forms of state to be grasped neither from themselves
nor from the so-called general development of the human mind,
but rather have their roots in the material conditions of life.
Therefore, to him "...the anatomy of civil society is to be
sought in political economy."49 One should bear in mind that
the arguments about civil society among Marxists in the last

decades borrow its crucial elements from Gramsci’s writings on

civil society.

Gramsci’s theory introduces a profound innovation to whole
Marxist tradition. Civil society in Gramsci does not belong to
the structural sphere, but to the superstructural- sphere.50
He nmeans, briefly, by civil society the political and
cultural hegemony which a social group exercises over the whole
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of society, as the ethical content of the state. Gramsci
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takes both the «civil society and the state as two major

superstructural levels of the "hegemony". His argument comes

like the following:

What we can do, for the moment, is to fix two

major superstructural ‘levels’: the one that can be
called ‘civil society’, that is the ensemble of
organisms commonly called ‘private’, and that of
‘political society’ or ‘the state’. These two

levels correspond on the one hand to the function
of ‘hegemo ny’ which the dominant group exercises
throughout society, and, on the other hand, to
that of ‘direct domination’ or command exercised
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through the state and ‘juridical’ government.

Gramsci gives a great importance to intellectuals in the
realm of hegemony. Within the realm of the superstructure the
intellectuals perform organizational and connective functions
within both the area of civil society or hegemony and the area
of political society or the state. By intellectuals, it must
be understoud that in general the entire social stratum which
exercises as an organizational function in the wide sense
whether in the field of production, in that of culture, or in
that of political administration. The intellectuals have a
role in all levels of society, not merely in spheres which are
explicitly cultural, in the economic base and in both civil
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society and political society in a restricted sense.
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Consequently, one can see obviously that Gramsci attributes
not a negative meaning to civil society as it was under the
hands of Hegel and Marx but rather uses it as an explanatory

category of the term "hegemony."

The place, Marx atiributed to women in «civil society
indeed, is nothing different than what Hegel did in his
political philosophy. It should be remembered that the first
class division, for Marx, arose over the struggle for
appropriation of the surplus of food and objects. It is
obvious that the definition of class as such, as was urged by
Linda Nicholson, eliminates from consideration conflicts over
other socially necessary activities such as childbearing and
childrearing. The activities of "reproduction" thus becone
nonhistorical aspects of human existence or as by-products of
change in the economy. It is well known that Marx’s concept of
class relies on the narrow transition of "production" and

economic activities that concern with the making of food and

objects or goods. The theory accepts the "relation of
production" as the matter of the historical development.54
Accordingly, this theory toc rejects that women can create a
history.

As a concluding remark one can obviously see that there is
not so much substantial difference between the contract
theorists and the theorists who later separated the civil
society from the state, in respect to the same place they both
attributed to women in civil society. As aptly argued by

Carole Patemen and Mary L. Shanley the tradition of Western
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political thought rests on a conception of the "political!” that
is constructed through the exclusion of women and all that is
represented by femininity and Women’s body. They maintain
that "manhood" and "politics" go hand in hand, everything
that stands in contrast to political life and virtues has been
represented by women and the roles fulfilled by their
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capacities. Moreover, Pateman argues that the early modern

discussion of civil society and the state always supposed the
exclusion of women from civil society and their confinement to
the privacy of the household. She demonstrates that the
political thinkers of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
took women and domestic sphere as inferior to the male-
dominated ©public world of civil society and 1its culture,
property, social power, reason and freedom.56 In short,
civil society is established after the image of civilized male
individual who at the same time was given the role of masters

for women.

However, in modern society we see clearly that women, as
a social group with particular values, norms and political
discourses put their hands strikingly on the fate of «civil
society. They demand a civil society which is aware of both
their equality and their difference from men as well as their
autonomy against the state authority. Therefore, there is a
substantial need to leave the classical definitions of civil
society, 1in order to develop a new definition which considers
the specificity of social groups, particularly feminism in our

analysis, with their special claims as well as their striking
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influence on the state authority.

2.2. CIVIL SOCIETY AS A MILIEU OF THE ALTERNATIVES

In civil society which was formulated by the political
thinkers such as Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau, Hegel and Marx, it
seems clear that women have stood outside the boundaries not
only of the political community but also of civil society
itself. Since the very concept of civil society, for almost
all of them, refers to an association whose members are bound
together by common laws, women in this sense were not properly
citizens. In the eyes of the laws laid down on their
understanding, women, 1in fact, are not appear independently,
rather are dependent upon others to represent them in voting,
in court, to administer their property and to make decisions
for their children.57 However, in modern society there is an
institutional interdependence and a public/private mix rather
than a public private split. Moving from the experience of the
Scandinavian countries, Helga M. Hernes, brilliantly observes
that the state, the market, the public sphere of opinion and
the family are interrelated institutional' settings. While
until the 1960s women had mainly been confined to the family,
now they move increasingly among all four settings. Women’s
evolving profile of citizenship reflects the institutional
interface between state and family, their employment in public
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sector and their political mobilization.
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Maria Markus, goes further, with relation to women and
civil society, to claim that the elevation of economic
activity into the public sphere and its transformation into an
arena of socially recognized success means the separation of
household and family from being a private sphere which is
assigned naturally to women as the only proper location of
their activities. She goes on to urge that the distribution of
social status and the recognition of success is restricted to
the arena of socially organized work. Therefore, she takes

the programs or attempts for social change promoting the

liberation and social recognition of diverse human
potentialities and ways of 1life as "the potential civil
society". Modern women’s attempts to gain success in public
life places them at the center of the potential civil
society.59

With the term civil society it will be understood,
through this study, the existence of social groups having the
potentialities economically, ideologically and
organizationally to produce alternative structures, meanings,
definitions, values, programs, and so forth to the state
authority. Social groups as such will reconstitute, change
and even restrict, if necessary, the direction of the
authoritative institutions. There are mainly three ultimate

goals that social groups, at least 1in the modern world,

particularly feminist groups, attempt to reach: equality,
difference and autonomy. These terms are taken, in this
study, as the principles of civil society and each of these
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principles results with different implications.

First, consider the '"equality principle" among the
citizens regardless of class, race, religion, ethnicity and
similar social categories. The equality principle is
inevitably based on the law. It regards all individuals equal
in being a member of the political society. This equality does
not mean to "have equal" what so ever exists, rather it means
to create the equal chance of opportunity and the possibility,
legally, for citizens in every respect. The claim on equality
has an explicit implication: it results with the emergence of
a "homogeneous" civil society. A homogeneous civil society
unites society through the claims to make different groups
equal by erosion or assimilation of less privileged groups into
the norms and values of the privileged groups and thus emerges
a "unique" type of society. Therefore, the egalitarian
feminist groups’ insistence on the equality principle, brings
women, 1in the last analysis, to be integrated with a cultural

atmosphere being set up by the norms of men.

Second, the most important principle of civil society
with respect to a study on feminist groups, 1is the "difference
principle". This principle brings under discussion to make law
recognizes and appoints the difference of the different catego-
ries and assigns the duties and rights under that principle.
Particularly the demands made by some radical feminists, by
postmodern feminists, and by the French feminists, to develop

a different language and discourse bearing meanings particular
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to, and with an advantage to, women, has opened a new phase
among feminist groups. A set of particular rights and duties
has come under discussion. The implication of this principle,
for us is that it leads to the emergence of an '"heterogeneous
civil society", which serves better, in the last analysis,
to the democratization of the society. An assertion based on

the difference principle results also in a plurality of 1legal

rights.

Finally, think about the "autonomy principle" of
civil society. The autonomy of social elements grips with it
an open way for the emergence of different groups on different
issues and holds to create alternative discourses and values in
the public life to the existing powers, discourses and values.
The critiques raised by Marxist and socialist feminists, on
the one hand, and the total demands of radical feminists, on
the other hand, are essential to create such alternative
discourses. The implication of the Aautonomy principles,
results for us, with an "autonomous civil society". As David
Held brilliantly emphasized this arises out of two

interdependent processes: the expansion of social autonomy and

the restructuring and democratization of the state
institutions. State and civil society in that sense must
become the condition for each others democratization. State

institutions must be viewed as necessary devices for enacting
legislation, promulgating new policies, setting down conflicts
between particular interests and preventing civil society from
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falling victim to a new form of tyranny. Civil society, on
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the other hand, mnust be perceived as a social body regulating
the mis-order of the state, checking their functionality, di-
recting their policies in behalf of their particular interest
(when conceived as harmful to civil society) and preventing

any authoritative decision.

In conclusion, civil society must be understood to mean

those individuals and groups whose moral convictions gives them

a strong feeling of autonomy, independence, and difference
from the official system. The common features of civil society
understood as such arises discourses, structures, meanings,

values and norms through the mnembers of different social
groups. This allows social groups to include within civil

society various dgroups regardless of the number of their

members, the extent of their demands for change and the
character of their activity. Feminism, indeed, 1is the most
outstanding example of these groups. Therefore, feminism will

be analyzed within the framework of the vantage point of these
principles of civil society, both in the following part and in

the remaining chapters concentrating mainly on the case of

Turkish feminism.

2.3. FEMINISM

Feminism is a political movement directed at changing
existing power relations between men and women. These power
relationships structures all areas of 1life: the family,
education and welfare; the worlds of work and politics; and

culture and history. Feminism is a politics whose basic goal
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is to remove the discrimination and degradation of women and to

break down the male dominance of society.

In a very general sense feminism can be divided into two

major branches: "the women’s rights" movement and "the women’s
61

liberation" movement. Women’s rights movement works predomi-

nantly for political reforms by means of traditional pressure

group tactics. It becomes an aim to be acknowledged and to be
respected by the political establishment. It embraces the
primacy of a companionate, non-hierarchical, male-female

couple as the basic unit of society. This kind of feminism has
long historical roots going back to the suffrage movement of
the nineteenth century and the successful campaigns for women’s
access to education, to qualified work and to legal majority.
The aim of new wave feminism which has emerged basically since
the 1960s, however, is a completely different kind of
feminism usually labeled as the "women’s liberation movement".
These were radical, 1left-wing and postmodern feminists who
rejected the idea of equality with men, instead they advocated
the emancipation of women from the aggression of a patriarchal
society. The new wave feminism celebrated the quest for women’s
independence in all aspects of life, dismissed as significant
all socially defined roles and minimized discussion of sex-
linked gualities which included childbearing and its attendant
responsibilities. The main activities of the women'’s
liberation movement consist of consciousness-ralising
activities, experimentation, in new way life-style, creation

of a counter culture and feminist 1literature (feminist
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theater, mnusic bands, women’s festival etc.) and the
formation of alternative institutions (crisis centers, women’s
centers, self-help clinics, etc.). All of these aspects of
feminist groups is analyzed in this part with a vantage point
of their contribution to the development of civil society. It
is analyzed mainly as to how feminism constitutes a political
body, what feminist groups’ claims on equality are, how they

stress on concept of difference and how an autonomy is

idealized by thenmn.

