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The modern nation of Turkey stands in a unique position. Geographically bridging the gap between Europe and Asia, the country may soon join the European Union, and has the most democratic and secular government of any Middle Eastern Muslim country. At the same time, Turkey is the heir to the traditions of the Ottoman Empire, which for over half a millennium presented the greatest threat to Christian Europe. The story of Turkish religion is largely the story of a people defined and motivated by religion, but also a case study in the encounter of Islam with modern nationalism and secularism.

The story of modern Turkey begins with Islam. Ethnically, most inhabitants of modern Turkey descend from the Oghuz Turks, nomads from the steppes of Central Asia  who in the 10th century converted to Islam. Unlike in other areas, Islam spread to the Oghuz not by conquest but through dissemination from merchants, wandering holy men, and prisoners taken in Turkish raids on the Muslim lands to the south. The Oghuz, through migration and conquest, began moving to the southwest, into modern-day Iran and Turkey. The Turks were at first hired as military bands by Muslim leaders, but under the leadership of the Seljuk family, they began amassing independent power in Persia and Arabia, taking advantage of the weakness of the Abbasid Caliphate. The Seljuk presented a major threat to the Eastern Roman Empire, until Mongol forces shattered the Turks in 1243. As Mongol power rapidly waned, however, another group of Turks under the leadership of Osman Ghazi rose to fill the vacuum. These “Ottomans” gained great power, and soon formed a powerful empire. Though temporarily checked by the conquests of Tamerlane, the Ottoman Empire proved resilient, capturing Constantinople in 1453. The Turks continued to threaten Europe for two more centuries, until finally defeated at sea in 1571 at Lepanto, and then outside the walls of Vienna in 1683. The Empire fell into decline throughout the eighteenth century, modernized in the nineteenth, but then fell apart in World War I. Mustafa Kemal, a successful general, expelled foreign troops from Anatolia after the war, and established the modern Turkish state, based on secular principles. 

In general terms, Turkey is predominately a Sunni Muslim country. Between a fourth and a third of the population, though, is Shi’ite. Perhaps 100,000 Christians and 25,000 Jews also inhabit Turkey (out of a total population of 64 million); these religious minorities have been a constant factor since the Turks took Anatolia from the Byzantine Empire.
 To understand the nature of Turkish Islam and the role it has played, and continues to play, in Turkish life, it is important to look first at traditional Turkish religion---both in its popular and institutional forms---and at more recent developments, notably Kemal Ataturk’s reforms and their repercussions.

From the time of their conversion to Islam, religion dominated Turkish identity. “Save for a few fragments of folk poetry and of genealogical legend, all the pre-Islamic Turkish past was forgotten[.]”
 In this, the Turks differ from other Muslim ethnic groups; Bernard Lewis has noted that Arab, Persian, and Egyptian culture all contain legends, myths, and traditions from their pre-Islamic past. Not so for the Turks. In fact, according to Lewis, Turkish identity is so bound up with Islam that, “[t]o this day the term Turk is never applied to non-Muslims, though they be of Turkish origin and language like the heathen Chuvash and Christian Gagauz, or citizens of a Turkish state, like the Christians and Jews of Istanbul.”


The vital role of Islam was even more apparent in the Ottoman Empire. The Empire was identified with the “Dar al Islam,” or “House of Islam.” “For the Ottoman Turk, his Empire, containing all the heartlands of early Islam, was Islam itself.”
 The wars were seen as jihads, fought to expand the lands of Islam. This emphasis on Islam in the Empire was particularly apparent in the Ottoman treatment of religious minorities. Christians and Jews were tolerated, but lived separately in segregated communities. This was in contrast to the practice of previous Muslim states such as the Abbasid Caliphate; “[t]here are few Ottoman equivalents to the Christian poets and Jewish scientists of the Arabic Golden Age.”
 

Though Islam has exerted tremendous influence on Turkish culture, it has not been a homogeneous entity. Instead, traditional Turkish Islam has been characterized by two parallel, interrelated, and often conflicting strands.


The first of these, historically, was the “frontier Islam” of the first Muslim Turks, described by Bernard Lewis as “the militant and uncomplicated religion of the frontiersmen.”
 Oghuz Turks were converted by neither conquest nor organized evangelism, but by wandering dervishes and individual contacts. Even after the Turks became integrated into more organized, orthodox Islam, and rose to lead the Islamic world (discussed below), these traditional forms survived. Bernard Lewis has described these as “the popular, mystical, and more or less heterodox forms of religion which…flourish at the side of the formal, dogmatic religion…and correspond to a far greater degree to the real religious beliefs and practices of the people.”
 