2.3.1. From Feminist Theory to Feminist Politics

Juliet Mitchell argues that feminism arose in England in
the seventeenth century as a series of demands by women who saw
themselves as a sociological group that was completely excluded
from the principles of new society. She claims that the seven-
teenth century feminists were mainly middle-class women who
wanted to take part in a changed society which came about with
the end of feudalism and the beginning of capitalism. As the
new bourgeois argued for freedom and equality, these women
wondered why they were being left out.62 As it is well-known
during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, in particular
after the French revolution, a new understanding of man,
civil society, political society and so forth were
institutionalized. In political theories women were
appropriated as being identical with private household.

However, households were no longer a safe place for then,
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since the industrialization particularly in Britain brought a
substantial change in the role they traditionally had. With
the industrialization the forces of industrial capitalism
began to draw labor out of the private home and into the public
workplace. This process of industrialization indicated its
first impact on the married bourgeois women. These women,
indeed, were the first to find themselves at home with 1little
productive, or little inccme-generating work.GJ Therefore,
many of these women attempted to gain a proper place in the new

public and its workplace.

The first feminist demand was to get the vote. Therefore,
the first wave of feminism is best known for the suffrage cam-
paign. Indeed, women’s suffrage movement’s aim was only to
get admission to citizenship and through this the admission to
the public sphere. Ellen Dubois perceptively observed that
nineteenth century suffragist women accepted the suitability of
women to domestic activities and their responsibility for the
private sphere and did not project a recognition of the
division of labor within the home.64 Antoinette B. Blackwell,
one of the pioneer suffragists and a minister, sad that '"the
paramount social duties of women are household duties,
avocations arising from their relations as wives and
mothers."65 A striking shift in feminist politics appeared
with the second wave which immediately followed the suffragist

movement. Drude Dahlerup brilliantly emphasized that the

second wave feminism simply indicated a new impetus to this
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movement which experienced periods of bloom, strength and
visibility alternating with periods of more quiet dogged

struggles to better women’s position in a male-dominated

society. The women’s movement as a collective activity, she
asserts, by women to better women’s position and change the
male dominance of society started in the USA in the 1840s, in

England in the 1850s, in France and Germany in the 1860s and

66
in the Scandinavian countries in the 1870s.

The most striking shift in feminist politics was observed
in the 1960s. This time marks the beginning of the third wave
in feminism, better known as the new feminism. Since then,
the new feminist movement has grown rapidly in the number of
members, the range of goals, and most strikingly in the
number of organizations. 1Indeed, the present day feminist
movement consists of thousands of interrelated but essentially
independent groups.67 The issue of abortion on demand was at
the center of political protests and campaigns of the feminist
groups of the 1970s and the issue of gender analysis was at
stake in feminist theoretical studies. Free abortion on demand
became a symbol of women’s fight againsﬁ the patriarchal
society and its institutions. Moreover, it was, for women,
the means by which can be gained legislatively the right of
decision and control over their own bodies. Another important
issue at the center of feminist groups was the analysis of the
gender issue. Simon de Beauvoir’s assertion on gender gained a
motivation to feminist thinkers. She asserted that "one is not
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born a woman, but, rather, becomes one." Feminist theory
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took gender relations as its central issue to analyze how
gender relations are constituted and experienced and how we
think or, equally important, do not think about them. To
adopt "gender" as an analytical category means to focus on the
social and cultural construction of sexual difference among
humans. It means that every culture, society and historical

epoch constitutes and interprets sexual difference in a certain

way and very often in more ways than one, which may
69

themselves be contradictory. It is assumed, by gender

analysis, that men and women are behaviorally and

psychologically different and the causes cof these differences
can be found in their growing process. The psychological
factors of growing leads to a comprehensive development of

70
gender differences and even gender identity.

Feminists, "have gone further and identified the ‘gender
subtext’, in visions of the political subject, 1in the defini-

tion of the political realm and in the logic of terms 1like
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‘participation’, ‘autonomy’, ‘consent’ and ‘rights’." Femi-
nists, in the last decade have shifted their attention from
social analysis to discourse analysis, from‘power itself to

the politics of its representation. 1In short, one of the most
important results of the third wave of feminism is its success
in changing many women’s and men’s way of thinking about women.
Moreover, through the focus on conciseness-raising, on
experiments in different ways of living, on non-oppressive

relations between men and women at home and in scciety, and



creating a counter-culture and alternative institutions,
feminists as a paramount modern social group have attempted to

develop new ways of doing politics.

Now, the question concerning this study is that of what

place feminism constitutes as a social movement between the

state and civil society. Indeed, social movements, feminism
in our analysis, raises important questions about the
distribution and legitimacy of macro power relations.
Moreover, it challenges the deep-rooted codes of social

interactions within civil society and puts new forms in their
place. The main task of a social movement is to raise
collective activity 1in order to promote social change thus
representing a protest against the established power structure
and against the dominant norms and values. As Paul Wilkinson
brilliantly emphasized "a social movement’s commitment to

change and the raison d’étre of its organization are founded

upon the conscious volition, normative commitment to the
movement’s aims or beliefs, and active participation on the
part of the followers or members."72 In the collective action
of women, in the last decades, the issues of '"gender",
"rights", "inequality", "exclusion" and "liberation"
constitute a 1large part of the mobilization process. What
women, along with other contemporary collective actors, have
achieved 1is, above all,to practice alternative definitions of
sense. In other words, they have created meanings and
definitions of identity which contrast with the increasing
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determination of individual and collective life. Feminism as
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a social movement contributes to the development and
consolidation of civil society at least upon three interrelated
grounds. First, it brings about an issue as in the case of
abortion from the back streets into the open and raises it to
public discussion. Second, 1t redefines the deep-rcooted codes
of social institutions as in the case of gender analysis and
replaces them with new meanings. 1Its largest impact, in that
sense, is on the grass roots structures or in the socio-
cultural field. Finally, femirism as a social movement puts
pressure on the political parties and the governments to take a
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stand 1n Europe to pass new akortion laws after the 1970s,

2.3.2. Feminist Claim on Equality

Egalitarian feminists attempt to develop a democratic
theory based on civil eguality that undermines the differences
between the sexes so that full citizenship for women can be
secured. They aim to achieve full equality of opportunity in
all spheres of life without radically transforming the present
social and political system. The realiizetion of its aim means
the transformation of the sexual division of labor and norms
of femininity and masculinity, in particular for contemporary
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egalitarian feminists.

.

Egalitarian feminism received its classic formulation in

-

iberal feminist Mary Wallistonecraft’s A Viundication of the

s

ights of Women (1792). Egalitarian feministe’ main emphasis,
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still shared by contemporary liberal fewninists, is that femaile
subordination 1is rcoted in a set of customary and legal con-
straints that prevent women’s entrance in the public sphere.
Since society has the false belief that women are, Dby nature,
less intellectual and less capable physically than men, it
excludes women from the academy, the forum, and the market-
place. As a result of this policy of exclusion, the true
potential of many women goes unfulfilled. If women and men are
given the same educational opportunities, and given equal
civil rights they will overcome their subordination in the

76
scciety.

In the book A Vindication of the Rights of VWomen

Wallsteonecraft presented an argurment for the Enlightenment’s
understanding of human nature, that is she insisted that women
shared the same nature with men, as having the same reason.
The distinction between the sexes is entirely social thereby
all other human activities should be governed by the principles
of reason which are the same in all. Women can be dutiful or
rational only when they are treated with the sgme dignity and
7

allowed to share the same privileges as nen. She claimed

that the perfection of cur nature and capability of happiness

must be estimated by the degree of reason, virtue and
knowledge. From the exercise of knowledge and virtue which
78

naturally flows, the sexes should be equally wundeniable.
Moreover, she insisted on freedom for women and claimed that
when you make woren free "they will guickly become wise and
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virtuous as men becom2 more so.f! In short, Wallstonecraft
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denied that women, were by nature, more pleasure seeking and
pleasure giving then men. She wanted women to be treated as
autonomous decision-makers. An equal education and equal
opportunity for entrance into citizenship will allow a woman to
assume responsibility for her own development and growth and

will give her chance to have the same virtue with man.

John S. Mill, accordingly, in The Subjection of Women

(1869), insisted that women should have equal educational and

economic opportunities as well as the same civil rights with

men. It 1is his liberal idea that the ordinary way 1is to
maximize aggregate wutility (happiness or pleasure) and to
permit individuals to pursue whatever they desire. The only

way for women to maximize their pleasure is to have the same
rights with men in civil society. But he argues that sexual
division of labor within the family is made by consent and he

defends this as the most suitable division of labor between the

two. When a woman marries it might be understood that she
like a man chooses a profession, she makes a choice of the
management of a household.80 Mill believed that even given
the same education, economic opportunities, and civil

liberties as men women will still choose marriage and
motherhood over other competing occupations. In short,
although he regards women as having the same natural endowments
with men he accepts that the most suitable occupation for women
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is their natural duties as homemakers and mothers.

The contemporary liberal feminists have gone further to

say on equality. One of the prominent forerunners of the



twentieth century liberal feminrists, Betty Friedan, insists in

her book The Feminine Mystique (1963) that woman can find

satisfaction exclusively in the traditional role of wife and
mother which has left modern woman feeling empty and miserable.
Therefore, even if, she proposes, contemporary 1liberated
women want to stay at home with their husbands and children
they should not be allowed to do so. Otherwise not only they
will lose their productive capacity, they will also lead their
children, in particular the sons to grow up passive and
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immature. But she in her later book The Second Stage

changed her view in a radical shift. In that book she argues
that women should have the right to be either in the market or
to choose motherhood. She attempts to create a 1liberal
condition which makes it possible for women to be able to work

and have equality with men and choose, if they so desire, to
83
have children.