The most famous manifestations of this popular strain of Turkish Islam are the dervish orders, or tarikats. These were sects formed by mystics in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. The mystical sects’ teachings were a supplement, and perhaps an alternative, to “the bleak impersonality of pure Islam, with its simple doctrine of submission to a remote and arbitrary Deity[.]”
 The dervish sects were not monastic organizations with full-time members like Christian monasteries, but instead were “religious fraternities,” functioning as, “a combination of sect, club, and secret society.”
 Members of dervish sects pledged to obey the leader, or Sheikh, to live pious lives, to attend meetings, and to donate to the sect. Dervish sects were more prevalent in urban areas than rural; perhaps the most famous sect were the Bektashi. This group, clearly heterodox, hosted ceremonies at which both sects were welcome and wine was consumed, and hosted parties often accused of “moral laxity.” The Bektashi reached the height of their popularity in the early modern era, when they became associated with the Janissaries, the Sultan’s personal guards.
 These troops, mostly composed of Christian children kidnapped at a young age, were perhaps sympathetic to the Bektashi message because of the sect’s incorporation of some Christian elements in its beliefs.
 

In addition to the dervish sects, there were and are other important elements in Turkish “popular” Islam. Wandering holy men and dervishes---separate from the sects---were long respected in Turkey, welcomed even by the Sultan at his court. The tombs of such holy men, along with religious martyrs, warriors, and hermits, became revered shrines to many Turks, especially in rural areas. Pilgrimages to these sites were common, and supplicants left offerings, in hopes of good fortune or wealth. 
In addition to strictly Muslim shrines, many sites associated with Christian saints, and even Christian chapels, became objects of veneration. This syncretism is the third and final element in “popular” Turkish religion. The decentralized nature of Islam, without a formal church hierarchy, made possible the dedication of such sites by “popular acclaim.”
 Furthermore, “scholars have drawn attention to…the elements of Shamanism, even of Buddhism and Manichaeism retained by the Central Asian Turks after their conversion to Islam[.]”


Clearly, then, Turkey has a strong tradition of “frontier Islam.” At the same time, though, the country has a long history of organized, institutional, orthodox religion. This strand of Turkish Islam dates its origins to the Seljuk expansion of the eleventh century. In 1055, the Seljuks took Baghdad, capital of the Abbasid Caliphate and center of the Islamic world. But, “the conquerors were themselves conquered by the Persian-Islamic traditions of their new homeland.”
 The Seljuk government adopted the structures of the Caliphate; in the words of Bernard Lewis, 

as the gazi, the dervish, and the nomad conquered, converted, and colonized the peninsula, the old Islamic traditions of government and civilization established themselves in what became the cities of a new sultanate.

Not only did the Turks themselves move toward “high” Islam, but Anatolia became geographically knit into the mainstream Muslim world as the borders of the Byzantine Empire were pushed back. Theologians, writers, and jurists moved into Anatolia, bringing with them the educated orthodoxy of Arabia. This Turkish adoption of high Islam was intensified by the Ottoman Empire. So great was the authority of the religious law that the Chief Mufti of the Empire had the authority, always in theory and sometimes even in practice, to depose the Sultan; in this regard, formal Islamic law was even more important to the Ottomans than in the Caliphates, where, “[t]he old Caliphs were theoretically subject to the Holy Law, and could be deposed for violating it---but this rule was a dead letter in the absence of any authority or machinery for enforcing it.”
 In the Ottoman Empire, on the other hand, the role of the Chief Mufti was subject to “the play of politics and personalities”---but it did exist and was significant.


The Ottoman Empire institutionalized religion more than any previous Muslim polity, to the point that it was “worthy of comparison with the Christian priesthoods or those of the ancient Empires.”
 Like the adoption of high Islamic culture, this began with the Seljuks, but accelerated under the Ottomans. The impetus for institutionalization was largely a desire combat “frontier Islam;” thus the Sultan sponsored schools, and a hierarchical structure headed by the Chief Mufti enforced Islamic law.