Contemporary liberal feminists have maintained their posi-
tion at the center of the same issue formulated by Friedan’s
first book. Their common argument is that the most important
goal of women is sexual equality. They aim to free women from
oppressive gender roles which prevent women form taking a place
in the acadeny, in the forum and in the marketplace.
Contemporary 1liberal feminists argue that patriarchal society
thinks women are ideally suited only for certain occupations
such as teaching, nurturing, caring and cleaning and are

largely incapable of other tasks such as ruling, preaching and
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investing. Egalitarian feminist Zillah R. Eisenstein

fights to guarantee equal sexuval relations between men and
women. This, for her, does not mean that men and women are
pressured to be the same sexually, rather it means they are

politically the same by guaranteeing that sexual difference has

nothing to do with how much sexual freedom, economic
independence, radical equality and intellectual opportunity
one has. Sexual egalitarianism, for Eisenstein, can be

achieved only under the condition that sexual difference is no
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longer the basis of her secondary political status.

In short, egalitarian feminists drive toward liberty,
equality and fairness for women. The implication of equality
for them will morally transform not only those who have been
deprived of their riggts but also those who have held rights on
the basis of might.80 Feminist writer Catherine A. Mackinnon

emphasizes the result if there could be sexual equality for

women in the following terms:

If the sexes were equal, women would not be
sexually subjected. Sexual force would be
exceptional, consent to sex could be commonly real
and sexually violated women would be believed. If
the sexes were equal, women would not be
economically subjected, their desperation and

marginality cultivated, their enforced dependency
exploited sexually or economically. Women would

have speech, privacy, authority, respect, and
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more resources than they have now.
The root meaning of equality formulated here is negative
egalitarianism, an abolitionist politics in its origins. Its

aim is to eliminate both differences between categories and to
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restrict the authoritative oppression. It holds as the basic
principle that the rules and policies of the state, and rules
of private institutions ought to be blind to race, gender,

and other group differences. The public realm of the state and
law should express its rules in general terms that abstract
from the particularities of individual and groups, needs and
situations and should recognize all persons equally and treat
all citizens in the same way. Equality as such, obviously,
is blind to group differences and blind to differences of race,
culture, gender, age or disability. Moreover, women who
formulate equality in this way are serving to privilege the
male standards. Equality as such embraces the principle of
sameness with men due to the fact that the present norms of
the patriarchal state or the principles of patriarchal culture
are institutionalized on the terrain of male-centered values.
Such an equality, in the last analysis, integrate women with

the world of men.

It 1is clear that such an integration serves to the
development of civil society as well. But it will contribute
to the emergence of a civil society principled one
dimensionally, that is it will leads to a homogenization in
the «civil society. It contributes to civil society in the

sense that men’s values are restricted to be the only source of
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virtue at the same time it adjusts the mis-ordered norms of the

men-centered culture.

2.3.3. Feminist Politics of Difference

In feminist thought a shift has emerged from the "politics

of equality" to the "politics of difference" which, in the
last analysis, 1leads to the icdea of an heterogeneity. Many
feminists, in the last decadeszs, have began to assert a

positiveness and pride in group specificity against ideals of
assimilation which is idealized by egalitarian feminists. They
have questioned whether justice always means that law and
policy should enforce equal treatment for all groups. Feminist
groups as such bring a concept of differentiated citizenship as
the best way to realize the inclusion and participation of

every one in full citizenship.

It became increasingly clear, among feminists, that it
was not possible simply to include women in patriarchal
discourses, laid down particularly by the masters of the
theory of civil society, from which women have been excluded.
For Elizabeth Gross, an advocate of the idea of the politics
of difference among feminists, many patriarchal discourses

were incapable of being broadened or extended to include women

without radical upheavals and change. There is no space, to

her, within these discourses to accommodate women’s inclusion
Q

and equal participation.gd Therefore, the political,

ontological and epistemological commitments underlying
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patriarchal discourses should be re-evaluated from the feminist
perspective for such an integration to be realized. It is
argued by her, otherwise, that the a priori assumptions of
sameness or interchangeability, sexual neutrality or
indifference, the complete neglect of women’s specificities
and differences could not be accommodated in traditional
theoretical terms. Gross maintained that the whole social,
political, scientific and metaphysical underpinning of

90
patriarchal theoretical systems needed to be shaken up.

Feminists, proclaiming difference, raise a strong critique
to the universal aspect of modern law and modern political
thought. It is to this distinct feature of modern law that it
applies uniform standards to different individuals in different
situations. Ursula Vogel urges that if we believe that women
have interests and needs significantly different from those of
men and, furthermore, that these constitute not disabilities
but sources of identity and strength, then the construction of
a uniform genderless agent and the central premise of medern
legal thinking must become significantly problematic.91

Another feminist writer, Beverly Thiele goes further to argue

that the concept of citizenship in the modern political thought

gives everyone the same status in the public 1life. However,
to  her, the values and norms of citizenship as such are
structured in the concern of "male-stream" conception. She

maintains that women are hidden in male-stream" conceptions

through mechanisms such as decontextualism, which implies the
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distance of female from their actual blkeing; universalism,

rejecting the particularity of sexes; naturalism, which is
based on men’s nature; dualism, which takes the dualities as
its essence; and appropriation, by which each sex is
appropriated to certain roles framed through male-stream
values.92 Masculine experiences, which are the mainstream of
the modern state and its public realn, are labeled by
feminists as militarist norms of honor, competition and

bargaining among independent agents. Thus, it is claimed by
some feminists, that modern man, by extolling to the virtue
of universal public realm, fails to recognize the sexual
difference, another kind of existence that they could not

93
entirely understand and the morality that women represent.

Feminist theorist, 1Iris M. Young, argues that there are
often group-based differences between men and women, whites
and blacks, able-bodied and disabled people, therefore, any
equal treatment puts these groups in a disadvantageous
position. The generalized equal treatment usually
disadvantages these groups in their opportunity to develop

their capacities thus giving them particular experiences and

knowledge. Thereby, where there are group differences 1in
capacities, socialization, values and cognitive and cultural
styles, oniy attending to such differences can enable the

inclusion and participation of all groups in political and

economic institutions. Therefore, instead of right and rules
924

in universal terms, some groups deserve special rights.

For instance, the issue of a right to pregnancy and maternity
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leave and the right to special treatment for nurturing mothers

is highly fashionable among this group of feminists.

In respect to the issue of difference there are mainly two
approaches in feminist thought. In the first, it is considered
that the differences from men leads to the inferiority of women
and keep them relatively powerless and means inequality and
continued oppression for women. Therefore, some feminist
writers insist hat arguments on difference should be left in
feminist literature. A prominent feminist of that viewpoint,
Shulamit Firestone, stresses the chief difference between men
and women as pregnancy or a woman’s childbearing activity.
She holds that women will never entirely be the equals of men
until they are able to get rid of that activity.95 Likewise,

Zillah R. Eisenstein claims that the issue of sexual difference

has been used to reject woman’s notion of freedom and equality.

Man and woman are sexually different from each other, but,
she claims, they are not as much as man claims that they are
different. Eisenstein maintains in her book Feminism and

Sexual Equality (1984) that woman’s different potential of

childbearing constitutes the basis of the institution of
motherhood, of the woman’s economic dependence on man, of her
secondary wage-earner status, of the system’ of heterosexual
controls and of restrictive notions of sexuality. Difference,
as such, she asserts, constitutes the basis of secondary

position for women 1in every respect and therefore should
96
immediately be left by women.

However, another, and importantly increasing number of
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feminist women are emphasizing the differentiation of women as
the privileges of women and thus, they arque, these
differences strengthen the status of women. Moreover, there

has been a tremendous growth of interest in a separate

"women’s culture" in the sense having to create artistic,
literal, philosophical and spiritual forms of self-
consciousness created by women warning from a sense of

difference, not taking women as men’s equivalent but different

27
than men in a plurality of meaning. A prominent of that view
Joan W. Scott puts it very clear: "Feminists cannot give up
98
‘difference’; it has been our most creative analytic tool."

Furthermore, Caroline Ramazanoglu insists that if they reject

the positive aspects of womanhood then women’s liberation has

much to lose. Women, she maintains, should have special

claims on nurturing, co-operation, caring, creativity, and
99

closeness to nature. Another advocate of that view Gerda

Lerner tried to show that women have been thought to be nurtur-
ing, affiliative and cooperative, the treats of which would
be endowed with more <truly human qualities than men.100
Adrienne Rich took a further look at the positive side of
motherhood. Arguing against Firestone she proclaims that a
feminist revolution would not liberate women from motherhood,

on the contrary, would liberate women into a truly nurturing

motherhood. Briefly Rich saw female physiology as a source of
101
strength.

A psychoanalytic feminist Carol Gilligan pays attention

to the knowledge and behavior that are constructed differently
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in men and women. Time, space, self, and other such concepts
all arise out of the active interchange between the individual
and the physical and social world in which he or she 1lives.
Moving from this Kantian assertion, she develops an idea that
women develop a living experience and thus a morality different
from men.lo2 The separation and autonomy in men’s lives often
leads them to focus the discussion of morality around issues of
justice, fairness, rules and rights, whereas the family
lives lead women to emphasize people’s wants, needs,
interests and aspirations.103 The male reason is taken, by
the advocate of that view, as 1instrumental, and women'’s
knowledge as intuitive, emotional, engaged and caring, and
they claim that only these features of women can save humanity
from the dangers of unconstrained masculinism. In short they
indicate that much of women’s history has been concerned with
private matters: the bearing and raising of children, the
cooking of food, the carrying of water, the tilling of the
soil etc. This leads one to conclude that women should, in a
democratic society, gain not rights on the principles of
neutral and universal citizenship, rather on the principle of
women'’s deep experience.104

Feminists have opened a new epoch in arguments on
difference by articulating postmodern concepts to the feminist
thought. As it 1is well known postmodernism embraces a
skepticism regarding generalizable and universal claims of any

105

sort. Postmodern feminists, similarly, have begun to

suspect that all transcendental claims of Enlightenment reflect
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and reify the experience c¢f a few persons mostly white
western males in the name of universality. Therefore, they
have tried to formulate the notions such as self, knowledge
and truth differently than those that were done by
Enlightenment thinkers.106 They, 1like postmodernists, have
criticized modern moral and political theories, exposing the
contingent, the partial and the historically situated character
of what has passed in the mainstream for necessary, universal
and historical truth. They have called into dquestion the
dominant philosophical project of seeking objectivity which
transcends any situation or perspective.107 Postmodern
feminists developed the recognition that to live 1in Western
culture resulted with the fact that one always finds oneself
located within structures of dominance and subordination.
Dominance and subordination are structured through the
construction of a hierarchical duality of social construction
and one of these polarity of duality has been given the values
of domination. The duality of male/female is a discursive
formation which results with women’s subordination.108
Therefore, postmodern feminists are seeking how it could be
possible to create a different discourse or culture based on
particular experience and which does ﬁot bring the

109
subordination of a partner.

2.3.3.1. Politics of Difference In French Version

French feminism has been highlighted mainly through the

110
studies of Julia Kristeva, Luce Irigaray and Héléne Cixous
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which promise a great revolt against the institutions of
patriarchy which are reconstructed in the language. The term
"difference" in the work of French feminist writers has a
revolutionary meaning that is, the goal of a feminist
enterprise is not to chieve socioeconomic equality with men but

to disrupt and subvert Western patriarchal language and thought

themselves.

French feminists have made us read language as a dense web
of metaphors, displacements and silence as the embodiment of
difference and the source of meaning, at the same time, a
source of women’s subordination. Kristeva, Irigaray and
Cixous aptly argue that women’s oppression does not merely
exist 1in the concrete organization of economic, political or
social structures. It is embedded in the very foundation of
Logos, in the linguistic and logical process through which
meaning itself is produced. What we perceive as the real,
they maintain, is a manifestation of the symbolic order as
has Dbeen constituted by men. Thus only by exposing this
phallocentrism, by deconstructing it can we transform the
real and thus subvert the subordination of women in any
fundamental way.112 They point to the problems involved in
women’s struggles for equality to men. They both assert that
there 1is an irreducible difference between masculine and
feminine and then, an equality can only be postulated by the

reduction of one, subordinating one to the other. Therefore,

they strongly nominate in contrast to feminists proclaiming the
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sameness or equality, a feminism or a politics of difference,

of specificities, a politics involving the recognition of the
113

differences between men and women. For both sets of

feminists the act of speaking and of writing as a female

represents a fundamental revolt in the traditional systems of

not only its material, econonic, social and political

manifestations, but the generative system which determines the
114

production of meaning. This is why they have equated the

recognition of the specificity of female unconscious with the
free access to a specific discourse in the feminine mode and

115
have defined this as the central focus of their struggle.

All of the feminist writers Kristeva, Irigaray and Cixous
are under the influence of two inteilectual backgrounds; that
is they bring together Freudian psychoanalytic account of
psychic and Lacanian social production cof subjectivity with a
post-structural analysis of sexual or discursive production.
Kristeva places a human infantile into two different phases:
Semiotic and Symbolic order. The semiotic is equated with the
energetic, rhythmic, bodily contributions of the pre-social
individual. The symbolic, by contrast, is the domain of
definite positions and propositions, the social side for the
creation of unified texts, discourses and knowledges subsuming
individual energies into collective social forms.116 The
semiotic order derives 1its energy from the realm of the
preodipal and it first occurs in the infant’s attachment to

the mother’s body. However, the symbolic order plays the

role of Logos, it is initiated in the "minor" stage, with
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infant’s need to deal with abstraction, that is, with the
uses of language. She considers the pre-oedipal or Semiotic
phase as feminine and maternal. It is dominated by the
mother’s body, it is pre-phallic, pre-paternal, existing
before thilgather, and is regarded as the symbolic source of

authority. Women 1in their experience are not be able to

articulate the semiotic forces into the symbolic context. Men

alone can represent, speak and symbolize the subversive
underside of social unities. Poens, artists, theorists,
avant-gardists, the transgressor of social, artistic and
representational norms are necessarily male. Men alone, to

her, occupy the position of speaking subjects.

Therefore, she argues that no sociopolitical
transformation is possibie which does not constitute a
transformation of subjects. Subject for her is the postulation
of a female principle, which she calls the Semiotic. Kristeva
insists that only the eruption of the semiotic into the
symbolic can give reign to difference, to heterogeneous
meaning and thus subvert the existing system of 1anguage.119
The historical work for her involves the analysis of the work
of language. This theoretical work can be looked at from the
point of view of its ideological representation in writing.120
She maintains that women are, in language, something that
cannot be represented, something that is not said, something
above and beyond ideologies. Then, she advises womenlzio go

beyond the male-centered language of Western culture. In

Western societies, Kristeva asserts, sexual pleasure is



granted to women. It is the fact, for her, a speaking or a
writing subject cannot depart himself or herself from the
meaning of text he or she is using. If women have a role in
this ongoing process it 1is only in assuming a negative
function: reject everything finite, definite, structured,
looked with meaning in the existing state of society.122 The
following passage indicates what is found at the center of her
message: "Woman is here to shake up, to disturb, to deflate
masculine values, and not to espouse them. Her role 1is to
maintain differences by pointing to them, by giving them life,
by putting them into play against one another."123 In short,

only such an attitudes can place women on the side of the

explosion of social codes with revolutionary moments.

Irigaray pays attention, 1like Kristeva, to the situation
of women in Western culture. Influenced by Lacan she
differentiates female imaginary from male imaginary. What we,

imaginarily, know about woman including her sexual desire has

been told to us from a male point of view. The only women
type we know is the "masculine feminine".- There may be,
however, a "feminine feminine", a non-phallic feminine type.

Moreover there may be a way to bring women to selfhood and

language that does not have to¢ be mediated in any way through

men.124 Woman, for her, 1is seen in Western philosophy as an
opposite to man, as man’s other, as the negative of the
positiveness in the polarity of masculine/feminine
dichotomy.125 Since women are marked phallically by their

fathers, husbands and procures, woman then is never anything
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more than the scene of more or less a rivalry of exchange
between two men.126 Women, signs, goods, currency, all
pass from one man to another. The genealogy of patriarchal
power, its laws, its discourse, its soclality is
institutionalized in father-son relations. These relations

which are operative everywhere can neither be disappeared in

the abolition of the family, nor of monogamic reproduction,

127
but only with a transition in language.

To Irigaray +the phallocentric discourses and practices
have been appropriated by men universally. But men are unable
to represent themselves, as completely universal, therefore,
women are seen to compensate for the absences of what in the
male body. They are considered the corporeal, badly material
the substratum supporting male intellect, reason, theoretical
structures that is male immateriality. Moreover, woman
functions to complete man’s fantasies. The pleasure that she
lives is not her own and it leaves her in her well-known state
of dependency. Women’s pleasure, for her, 1s denied by
Western civilization that give privileges to phallomorphisnm,
a culture in which woman represents the cheapest of
everything, she has no proper name. She is taken as the
negative, the opposite and reverse of what man is.l28
Moreover, she maintains that it is man who has been the
subject of discourse, whether in the field of theory,
morality or politics. Discourse 1is always paternal and

masculine in the West. For women, however, there remain the

so-called minor art-forms: cooking, knitting, sewing and so
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forth.

Therefore, 1Irigaray attempts to clear a space within lan-
guage for another voice, body, pleasure, other forms of sex-
uality and desire, other forms of discourse and other forns
of reason. As Elizabeth Gross aptly puts, '"she desires to
create discourses and representations of women and femininity
that may positively inscribe the female body as an autonomous
concrete materiality."130 Irigaray emphasizes the need for a
language which asserts positive meaning to femininity. She
states, as a concluding remark, her desire 1like the
following: "For the work of sexual difference to take place,
a revolution in thoughts and an ethics is needed. We must
reinterpret the whole relationship between the subject and
discourse, the subject and the world, the subject and the
cosmic, the microcosmic and the macrocosmic."131 It 1is only
possible in this way to her that the male discourses are

reinserted back and femininity and women may be able to

establish a discursive space or position which is their own.

A further analysis of women’s relation to language was put
forth by Cixous who argues that everything 1is word, that
culture is grasped hy the word. She claims that as soon as we
are born into 1language it dictates wus with its laws.
Traditionally, throughout the history of Western thought, the
logos has been founded on the structure of the binary
oppositions such as Sun/Moon, Nature/History, Passion/Action,

High/;Low, and so forth. For her, everything said;
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everything organized as discourse such as art, religion,
family, 1language, are organized on the basis of hierarchical
oppositions which come back to the opposition man/woman.132
All these dichotomies, for Cixous, associate man with all
that is positive and women with all that is generally negative.
Thus woman exists in man’s world on his terms, she is either
the other for man or she is unthought. The phallocentrism |is
to her the origin of all kinds of power: property, masculine
domination, the constitution of the state, the ideological
apparatuses and the like.133 Therefore, Cixous emphasizes on
the need for a transformation that emerges and invents a new
history, which is opposite to the phallocentrism. For her the

categories of 'man" and "woman" are nothing more than the

imaginary order coming into existence in the multiplications of

representations, images, reflections, myths and

identifications. Then a transformation is identical with the
134

deforming of that imaginary order. Moreover, she gives

importance to women’s writing as a device to put themselves
into the text as well as into the history. She maintains that
women should write about femininity, about ’their sexuality,
about their erotization, about the adventure of their drives
and about everything belonging to women.135 An alternative,
she insists, propound by women would constitute the movement
of a transformation of social and cultural structures. Cixous
urges that "it is by writing, from and toward women and by

taking up the challenge of speech which has been governed by

the phallus, that women will confirm women in a place other
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than that which is reserved in and by the Symbolic, that is,
in a place other than silence."lzb Iin, short, 1like Kristeva
and Irigaray, Cixous too argues for a particular perspective
and culture coming to terms through appropriation of a

different meaning system that is language, particular only to

women.

Now, it is the central concern of that part to analyze
what implications are observed 1in arguments pertaining to the
principles of civil society by having a review of arguments on
the politics of difference. Indeed, concentrating on the

difference seems to get feminists in a pendulum swing between

the '"same as" and "different from". It is the first concept
which, in the last analysis, brings all of those who require
equality along the same line with men. However, the second

one differentiates women from men and creates an area of
heterogeneity and multiplicity enhanced by women’s experience
and values. It proposes a kind of "separation" which implies
that it separates women from men and from institutions,
roles and activities which are male-defined and male dominated
exclusively operating for male privilege. This separationist
attempt brings one to observe a kind of plurality in the public
life. Seen as such we can claim that feminists, by appealing
to the notion of multiplicity, are creating an increasingly
different epoch in civil society, which at the same time,
creates a challenge to the dominant unitarian power. In other
words it serves to break down the "unitarian type" of any

society coming into being as an outcome of wunitarian meaning
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systems. Moreover feminists by embracing the concept of
difference serve to create a need for a justice which is
sensitive to variations of gender, race, class and other
sociological categories. Such a justice, clearly, will
foster a conception of the public which in principle excludes
no Person, no aspect of a person’s lives, nor topic of
discussion and which encourages aesthetical as well as

discursive expression.