These two strands of Islam—popular and “high”---have throughout Turkish history led to conflicts. As the Seljuks adopted the traditions of the Caliphate, the nomadic Turcomans---nomads who fought for the Seljuks but were less assimilated to high Islam---still subscribing to “frontier Islam,” sought independence from the “dual evils of taxation and religious orthodoxy”
 by moving further west, against the Byzantines. In this way, the conflict between popular and institutionalized orthodox Islam fueled Turkish expansion. Under the Ottoman Empire, conflicts also arose as the central government and institutionalized religious structure opposed “frontier Islam,” especially the dervish sects. This opposition stemmed from two sources. First, and most obviously, the heterodoxy of many of the tarikats---most notably the elements of Christian-Muslim syncretism and “moral laxity” apparent in the Bektashi sect and others. Given the goal of the Ottoman Empire—spreading Islam—and the recurrent Muslim suspicions of Christianity as failing to uphold true monotheism, it is unsurprising that the Bektashi were considered dangerous. Similarly, the practices of other tarikats, including praying to great Muslim and sometimes even Christian martyrs, aroused the suspicion of many more learned, orthodox Muslims.
 The institutional structures of religion in the Ottoman Empire had as their founding goal the suppression of heresy divergent practice, and thus they opposed the dervishes. 
The second reason for official opposition to the tarikats, though, was that they undermined the worldly authority of the state, forming “a religion within a religion and a State within a State.”
 Since members of the sects were obedient to their Sheikhs, and were less influenced by the government, or of the institutional religious structure, members of the sects were less subject to the government’s control. The Turcomans were an example of this; their “frontier Islam” was tied to their resistance to Seljuk governmental authority, and also governmental, authority (“the dual evils of taxation and religious orthodoxy”). The Bektashi were especially dangerous politically, since the alignment of the janissaries with that sect meant that the Empire’s most important military body was outside the influence of official religion.
It is a matter of historical debate whether religious or political suspicions of “frontier Islam” were more important in shaping official Ottoman opposition to the tarikats. Most likely, the two went hand in hand. Learned Islamic clerics, suspicious of the dervishes’ divergent and syncretistic practices, would have had little difficulty in allying with governmental authorities worried about the development of institutions beyond their control. In fact, political and religious motives may not even have appeared separate in the minds of Ottoman policy makers: if the goal of the Empire was to establish justice and spread true Islam, then naturally the Sultan should suppress wrong practices. That dervishes threatened both the substance of true Islam, and the means of its spread, would have seemed entirely logical. The Ottoman state stood for Islam, and threats to its temporal authority were of a piece with opposition to proper Islamic belief and practice.

This conflict between official and popular Islam also appeared during Ataturk’s reforms. Before discussing these reforms and their repercussions during the twentieth century, though, it is first necessary to consider briefly the nature of Kemalist ideology, and the rise of nationalism in Turkey.

As the nineteenth century dawned, it was clear to most observers that the Ottoman Empire was only a shadow of its former glory. The Empire had been importing technologies from Europe for quite some time, but in the nineteenth century, European ideologies began to enter the Empire as well. While it is beyond the scope of this paper to discuss the exact nature of these borrowings, ideas of nationalism (especially from the Ottomans’ rebellious Balkan provinces) and anti-clericalism were important elements. By the end of the nineteenth century, a significant movement of mostly young, urban, Europeanized Turks pushed for political liberalization of the Empire (including a move toward secular republicanism) and an emphasis on Turkish national identity. 
“Turkishness,” once identified with religion to the exclusion of all else, came to be seen, especially in the eyes of elites, more as an ethnic identity. Religion was marginalized or even abandoned by many elite thinkers, and ethnicity took primacy of place.
 In its extreme form, this could lead to the view—attributed by Geoffrey Lewis to Ataturk—that, 

The native virtues of the Turks had been strangled for centuries under the alien, parasitical influence of the religion of the Arabs. He took no account of the fact that Islam had been the unifying force which enabled the Ottomans to build their great empire; he knew that other Turks had built empires without the help of Islam.

The Sultanate, which as the guardian and advocate of Islam had been vital to Turkish identity, became less vital as Turkish ethnicity became more important—especially because nationalism was usually tied to liberal ideas of secular republicanism. Liberal republicanism was, perhaps, to Turkish ethnic identity what the sultanate had been to religious identity: the state structure embodying the dominant unifying theme of society. Just as the Sultan had upheld and spread religion, democratic processes allowed “the people”—those who bore Turkish ethnic identity—to rule. 
World War I saw the total failure of the Sultantate, ending in defeat, occupation, and the dissolution of the Empire.
 Soon, nationalist revolts broke out against the Empire and occupying Allied troops, especially the Greek forces. Mustafa Kemal, one of the only successful Turkish Generals of World War I, soon emerged as the leader of these revolts. Changing his name to Ataturk (“Father of the Turks”), Kemal expelled foreign forces and established a republic. 

The Turkish War of Independence clearly showed the break between popular and institutionalized Islam. The Caliph and Chief Mufti, both tied closely to the Sultan, supported the official government and discouraged rebellion against the Allied occupiers. In doing so, they alienated many commoners. Though the nationalist independence movement was mostly led by secularist, nationalist officers such as Kemal, this did not mean that the mass of Turks, in supporting the nationalists, were rejecting Islam. Rather, most stood by their more popular religion, despite breaking with the authorities in Istanbul. The militant secularists opposed Islam in both government and private life. Many of these were young military officers, often educated in Europe, and followers of Voltaire, Rousseau, Comte, and Haeckel; some went so far as to make “a point of honour of drinking cognac and eating ham.”
 There seem, however, to have been comparatively few secularists; less radical and more common were the laicists. These were advocates of divorcing Islam to some extent from government. While laicists varied in their religious convictions, they shared an opposition to the hierarchical, institutional structure of Islam in the Ottoman Empire. Bernard Lewis has traced this spirit to the “frontier Islam” of Turkish tradition, and to traditional “occasional doubts of the faithful as to the complete integrity and disinterestedness of their spiritual guides.”
 In many ways, devout Muslims who had no interest in laicism also supported the independence movement, seeing it as a “struggle to defend Anatolia against the ancient and familiar Greek Christian enemy.”
 Combining political and religious motives, many tarikat sects, too, often supported the Kemalist uprising, out of their traditional opposition to institutional religious authority.

Thus religion played different roles for different people in the independence movement, and the mass of the Turkish people may have seen little contradiction between opposition to foreign occupation and traditional (though perhaps not institutional) Islam. Nevertheless, Ataturk’s reforms moved against both forms of religion in Turkey as he created his secular republic. 


During the War of Indepenence, the Caliph supported the Sultan, in an alliance of both religion and politics. Kemalism threatened the Ottoman hierarchy in both spheres, since Kemal’s republican ideals went hand in hand with secularism and laicism. Thus higher clerics were bitter opponents of Kemalism, supporting violent action against the independence movement. Nevertheless, Ataturk triumphed, and after a brief attempt to retain the Caliphate under the republic, he abolished it. Between 1924 and 1928, Ataturk repealed religious law, disestablished Islam as the state religion, banned religious education, reduced the power of the ulema (Muslim scholars tied to the institutional structure), changed to a Christian calendar, and adopted a European alphabet to replace the previous Arabic script.
 This last was particularly significant, because as Bernard Lewis has pointed out, throughout the Muslim world, the Arabic alphabet---language of the Qur’an---has long been vital; “[n]ot language, but script was the visible and outward sign distinguishing Muslim from unbeliever.”
 In many ways, then, Ataturk destroyed the Ottoman institutional structure of Islam.


If institutional Islam was not safe from Kemalism, neither was popular Islam---especially the tarikats. Ataturk did not immediately direct his laicizing efforts at the sects, but they nonetheless opposed secularization. In fact, the tarikats were more effective in their opposition than was institutional Islam, since the sects had a long tradition of opposition to authority. Furthermore, “they still enjoyed the confidence and loyalty of the common people and, unlike the ulema, were untarnished by collaboration with the invader.”
 Ataturk found, as the Ottomans had before, the dangers of  “a religion within a religion and a State within a State.”
 Thus in 1925, he began an assault on the dervishes, fighting the “superstitions” of popular Islam and its symbols, such as the fez and turban. Ataturk condemned the tarikats, declaring that, “the Republic of Turkey cannot be the land of seyhs, dervishes, disciples, and lay brothers. The straightest, truest Way (tarikat) is the way of civilization.”
 Legislation banned the brotherhoods, confiscated their property, and prohibited meetings of the sects. This prompted often-violent reactions, which the armed forces of the state put down promptly.