To conclude one should bear in mind that different social
groups have different needs, cultures, histories,
experiences and perception of social relations, all of which
influence their interpretation of the meaning and the
consequences of policy proposals as well as the forum of their
political reasoning. The participation of «citizens 1in the
political system over the principles of their particular
interests also create a richness in political system which
might be accounted as a functional contribution to the
development of civil society. Indeed, this 1is the most

important feminist contribution to civil society.

2.3.4. Feminist Autonomy In the Public Life

The distinction between public and private life has gained
strong attacks by many feminists in last decades. They sought
to indicate that the distinction traditionally made between
public and private life brings nothing more than the oppression

of women in the household. The household as the chief sphere
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of private life is accepted by some feminists as the extension
of the political sphere of public life. This opened a new

epoch on the terrain of these concepts.

What we traditionally know about the public and the
private is their having different modes of functioning and

their being governed by different rules. The private sphere is

known as the world of particularism, subjectiocon, inequality,
natural emotions, 1love and partiality; where as, the public
sphere 1s known as the world of universalism, independence,
equality, reason, rationality and impartiality.137 However,

feminists have objected that the distinction and the argument

that the concept of privacy, as such, has created a place of
battery, marital rape and women’s exploited domestic labor.
It has preserved the control and self-definition. Catherine

A. MacKinnon asserts that when women are segregated in private
they are isolated from each other and from the public
resources. Therefore, she claims that the distinction between

the public and the private, embraced particularly in 1liberal

thought, is an ideological divisicn that mystifies the wunity
among women and assures women’s subjection within it.138 An
advocate of that view, Carole Pateman, raises strong
criticism to the 1liberals, particularly to Locke, who

formulates civil society on the basis of public life, a domain
of the male individual. She argues that Locke conceptualizes
civil society 1in abstraction from ascriptive dcomestic 1life,
and, therefore, women are forgotten in his theoretical

discussion. The separation between public and private 1is



represented as a division within the world of men, within

civil society. The separation is then expressed as "society

and state", or "economy and politics", or "social and
political". Domestic 1life has tended to fall outside both
139

state and civil society.

Radical feminists raise an argument about +the roots
behind the division between the public and the private realm.
Many radical feminists argue that it is the patriarchal system
that creates such a distinction in order to oppress women. It
is the patriarchal system that brings power, dominance,
hierarchy, and competition. They claim that the natural order
attributed to women is nothing more than a patriarchal trap
giving men and women naturally different personhood,
characteristics and attitudes. Kate Millet is one of the
prominent radical feminist who thinks that the roots of women’s
oppression are hidden in patriarchy’s sex/gender system. She
argues that sex 1is political because the male-female
relationship is the paradigm for all power relationships.
Patriarchal ideology makes it certain that men always control
the public and private worlds and makes men to always have the
dominant or masculine roles and that women always have the
subordinate or feminine ones. It produces that ideology
through the academy, the church and the family each of which
justifies and reinforces women’s subordination to men.140

Michelle Z. Rosaldo observed that common to all known societies

was some type of separation between a domestic sphere and a
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public sphere, the former associated with women, the latter

with men, therefore, women’s power is always viewed, in many

societies, as illegitimate, disruptive and without
141

authority. Moreover, radical feminist Mary O’Brien

attempts to indicate that patriarchy in all parts of the world
has divided up men’s work and women’s work along evaluative
lines with works done in separate places. Men, she maintains,
make history in public, women are the handmaidens of nature in
private, men achieve, women serve, and women’s work takes

place under the supervision of men. To her, the private is not

private, it is institutionalized and has an elaborate set of
myths, ideologies and practices to prepare a set which is
called patriarchy. 1In short, the private for her is the locus

of power for every man and the locus of patriarchy which is a
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crude form of biological determinism.

Radical feminists give answer to the division between the
public and the private with the slogan "the personal is politi-
cal". The earlier claim that the personal is political came
from those radical feminists of the i960s and 1970s who argued
that since the family was at the root of women'’s oppression
it must be abolished.14J Incdeed, that the ‘'personal is
political" has become much more than a slogan for recent
feminists, the personal is epistemologically political, which
means that philosophy, poetry, language, science and
all schelarly inquiries are political.m4 That the personal is

political challenges the separation of the public and the

private spheres and also challenges their identification with
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men and women, which is so fundamental to 1liberal political
thought. It implies an emancipationist demands for a progress
of women into the public sphere.145 It imagines taking the
form of a demand for the inclusion of women in the category of
the individual which has traditionally been esteemed in the
formulation of civil society.146 Since, feminists think that
the private sphere is a common ground of women’s inequality,
they do not keep it out of the state intervention for the
safety of individual liberty, rather they politicize it. As
MacKinnon aptly states the politization of the private is
nothing more than producing a public not 1isolated from
difference, but consisting of the ingredients of diverse modes
of living.147 In short, feminists insist that the separate
liberal worlds of private and public 1life are actually
interrelated and connected by a patriarchal structure. The
family, as a social unit of civil society, for feminists, is
regulated politically by the state through legislation
concerning marriage, sexuality and so forth. The family, as
such, contributes to the justification of the state’s and the
court’s growing role in private relations.148 Therefore, to
include women alongside men in the public life, according to
feminists, implies that the traditional genderic division of
patriarchal society should be diminished.149

In order to take a full part in public life women should
escape from the roles assigned to them as childbearer and as

childrearer. An advocate of that view, Ann Oakley, argues

that motherhood 1is a myth produced within the patriarchal
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discourses to institutionalize the oppression of women. Girls,
she clains, are not naturally positioned to be mothers,
rather women are socially and culturally conditioned to be
mothers.150 Another radical feminist Firestone strongly
argues that women’s liberation requires a biological revolution
by which women seize control of reproduction in order to
overcome the sexual class system. She claims that when there

is no distinction between the productive and reproductive roles

for men and women it will be possible to overcome all of the

relationships, structures and ideas that have always divided

the human community: oppressing /oppressed, exploiting /
151

exploited, master / slave and so on. In short she proposes

a new technique of reproduction which is only under the control
of women, a technigue like a test tube baby, which will stop

women from being the only center cf childbearing.

Another way radical feminists propose to take a place thus
a female autonomy in the public life is that to sexually depart
themselves from men. For these radicals it is the lesbian
sexuality that serves as a paradigm for women to depart from
men. Lesbianism, for radical feminists is not a personal
choice, rather it is the symbol of patriarchal rejection. For
instance, radical feminist Charlotte Bunch argues that sex is
not a private matter it is a political matter of oppression,
domination and power. Therefore, lesbianism, for her, is
the only way for women to challenge thisideological, political

2

and economic basis of male supremacy. Moreover, radical

feminist Marilyn French develops the image of community which
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has androgynous values. She argues that men traditionally have
the ideology of "power-over", however, women have the
concept of "pleasure with". This "pleasure with" is the most
humanly way of 1living and this 1is only possible in an
androgynous culture.153 In short, for radical feminists, the
only way in which women can assert their autonomy from men in

the public life and recover their true and natural femininity

is to separate from men and the patriarchal structures of

society.

Another project to include women in public life has been
produced by Marxist and socialist feminists. Beginning with
Frederich Engels, Marxist feminists have claimed that women’s
oppression has been originated by the introduction of private
property. Private ownership of the means of production by rela-
tively few persons, originally all male, created a closed
system whose contemporary manifestations are imperialism and
capitalism. Based on that state of affair they claim that
capitalism itself is the cause of women’s oppression. In order
for women to be liberated, the capitalist system must be
replaced by a socialist system in which no one would be
economically dependent on anyone else.154 Contemporary marxist
feminist Margaret Benston calls attention to the economic
situations of men and women 1in industrialized capitalist
society. She claims that women are primarily producers of
single-values in those activities associated with the home and
family, however men are the producers of essential products

associated with the factory and thepublic. Therefore, she
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claims that wunless a woman is freed from her heavy domestic
duties, including child care, her entrance into public work
will not remove her from liberation. Not only an equal
entrance to the public work is necessary for women, but also
the socialization of the domestic labor. As long as work 1in
the home remains a matter of private production and is the
responsibility of women they will never achieve a

155
liberation.

Socialist feminists attempt to link the radical feminists’
concept of "patriarchy" and marxist feminists’ concept of "pro-
duction" by paying attention to the material base of patriarchy
which brings men’s control over women’s labor power. That con-
trol 1is maintained, for socialist feminists, by excluding
women from access to necessary economically 15groductive

resources and by restricting women’s sexuality. Juliet

Michell’s Woman’s Estate is one of the prominent studies in

the socialist feminist framework. She argues that women’s
condition is overdetermined by the structures of production,
reproduction, sexuality and the socialization of children.
Woman’s status and function in all of these structures must
change 1if she 1is to achieve full liberation in the public
life.157 In fact, one can easily see that both the marxist
and socialist feminists, 1like the radical feminists, see the

liberation of women by the abolition of the private sphere and

in women’s taking an appropriate part in the public life.

One can see that as an extension of the politics of
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difference the feminists’ demand to take part in the public on
the basis of female oriented modes of political behavior,
communication and decision - making styles will lead them to
create an autonomy in the public life. The feminists’ claim on
an autonomous body in the public 1life will 1lead to the
emergence of an autonomous public which rejects the creation of
a unified public realm in which citizens leave behind their
particular group affiliations, histories and needs to discuss
a general interest or common good. An autonomous public
assigns difference positive meanings and acknowledges them as
necessary ingredients of the civil society. In such a public
it is more likely that different groups will have communication
among themselves and this will likely create an equilibrium
among groups. An autonomization in civil society leads to at
least three implications: first, it contributes to self-
organization of group members who are aware of their identity,
collective interest and group consciousness. Second, it
protects the individual by appealing to its norms against the
oppression of the authority. Finally, it develops a veto
power regarding specific policies which threaten the group
interest about special 1issues. The feminists’ demand to
develop and foster a distinctively women’s culture and women’s
specific needs both opens in the public life a special place
and contributes to strengthen the position of women. Moreover,
it subverts the wuniversal public project of the modern
political thought excluding particularity, desire, feeling

and those aspects of life associated with the body.
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In conclusion, one can clearly see that feminist politics
of equality, difference and autonomy is in a way that each is
interrelated with one another and they complete each other. It
is only on the basis of eguality that a location can be opened
for the demands of difference in civil society. As long as the
principle of equality is institutionalized legally,
politically and economically no segment of different
categories can find a chance to maintain its existence within a
civil society. Therefore, feminists contribute to the
development of civil society firstly by their claim on
equality, secondly their commitment to difference and finally
by their idealization of an autonomy in the public 1life.
Equality opens the way; the difference functions to
institutionalize the existence of different groups; and the
autonomy functions to stay against authority on behalf of the
members of the social groups. It should be remembered that the
feminists’ commitment to the concept of autonomy contributes

also to the autonomy of other groups in civil society.
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CHAPTER III

CIVIL SOCIETY AND WOMEN IN TURKISH POLITICS

The basic aim of this chapter is to analyze the condition
of civil society and women in Turkish politics. It begins with
an analysis of the earlier period of the Ottoman-Turkish poli-
tics and then, through the reforms of the Republican Turkish
period wup to the 1980s, it then seeks to bring to Jlight the
place of civil society in Turkish politics and the particular
role of Turkish women. The point of departure is that beginning
from the Ottoman times to the 1980s Turkish politics
experienced the tradition of a strong state and a relatively
weak civil society. Either in the name of the Sultan or of the
intellectual-bureaucratic elite one always sees a strong center
at the focus of Turkish politics. In this political tradition,
women were seen almost as the first potential element of civil
society during the last half of the nineteenth century when
statesmen were raising demands for the modernization of the
Ottoman state. Later, when the intellectual-bureaucratic elite
occupied the center of politics, women were once again
smothered under the heavy impact of the aims put forward by
the state elites. The following part concentrates on a detailed

analysis of that argument.



3.1. THE EARLIER OTTOMAN HERITAGE

3.1.1. The Condition of Civil Society

The Ottoman state is well known as a kind of imperial
bureaucratic regime with its characteristics 1indicating a
cultural rift between +the center and the periphery. The
distinctness and autonomy of the center gave way to its ability
to develop and maintain its own specific symbols and criteria
of recruitment and organization.l Thus, it lacked the Dbasic
intermediate structural component that Hegel termed "civil-
society", a part of society that could operate independently of
the central government and was based on property rights.2 The
Ottomans opted for a central gcvernment staffed by loyal
slaves, who were socialized to the secular and state-oriented
norms of the center.3 Therefore, the traditional distance
between the state and society created a relation based on the

4
domination of social groups by the state.

In the Ottoman Empire initially the state was governed by
one ruler and the others were his servants. The power was held
by the Sultan in the Ottoman Empire, who was the ultimate

power, appointed by God to hold together the parts of society,

the "zilluliahi fil alem" (shadow of God in the world) 1in
5
popular 1literature. Indeed, neither the Sultan nor his

administrators constituted a class 1in the process of



production, but rather were consumers of products. The status,
role, and appointment of the administrators under the Sultan
were fulfilled not according to their functionality in special
roles but according to their lecyalty to the Sultan, a process
which genuinely strengthened the Sultan’s post.6 In the
classical period (from the establishment of the Empire until
sixteenth century) the person of the Sultan was identical with
the state. However, in later centuries, particularly after the
sixteenth century, when the Sultan became a puppet in the hands
of the military, civil and religious bureaucracies and various
cliques 1in the palace, he lost his charisma; this was then
gradually attributed to the state. Thus, the Sultan could now
be deposed 1in the name of the state, which was seen as the
provider of order.7 In the Ottoman Empire, after the sixteenth
century, power gradually came to be wielded by four major
groups: nmilitary, bureaucracy, religious institutions and the
palace. All of these groups or institutions reflected the state
in various aspects. Indeed, no bourgeoisie, hereditary landed
aristocracy or non-governnental clerqgy existed as an
independent source of power.8 In short, the domination of the
Sultan, and of a strong state, constituted the essential obsta-

cles to the development of the autoncmous social classes which

constitute the basic component of civil society.
These features of the Ottoman-Turkish culture were also

incongruent on the grounds by which the civil societal elements

are furnished. The notion of opposition in the Ottoman-Turkish
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culture was deeply repugnant. A predilection has been shown for
the organic theories of the state and society and solidarist
doctrines which found easy acceptance in the Turkish culture
throughout its history. "Thus it appears that the notion of a
loyal and legitimate opposition has not been fully
institutionalized at the cultural level."9 A further related
tendency in the Ottoman-Turkish culture was that, primacy was
not given to the individual but to the collectivity, be it the
nation, the state or one of its sub-units. Individuality came
to be attributed as a deviance and was to be punished.10 In
the case of collectivity the Ottoman culture was under the
impact of eastern thought which elevates the collectivity over
individuality. The Ottoman subjects were termed as "reaya",
which meant those people looked after by a herder.11 The folk
literature of Ottoman culture is full of stories referring to
grand sultans or states, not individuals.l2 The upshot was that
in the Ottoman-Turkish culture 1individuality and ‘being
different’ were identified with deviant behavior, while the
state was accepted as the highest prosperity granted by God.13
This is why Metin Heper finds the typology of 1liberalism and
authoritarianism less satisfactory in analyzing Oottoman
politics. Rather he describes Ottoman politics as tran-
scendentalism, which meaning by state elites to transcend
particularistic interests.14 One should be aware that in folk
culture the state is termed as "father state", a term referring
to respect. Perhaps this is the reason, as perceptively
observed by Heper, why Turkish politics 1is not hostile to

15
the state. The political culture as such predominantly
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prevented the development of intermediate structures

engaging in particular interests, vis-a-vis the collective

one.

The three potential elements of civil society in Ottoman-
Turkish politics might be described as the millet system, the
guilds, and the religious institution. However, each of these
institutions overwhelmingly depended on the state. Non-Muslim
groups were organized under the millet system, which functioned
as a component of the state rather than of civil society. The
religious heads of these communities worked closely with the
Ottoman government as partners in the administration of their
respective ethno-communal system. Although they were
economically powerful they were weak politically, and they were
completely dependent on he state‘16 The guilds also
constituted an administrative 1link between the ruling
institutions and the town population. The state controls over
the price and quality of goods were fulfilled by means of the

17
guilds. The chief officer of the guilds (known either as

kethuda or kahya) was elected by the artisan’ members of the
guild, but the genuine acceptance of any candidate as the
chief officer depended on the "berat-i serif" (Imperial

18
license) given by the central administration. The guilds

administered various branches of the crafts, provided raw
materials to the artisans and controlled whether or not they
followed the essential rules; they even educated the artisans,
giving them certificates as well as collecting taxes.19 These

functions of the guilds led the Ottoman merchants to represent
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the state rather than a particular interest.

The religious institution, in Ottoman society, also de-
pended or the state. Islam, in theory, enjoys the unity of the
state and the community. Islam and the state are, therefore,
considered one and the same entity.20 The religious members
were appointed by the Sultan and could be easily dismissed, on

any occasion, by him. The top of the religious institution,

the "Seyhulislam, completely depended on the Sultan and had no

right to interfere directly in the government or the legal
administration.21 The fact that their attainments were made by
the state generated a source of loyalty to the state among the
ulema (Islamic theologians).22 The ulema were also managers of
the "vaqfs" (religious foundations) and assisted the Ottoman
regime in taxation and the performance of complex
administrative and Jjuridical tasks, at the same time as
educating the Ottoman subjects through these foundations.23
Religion, thus, through the functional actions of the ulema and
the vaqfs constituted an administrative link between the state

and the Ottoman subjects, and was, at the last analysis, an

administrative component of the state rather than an element

of civil society.

Like the ulema, the lccal notables in the Ottoman society
could not constitute an element of civil society. The ayan
(local notables) were, at least before the sixteenth century,

simply influential local residents who served as intermediaries
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between the 1local populace and the government. Following
changes in the sixteenth century, the word ayan, was used to
refer to groups that were tax farmers, holders, and eventually

24
de facto land owners.

In short, with the absence of a strong bourgeoisie and an
aristocracy, the components of civil society could not develop
in the Ottoman-Turkish context.25 It is clear that the existing
potential «civil societal elements in Ottoman politics, as
analyzed above, fulfilled an administrative function rather

than producing alternative norms, meanings, values and

discourses to those developed by the state.

3.1.2. Women in Ottoman Society

The Ottoman law regulating basic institutions was obvious-
ly based on Islamic principles. Islam divides society basically
into two sub-universes: the universe of men and the universe of
women. Fatima Mernissi emphasizes the dual world that exists in
Islamic society. She argues that the social division according
to sex reflects the division between those who hold authority
and those who do not, those who hold spiritual powers and those
who do not. This division is based on the physical separation
of the public sphere from the domestic universe. While the
members of the public are umma (men) the members of the
domestic sphere are women. Mernissi claims that the regulation
between its members is based on these principles: in the public

sphere the principles of equality, reciprocity, unity,
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aggregation, brotherhood, 1love, trust and the 1like exist.
However, in the domestic sphere the principles of inequality,

lack of reciprocity, segregation, separation, subordination,
26
and mistrust exist.

Indeed, Islam gave women very radical rights compared to
its contemporaries, making them equal with men in various re-
spects.27 The condition of woman in the Ottoman-Turkish
politics was previously so good that woman was free and had the
same rights as man, at least until the sixteenth century. Women

were free in the clothing they wore, went to war with men, rode

horses, worked on the land and participated in the decision
28

making process.

However, following the development of the ttoman state
inte a near theocratic state after the sixteenth century (and

especially after the conquest of Byzantium which brought the

Ottomans 1into close ccntact with the structures of the

Byzantine state) women’s place in socliety changed
29

drastically. The Byzantine experience was particularly

influential on the Ottomans. The Byzantine empire was a class
society made up of slaves working on the land and the ruling
classes. Those women belonged to the ruling classes and 1lived
in the cities were secluded in the harem, a practice already
observed in the Muslim Ummayad and Abbasian empires as well as
the non-Muslim Persian state and later adopted by the Ottoman

ruling classes. In the Cttoman harem there existed polygamy,
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and women lived among themselves and came into contact only
with the male members of their family. Their social 1life was
limited to reproduction and domestic labor. After the
sixteenth century, with the emergence of a strong state in
Ottoman politics, the Saray (Palace) and the ulema began to
interpret the Muslim religion in such a way that it justified
the complete exclusion of women’s social and economic life.30
One should be aware of the fact that the harem 1life of the
Ottoman-Turkish was restricted to Istanbul. In the rural part
of Ottoman-Turkish society, no experience of harem was felt and
man and woman worked side by side in the fields. The woman was

31
a producer and a helper to her husband.