In suppressing the tarikats, Ataturk was in one regard continuing the ulema’s efforts to suppress popular Islam. Many of the “superstitions” (such as “fortune-tellers, magicians, [and] witch doctors”
) derided by Ataturk as being opposed to progress and modernity, were the same practices condemned by institutional Islam as heterodox and heretical. Ataturk, though, had significantly more success---at least, in the short term---against the dervishes than the ulema, perhaps because he had more central control over the state apparatus than the ulema ever had over the Sultan. But beyond his philosophical opposition to their teachings, Kemal also had political reasons to suppress the tarikats. “Their popular support, their radical traditions, their Masonic organization, all made them too little amenable to state control[.]”
 Thus for Ataturk, as for the Ottomans, religious or philosophical reasons came together with political motives in promoting opposition to the dervishes. 

Despite his opposition to both Ottoman institutional Islam and the tarikats, Ataturk was not completely opposed to Islam. The goal of his policies was “laicism, not irreligion;” he sought to limit Islam’s social and political role, reducing it to the status of religion in “a modern, Western nation-state.”
 Unlike most Western states, though, Kemal also sought to establish state control over Islam. In doing so, he developed an institutional structure to replace the Ottoman ulema. The chief entities in this new administration were the Presidency for Religious Affairs and the Directorate-General of Pious Foundations. These two offices ran mosques, appointed preachers, censored sermons, oversaw religious charities, and ruled on religious law---thus assuming all the powers, and more, that had been held by the Ottoman institutions.
 But unlike the Chief Mufti and other ulema, the Presidency and Directorate-General were firmly under the direct control of the government. Thus Ataturk simultaneously attempted to remove Islamic political and social influence, while giving the government full control over religion. This was because while he wished Turkey, not Islam, to be the primary allegiance of Turks, he also recognized that separating Islam from the government (as with many Christian churches in Western countries) would be impossible. The solution was to make Islam “subservient and state-controlled.”


The new institutions of Kemalist Islam were dominated at first by Westernized scholars, devoted to reform and modernization. This took extreme forms during the 1920s. Most of these scholars seem to have believed that religion’s main role was social, rather than spiritual, and they attempted fairly radical reforms at first---in one instance, a major report proposed changes that would “turn the mosque into a Muslim church,” complete with pews and music.
 This failed, but one important reform did take hold: worship from the 1920s forward was conducted in Turkish, rather than Arabic. This change was supported by some religious authorities as a means of improving popular appreciation of religious messages, but it also served the secular purpose of promoting nationalism and a sense of Turkish identity—even in the mosque, Turkish ethnic identity was more important than any sense of Islamic unity.
 The government-controlled school for imams at the University of Istanbul suffered from dwindling enrollment---probably because of its increasing secularism---until it was shut down in 1933.

Despite Ataturk’s attacks on traditional Turkish Islam, within a decade of his death, the government began to allow more latitude for religion in public life. Following World War II, political liberalization opened up public discourse in general as multi-party democracy was allowed.
 Religious leaders spoke out increasingly against secularism. The first major legislative evidence of this Islamic resurgence came in 1949, when voluntary religious instruction in public schools was introduced; in 1950 such education became compulsory unless parents actively chose to remove their children. Also in 1949, a divinity school was reestablished for the first time since 1933---but now, the school was in Ankara, “the heart of Republican Turkey and the seat of the government.”
 

Even as Islam was granted an increasing official role, it also experienced a resurgence in popular culture. Numerous publications advocated Islamic positions, often in simple, popular terms. After a nearly thirty-year absence of consistent higher religious education, these journals were written by often-ill-educated authors, and their content was, “xenophobe, usually anti-Western, often anti-Christian, treating most of what they discussed in a rather crude and violent political manner.”


This simplistic popular press came together with several other trends to inspire a resurgence of political Islam that came to the surface especially after the 1980 military coup. This political Islam, or Islamism, sought to reverse the work of Ataturk, reinserting religion into the social and especially political life of the nation. It had support in several social quarters. Many in the Turkish countryside had remained deeply pious, and were more able to express this as political dialogue liberalized (and, perhaps, as communications improved) through the 1960s and 1970s. Peasants and urban artisans were frequently tied to resurgent (though not officially-condoned) tarikats, and more prosperous merchants may have supported the Islamic revival as a protection against the threat of Communism, as Turkey sided against the Soviet Union in the Cold War. 
After launching a coup in 1980, the new military leaders of Turkey banned socialist and social democratic political parties, creating a vacuum for religious parties to take up the banner of the economically deprived. Furthermore, the military seems to have welcomed Islamic political support against leftist elements.
  “The military authorities, despite seeing themselves as the bastions of Kemalist orthodoxy, deliberately propagated Islam as a form of social cement.”
 These movements blossomed after democracy was restored in 1983, and in the 1995 general elections, an Islamic party, the Islamist Welfare Party, received a plurality of votes.
 Since then, the Kemalist establishment and Western allies have sought to react to the power of Islamist parties. Beginning in 1997, military threats of a coup forced the resignation of an Islamist ministry, and have since kept Islamism largely in check. Parliamentary coalitions have also been arranged to deny overwhelming power to the Islamists, and some have argued that Islamic influence has peaked; in the words of Hugh Poulton, “it seems unlikely that [Islamic parties] will increase much beyond their present electoral level of 20% or so.”
 Nevertheless, Islamic political parties remain a highly important force in Turkish politics, particularly in the less urban, more traditional, eastern parts of the country,
 and among “the discontented and uprooted villagers who moved to the squatter settlements of big cities.”

While Islamism is a significant element in Turkish politics, it has not penetrated nearly as deeply as in other countries, such as Iran. The Turkish government remains secular, and democratic, unlike those of other Middle Eastern Muslim countries. Religious law has not been restored to the country, and in international politics, Turkey remains a staunch US ally
, is seeking membership in the European Union, and even maintains good relations with Israel. Indeed, the Turkish government was on nearly-hostile terms with the Iranian theocracy ever since that country’s revolution; the Ayatollah Khomeini condemned Kemalism, and Iranian representatives have repeatedly to make the customary official visit to Ataturk’s mausoleum in Ankara.
 In sharp contrast to most Middle Eastern Muslim countries, women---such as former Prime Minister Tansu Ciller---play a significant role in Turkish politics.
 Clearly, Turkey is far from an Islamist state. Furhtermore, even as many Turks support Islamist political parties, citizens differ widely in their degree of Islamic observance. 

Large numbers of Turkish people, perhaps the majority, are religiously devout Muslims and to some degree observant, attending prayers at the mosques…[but] [v]ery sizable groups are not religiously observant, however, especially in the major urban centers.


Thus Turkish Islam perhaps straddles the middle between total secularism, and a theocracy such as Iran. Islamist parties are a significant force, but so is the secular legacy of Ataturk. Religious observance is common, but by no means universal. The Turks are a people whose origins are defined by Islam, and who once ruled an empire devoted to jihad and the expansion and preservation of the faith; as Bernard Lewis has written, “[t]o this day the term Turk is never applied to non-Muslims.”
 Turkish armies repeatedly threatened to sweep Vienna under the crescent, failing only by the slimmest of margins. But the decay of the Ottoman Empire provided fertile ground for Western ideas of secularism and republicanism, ideas which blossomed after the Empire’s collapse in the First World War. 
Nationalism in Turkey has meant an identity based on ethnicity, rather than religion. For a time, Kemal Ataturk created a state based on nationalist, secularist, and republican ideals, but Islam seems to be too deeply-rooted in Turkish life to be marginalized so easily. As in other areas throughout the Islamic world, Islamist parties have advocated a return to religion as the basis of identity, sometimes even arguing that true Islam leaves no room for ethnic identification. The conflicts between religion and the secular state have been visible throughout Turkish politics. The dervishes may have supported Kemal’s laiscism at first as a bulwark against the institutionalized religious hierarchy of the Ottoman Empire, but they soon found Ataturk a fickle ally. In fact, the new Turkish state was able to suppress the tarikats more effectively than the Ottomans had ever been able to do, as laicism was tied to both secularism and a state which did not tolerate other sources of power—and which had the power to move against such sources. Ironically, with the demise of the Ottoman clerical establishment, only the often-suppressed tarikats were left to stand for Islam. 
The tradition of “frontier Islam,” separated from official clerical hierarchies (now controlled by the Kemalist state) seems to have reasserted itself, though, in the modern Islamist parties. This has been particularly important since the 1980 military coup and the liberalization of the government. As the people of Turkey have gained a greater voice, Islam has often been the subject of that voice. What effect this will have on Turkey’s future remains to be seen.
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