It was after the sixteenth century that we see a large
number of fermans (imperial edicts) limiting women’s social and
economic life. Since the impacts of edicts are important in the
Ottoman-Turkish women’s 1life it is necessary to emphasize
these in more detail. Imperial edicts restricted women’s 1life
mainly in three areas: the clothes they wore, their appearance
in public and their relations with men in their social 1life.
The manner of dress of Ottoman-Turkish women was specified

through the imperial edicts. One published in 1725 was worded

in the following manner:

...certain brazen women have begun to be seen in the
streets dressed in finery, affecting all kinds of
innovations in their garments and giving strange

bizarre shapes to their headdress in imitation of
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shameless women, in order to corrupt the population.
Their audacity in lifting the veil of virtue in
defiance of decrees to the contrary: their
improvisation of modes of dress which violate all
notions of propriety; and appearance in diverse
unseemly costumes, has reached the stage where even
women of virtue have begun to fall wunder their
influence. These outlandish clothes are
prohibited... If any women is seen out in the
streets or in excursion places wearing one of these
newfangled feraje with a white collar, the collar
will be cut there and then in public, and 1if any
person persists in wearing them and offends for a
second or third time, they will be exiled to the

32
provinces.

The imperial edicts also dealt with the places that women
could go for amusement. When the Sultan was informed that some
women were meeting with men in distant places of Istanbul like
Kisikli, Akbaba and Bulgurlu he forbade women from going to
these places. The edict related to that prohibition is worded
as follows: "From now on, women are prohibited to go to distant
amusement places in carriages. Those women who gc to these

e

places, despite the prohibition, and those men who take them
33

with their cabs will be exiled from Istanbul." Furthermore,

excursions of young women together with young men in boats were

prohibited. An edict of the Sultan to the boat officer of

Istanbul declared that "“as denounced before, confine the
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excursion of young women together with boys in boats and
34
proclaim this edict to all the boatmen."

This issuing of so many imperial edicts followed the
close contact of the Ottoman population with Western products.
After the sixteenth century the Ottoman empire constituted an
attractive market for western products, particularly for
textiles. Ottoman women had an imprudent desire to follow the
current fashion and try new costumes.35 One needs to remember
that religion in Ottoman politics was absorbed into the state
institutions, importantly, more than that was individually
felt. This 1s why the imperial edicts were reinforced and
justified through the religious doctrines and why they were
unsuccessful in persuading the women who behaved with their
individual initiatives.36 Perhaps another reason why the
imperial edicts failed to overcome the situation was that
beside the Muslim population there were a large number of
women from non-Muslim communities (Jews, Greek and Armenian
Christians) who were excluded from these edicts and remained
free in their style of life. They then had a greater impact on
the surface of the streets of Istanbul as well as influencing

37
the Muslim women, particularly with their styles of clothing.

The Ottoman women were also limited in their education.
They were educated only up to the age of 11 or so, in subyans
(primary schools) which were found only in the large cities.

These Female students were given mainly a religious education,
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receiving only a small amount of the science of their time.They
were educated together with male students or separately in

38
schools particular to females.

Despite all of these restrictions one can encounter in
history a large number of famous Ottoman women who were

writers, poets, calligraphers and so fortli. Another area where

they were prcminent was in  the founding of religious

institutions beginning frowm the eariier y=ars of the Ottoman
3°

enpire up Lo the last decades. In Istanbul six libraries

were founded by Ottoman‘women, in Tarsus one and in Baghdad
three between 1583—1871.“0 In Istznbul alone women endowed 69
schools, and 13 medreses (religious schools) between the years
1667-1882.41 They also founded about 1533 religious
foundations in Istanbul, dealing with various social issues.42
Ottoman women brought into being similar foundations in other
Anatolian cities as well. Halit Crgan found that 43 of the
total 151 foundations, founded in Ankara between 1585 and 1924
were endowed by women.43 Finally, one can see from the imperial

edicts that Ottoman women were also active in merchant 1life.

They had shops and were active in the exchénge of goods and
44

slaves.

In conclusion, one needs to remember that women in
Ottoman-Turkish politics did not organize against the state
authority. Nevertheless, at least from the sixteenth century
onward, women as a social category gradually occupied the

chief attention of the state authority. Based on external
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relations (trade with West),internal dynamics (non-Muslin
estates) and their own choice they frequently reversed the
values the government tried to impose upon them. From time to
time they ignored the governmental prohibitions and replaced
them with habits of their own. This aspect of women as well as
the aspect that they were active in various parts of the social
life is significant when analyzing the role of women in civil
society. Their conditions lead us to reach the conclusion that
although a strong civil societal element was not seen through
women they, 1in fact, stood always as an hidden potential
element in the earlier period of the Ottoman-Turkish political

context.

3.2. WOMEN AS A LINK TO THE WESTERN CIVILIZATION

The nineteenth century of the Ottoman Empire was ranked by
the dynamic effort of state elites to turn the face of the
Empire toward Western institutions. The Ottomans, for a 1long
time, were aware of their backwardness versus the rapid
developments accomplished in various aspects in Western
societies. 1In order to overcome that backwardness, there was

felt a need for a change in the military , administrative,
45
legal and educational institutions.

As we have seen, the early Ottoman Sultans pursued

vigorously to keep society together. However, from the

100



nineteenth century onwards the bureaucratic elite acted in the
belief that they were the only ones responsible for modernizing
and developing their country.46 Indeed, modernization during
the nineteenth century was taken synonymously with
Westernization, which was perceived from the perspective of the
Enlightenment tradition. The state’s salvation was the main
target pursed by the intellectual-bureaucrats and the
substitution of reason for religion was regarded as the central
premises for public policy making.47 The vanguard of the
modernization effort was rooted in the state layer, far more
than the civil societal elements. The state, in fact, as of the
nineteenth century, turned into an agent of change. The state-

48
whoever resisted it was labeled as opposed to progress.

Three main aspects of modernization during the nineteenth
century were the emergence of a constitutional government, the
emergence of an intellectual-bureaucratic elite and the impor-
tance granted to women’s education. These efforts resulted in
a progress towards a constitutional government in the Ottoman

polity. The Sened-i Ittifak (Deed of Alliance) of 1808, the

Gulhane Hatt-i Humayunu (Imperial Rescript of Gulhane) of 1839,

the 1Islahat Fermani (Reform Edict) of 1856, the creation of

central and provincial assemblies and councils throughout the
Tanzimat Period of 1839-1876, and the establishment of the
first Ottoman parliament in 1877, are taken as the major
developments of the nineteenth century.49 A second layer of

modernization was the importance of the new roles given to

journalists and intellectuals by the Young Ottomans who would
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50
later constitute an element of elite politics in Turkey. The

third and no less important aspect of modernization, in the
last period of the Ottoman empire, was the attention given to
woman issue by the political elite: +the efforts of the
government to create new institutions with the aim of educating
women, and the roles given to women in modernization of the
Ottoman society. Indeed, regarding women as a link to Western
civilization was not an attitude practiced only by the Ottomans
but rather, as Leila Ahmed correctly argues, a common attitude
in Middle Eastern societies. Since the late nineteenth century,
when feminist ideas first began to develop in Middle Eastern
societies, "a Middle Eastern society’s formal stand on the
position of women has often been perhaps the most sensitive
index of the society’s attitude to the West -its openness to,
or its rejection of Western civilization."51 To assure women’s
education, their being integrated into social life anrd their
visibility in the streets was accepted by the intellectuals of
the time as a symbolic link to contact with Western civiliza-
tion and to overcome the cultural problems of the Empire. The
woman issue was, in fact, the focus of the 'arguments between
two predominant sections: the Westernizers and the
traditionalists. A Turkish student of political science,
Nilufer Gole, puts it very aptly by saying that during the
Tanzimat Period the woman issue coincided with the
distinctions between the public and private spheres. While the
Westernizers associated social <corruption with the non-

education of women, the traditionalists stressed +that a new
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corruption would come if they destroyed the secret 1life
surrounding women. The education of women and their
participation 1in the public life was regarded as having a
corrupting effect on Ottoman society.52 Traditionalist-

religious thinkers like Mahmud Esad argued that if the Ottomans

turned the face of society back to the Asr-i Saadet (the

‘Golden Age’ in Islamic society during the Prophet’s 1lifetime)
53
it would be possible to ‘save’ society. However, prominent

thinkers of the Tanzimat Period (1839-1876) like Namik Kemal,
Semseddin Sami, Fatma Aliye and Ahmet Mithat, advocated women’s
54

education and their equality with men in public 1life. The

basic theme of Semseddin Sami’s book "Kadinlarimiz" (Our Women)

is that happiness and the progress of family 1life and
civilization are dependent on women. Therefore, women should be
given as much education as men if Ottoman society was to reach
a genuine civilization.55 Ahmet Mithat, meanwhile, "accounted
the ideal of an educated girl as a genuine indicator of

56
modernization."

With the advent of the Tanzimat Period women’s status in

Ottoman society drastically changed. The Islahat Fermani of

1856 announced that no one could be dominated sexually by
57

anybody else. Two new regulations beginning from that time

were particularly important to women: the "Arazi Kanunu" (Land

Code) of 1858 and the "Sicill-i Nufus Nizamnamesi'" (Regulation

of Population Register) of 1881. With the Land Code the
previous regulation concerning heritage, that in cases where a

male heir existed the female could not benefit from the
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heritage of her parents, was abolished and female heirs were
given the same right as male.58 Moreover, based on the
Population Regulation the state began to interfere with the
marriage institution for the first time in Ottoman history.
Before this law, marriage among the Ottoman subjects was
regulated by imams (prayer leaders men) independent of the
state. But now, the Regulation enforced the spouses to receive
legal permission for marriage, and it cast an official role to

59
the religious men in the marriage.

Indeed, education was the most important means by which
the Ottoman women managed to break away from their traditional
role. The Tanzimat Period was the first in which women were
educated by the government in different areas. Midwifery
education for women was provided for in medical schools in the
year 1842.60 This was followed immediately by the "Kiz
Rustiyeleri" (Secondary Schools For Females) in 1858, and by

industrial schools for females in 1869 opened to train the

female population for industry, and by the "Dar-ul Muallimat"

(Teacher’s School for Females) in 1870. Students who graduated
from these schools were sent by the government to different
parts of the country to educate the 1rest of the Ottoman

61
women. With the edict of the "Maarif-i Umumiye Nizamnamesi"

(Regulation of Public Education) in 1868 the government

required the entire Ottoman population to send female children
62
aged between 6-11 to primary schools.
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Later the "Kanun-i Esasi'" (Constitution) of 1876 directed

that "all the Ottoman population would compulsorily receive
63
primary education." When coming to the year 1905 we see that

in the Ottoman Empire there existed 3,621 primary schools for
64
female students. In 1909 with the addition of 84 secondary

schools approximately 10,000 female students were being
65
educated. All these developments motivated the intellectuals

of the time to pay more attention to women’s present status.

The "Terakki", the first newspaper published in the Ottoman

Empire in 1868, dealt with woman issue and later published a
66

separate paper, "Muhadderat", for women in 1888. A series of

new papers and magazines followed in the following years.
Sefika Kurnaz 1lists 13 magazines pertaining to woman issue
being published in the Ottoman society between 1868 and 1900.67
The basic themes of these magazines brought to 1light the
importance of women’s education in the development of the
country. By attacking the institution of polygamy which was
widespread among the ruling «lass and by calling for equality
between men and women these magazines defended women’s rights.
The struggle for a new role in the society for women was worded
in Sukufezar, one of the prominent women’s magazines, in the
following way: "We have been accepted for a long time as ‘long-
haired, short-witted’ by men. We will indicate that the reverse
is correct, without preferring womanhood to man or the reverse,
we will be in a path of a hard study.68 These women, thus,
tended to reverse the values traditionally attributed to them

and to take a place in the social life equally with men. Many

women’s magazines of the time were published by men. However,
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the Hanimlara Mahsus Gazete (Paper Belonging to Women) was

completely written by famous women writers including Fatma
Aliye, Sair Nigar and Makbule Leman. Many women were taught by
this magazine how to write, to learn how to look after children
and were mobilized to go to schools. Its three basic principles
were to train women to be a good mother, a good wife and a good
Muslim.69 Nora Seni has analyzed the themes stressed through
caricatures in these and the later magazines and found that
three important issues were commonly emphasized: women’s
clothing, polygamy and the education of voung females.70
Indeed, the 1ideas formulated by intellectual men were

immediately shared by women; they required these rights not

only for themselves but for the development of the country.

As it was previously mentioned the Ottoman-Turkish women
worked on the land but were not employed in civil service
until the Tanzimat Period. A woman was appointed first in 1873
and ten years later, in 1883, some other women were appointed
to schools as officiaries./1 Moreover, during the same time
women began to participate in factory work. In 1897, 121 of 201
workers in a match factory of Tsktanbul were Qomen. In another
Ottoman city, Bursa, hundreds of women began to work in

72
different private businesses.

During the same period that Ottoman intellectuals were
challenging the traditional status of Turkish women there was a

strong feminist movement in Europe demanding the ©right of

',.J
o
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enfranchisement. It 1is obvious that the Western feninist
movement influenced the Turkish male elite, who in turn
influenced Ottoman women. 1In short, two basic agents of
Westernization or modernization in Ottoman-Turkish politics
during the second half of the nineteenth century were first,
the adoption of new institutions in the military and the
bureaucracy, second, the attempt to educate women and change

their traditional roles.

3.3. WOMEN AS A POTENTIAL ELEMENT OF CIVIL SOCIETY

When coming to 1908 the "Ikinci Mesrutiyet" (Second Consti

tutional Period) was proclaimed under the enforcement of the
Young Turks. The first parliament was prorogued by Abdulhamid
II because of the war with Russia immediately following his

coming to power in 1876. The term Mesrutiyet was regarded as

being synonymous with the declaration of freedom, particularly

73
freedom for women by the generation of the time. As soon as

the Mesrutiyet was proclaimed women (particularly in Istanbul)

74
abandoned their veils and went into the streets. Bernard

Caporal talks about women’s reaction to the 'Mesrutiygt in the

following terms: "After the proclamation of the Mesrutiyet

women took red-white flags and pennants and marched into the
streets of Istanbul shouting ‘long live the country’, ‘long
live freedom’, and ‘long live the nation'."75 The Young Turks
gave stronger emphasis to the woman issue. As described by

Tarik 2. Tunaya they "took the woman issue as an economic and
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cultural issue of the nation." With the " Ittihat ve Terakki”

(Union and Progress) government of the Young Turks a new phase

was opened in the Ottoman-Turkish politics.

3.3.1. The Guidance Role of Intellectuals

Following the Ittihat-Terakki governments Turkish

intellectuals began to hold the center of politics. They were
mainly educated 1in the West and they imported Western ideas
into the Ottoman empire. Three main measures taken to scolve the
problems of the Empire were importing technical experts from
the West, educating Turkish students in the technical
universities of Western counties and establishing a variety of
educational institutions training students in the direction of
Western technical knowledge.77 As soon as Turkish students
returned to the country they constituted a strong power

against the government from the Tanzimat period on; coming to

power, with the proclamation of the Mesrutiyet, they introduced

projects to save the state from collapse. They regarded
themselves not only as the symbol and agent of change but as
its beneficiaries. They dominated all the social and political
organizations and considered the state as a private institution
of their own.78 The intellectuals’ often-used idea of populisn,
despite its democratic connotation, did not go beyond being an
ideology of mobilizing the society towards the "ideal society"
they had in mind, which can be described as being Westernized.

These intellectuals took women as the instrument of their ideal

society and created a large number of arguments concerning the
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status of Turkisnhn women.

Arguments over the condition of woman during the mesrutiyet

period can be organized under three different perspectives.
Westernism, Turkism and Islamism. The three paramount names
among the Turkist intellectuals were Ziya Gokalp, Halide Edip
and Ahmet Agaoglu. They presented new projects concerning woman
issue to the government. Gokalp paid a great attention to woman
issue in his different writings and poems. For him, the old
Turkic style of life should be taken as the basic criteria for
understanding the existing condition of woman in Turkish
politics. He urged that there was a feminist tendency in the
0ld Turkish nomads and women were completely equal with men. To
him the corruption in the social 1life of the Turkish women
began immediately after the Turkish nomads migrated to Anatolia
under the impact of Arabian and Persian cultures. He attacked
the existing Islamic law and denounced that it be replaced with
a completely new one giving equality to women.79 He idealized a
future in which Turkish ethics would be founded upon democracy
and feminism as well as nationalism, patriotism, work and the
strength of the family.80 According to Gokalp there are three
basic elements of the society: the family, the state and the
nation. He argues that the center of the family is woman, that
of the state man, while the creation of the nation is the work

of both men and women. He emphasized the basic place occupied

by women in society in the following terms:

Since in our society woman obtain no good education,

the family does not develop. When the family does
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not develop, the nation automatically begins to go
backward. Then the first step of advancement lies in
girls being well educated and women being trained.
Well schooling of females might suddenly revive a
nation because a ygood woman brings about a good
family, and a good nation comes intc being on the

81
basis of a good family.

For Gokalp, "woman’s duty was not to educate only their
children but also to educate the nation, and it 1s their duty
as well to 1lead men in the true direction."82 One should
remember that Gokalp had similar views with Hegel in imposing

the basic familial roles on woman, but he extends Hegel’s ideas

by supporting woman’s taking new roles in public life.

Halide Edip, another extreme expcnent of the Turkic
perspective, raised four features as being basic
characteristics of +the new Turkish woman: she should be
intelligent, nationalist, and patriotic; she should be
conscious of her political rights and her 1iberty; she should
be well educated, having the right tc equal education with man;
and she should be a Muslim and a modern woman.83 Similarly with
Gokalp, she regarded woman as the basic element of society and
the improvement of her status must necessarily precede the
progress of the country. She urged that " the right of the

country is a thousand times higher and more esteemed than that

of a woman; when a woman requires new rights she should
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remember that this is nnt for herself but for the children that
she will produce for the country."84 Compared to Gokalp she was
more passionate in connecting woman’s interests with the
national interests. Another Turkist thinker, Ahmet Agaoglu,
also perceived the traditional role of woman as the genuine
reason for the backwardness of the Ottoman society. To him two
basic problems of the Ottoman society were the need for the
adoption of a Latin alphabet and the need to change woman’s
traditional status. Only with reforms in these two fields could
the Ottoman society solve its problems and take a proper place
among the developed nations.85 In short, the woman issue for

Turkist intellectuals meant not just women’s particular

interests but the country’s advancement.

The Westernizers went further on this issue. They were
obviously wunder the impact of the Western feminists. Tevfik
Fikret, the most famous poet of the time, wused poetry to
convey the common idea of the Westernizer intellectuals in
regard to the status of woman. The following part of one of his

poem was the common idea of the Westernizer intellectuals:

The destiny of womanhood is certainly not
humiliation

When woman becomes miserable the humanity will
86
certainly subside."

Abdullah Cevdet, an extreme Westernizer, strongly attacked
the veiling of Ottoman women. His famous slogan was "open Koran

and recover the woman", at the same time this was the slogan
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of his family law proposal. Cevdet was strongly in favor of

the adoption of Western institutions and a lover of Western
civilization, going so far as to propose the "impecrtation of
stud men from West for the purpose of reviving and
strengthening the new Turkish generation."88 His basic ideas
might be summed up as follows: the Sultan should have only one
wife, monogamy should be accepted legally as a basic principle
of family law; women should be free of state intervention in
their clothing; woman should be accepted as the paramount
virtue of the country and man should consider them according to
that virtue; woman should be freely schooled in every field;
and the existing family law should be replaced with a Western
civil code.89 To Cevdet "there is no second civilization meant
European civilization, and it must be imported with both its
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roses and its thorns."

Another consistent exponent of that idea, Ahmet Muhtar
wrote in 1912 that "either we Westernize, or we are
destroyed".91 Still another strong advocate of this view,
Selahaddin Asim, fundamentally rejected all Islamic principles
concerning the family and woman. According fo him the main
reasons behind the inferior status of women were mainly Islamic
principles concerned with such issues as polygamy, wedding,
marriage, heritage, equality and veiling. The only way to
emancipate women was to give up all these principles.92 Even

the right to vote for women was demanded by Westernizers during

that time which might be regarded as too extreme in a society



in which women still did not have the right to appear freely in
the public realm. The right of enfranchisement was first
demanded by Halil Hamit, a Westernizer thinker. He wrote in his

book, Islamda Feminizm (Feminism in Islam) the following: "Your

sons should support the emancipation of women and your
daughters should not only know their rights but also have
enough courage to put them into practice, that is, to use their
rights politically"93 Humanity was identical for him with

women’s equality with men a principle which would immediately

incorporated her into the Ottoman-Turkish society.

Moderate Westernizers raised arguments on woman issue.
Intellectuals like Celal Nuri and Riza Tevfik took religion as
the basis and argued for the adoption of the technical side of
Western civilization. To them the inferior condition of women
originated not from Islam but from the present conditions of
the Ottoman society; therefore, by the adoption of the
technical aspects of Western civilization they would be able to
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overcome the problem.

Another perspective, during the Mesrutiyet Period was

raised by some religious intellectuals like Mustafa Sabri